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! " - Abstract = l/

B

-

, Flve expert systemlc psychotheraplsts each provrded ifour minute
video- taped example ‘of *heir therapy The therapists were- asked to select af

segment Whtch illustrated a change or Shlﬂ on-the part of the client(s) The

_examples were collected on one Video- -tape.” The same therapists individually

. vrewed the collectlon They were interviewed by the author an experienced
_ -sy%temlc psychotheraplsz and they were asked to descnbe in their own words, -

what they thought were the slgnmcant processes which occurred in each

*segment They were also asked to descnbe nelattor*st'nps and changes. Their

responses were audlo recorded, transcrlbed and analyzed. t
The lnvestlgatlon was desrgned as an exploratlon of systemlc

psychotheraplsts processes of constructing psychotherapy process. The study
addressed the issues of the unpredictability of client. change and dlvergent
therapeutrc styles The approach involved .an analysus of the ontogeneﬁc
llngmstlc construction of ‘idiogra pth arid consensual systemlc

sychotherapeutlc -processes. Thls type of study of the patterns of the
&ganlzatlon and control of commumcatlons in observing systems has been
called second order cybernetlcs by Heinz von Foerster. The lnvestlgatlon df the

observers descrlptlons involved lexical analysns ang analysrs of observers'
‘patterns of descrlptlons of - behaviours, explanatlons and .concepts. The

evolutlon of the mvestlgatory method was described, and the role of the-
lnvestlgator was emphasrzed .

The results lnclude ‘explanations usrng autoporetlc constructrvrst and
"?second order cybernetlc thearies. Comments are made regarding observers'
idiographic patterns of lexical usage, and multl levelled recursive patterns for
organizing descnptlons of psychotherapy process The discussion indicates .
aspects of effectlve therapy ‘about which there was consensus. Stylistic,
choreographtc and metaphonc qualities of the observers' descriptions are
dlscussed The followmg ‘concepts are discussed: distinctions, the politics of
consensus structure determinism, organization, elgen values ,structural
coupling, ontogenetlc co-dritt, m%taphors and thresholds.

‘The-results lndlcated that systemlc_theraplsts employ 'characteristic
idiosyncratic'.'pamof word use, and patterns of descriptions.- -Effective

bl
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therapy was rndrcated by convergent consensua% panerns of lexrcal and textual
description The rmplrcatlons suggest that effective. syotemrc psychotherapy is
drstmgurshed by therapists' and observers more prevale)nt use of metaphors,

unique rdrosyncratlc lexical items,. and- regular recursive -use of behavioural,

explanatory and conceptual descnp’uons Suggestrﬁ’s are made for further
research in psychotherapy process
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A | St
T, 1 INTRODUCTION
A Pr'eamble \g;\

. ~
¢ We' now have a theory , a ‘dynamlc the\y of the. preposmon of

language, but it does not presgent itself to us ag a theory. For'it is the )
characteristic thing about Such a theory that it looks at a special clearly’

intuitive. case and says: "That shews how things are in every casg; this

case is the exemplar of all cases."-- "Of course! It has to be like that” we,
‘say, and are satisfied. We have arnved at a form of expression that strikes

'

us as obvious. Butitis as if we had now seen something lying beneath
the surface. . - ~

The tendency to generahze the dase seems to have a strict

JUStIf?C&tIOﬂ\%OQlC here one seems completely justified in mferrmg "|f
- one 'proposi¥on ig a picture, then any proposition must be a picture; for

they "must all be of the' sameenature.” Forave are under the illdsion that

what'is subhme what is issentlal ua’oout our.investigatiort consists in its

grasprng ‘one comprehe ive essemce (Wittgenstein, 1970 #444) %
N

philosophy wrongly, seeing it wrong, namely as if it were drvrded into
(infinite) Iongrtudmal strips instead of into (finite) cross strrps This
~—<invErsidn in our conception produces the greatest difficulty. So we try as
it were to grasp the unlimited strips and camplain that it cannot be done

precemeal To be sure it cannot, if by a piece one means an infinitg .
inal strip. But it may. well be done, if one means a cross-strip. - But,
it éase we never dget to the end of our work! - Of course not, for it has -

rnt
" no end..* 9

~ .werghmg of linguistic facts.) (#447)

d o

Ll

1 4

. A seed always produces a plant of the same Kind as that from which
- it was produced - but nothmg in the seed corresponds to the plant which
comes from.it; so that itis impossible to infer the properties or structure of

- Disquiet in phrlosophy might be: sard to arise from Iookrng at-

. [We want to replace wild conjectures and explanahons by quret'

\\f

=

\\ the plant from those of the seed that comes out of it - this ¢an only be done-

from the history of the seed. So an organism might come into being even
‘out qf se.ﬁqethmg quite amorphous, as it were causelessly; and there is no

reason why this should not really hold for our thoughts, and hengge for our
;e talkrng ahd writing (#608)

y

In general, psychotherapy process research is at 'east partly directed
towards desc‘«rrﬁrncg and explaining the fundamenta prlnq&les of

o

psychotherapeuhc process. This. pursurt of explanatrorﬂs somehmes leads "

~ ‘ q ) . . : k



researchers to forget that psychotherapy is an-event which o_ccurs";in a specific
time, and between a specific therapist and a specific client(s). Part of the
function of smence is to explain general principles - to provide arder andv
- predictability for complex phenomena. The explanatory function of science is
not being questioned here. What is being questioned is some researchers'
‘tendency to feify explanaﬁons. Nowhere is this more so than in psychotherapy
research. Maturana (1979) describes another approach, when he says: "The
" question, 'What is the object of knowledge 2" becomes meaningless. There is
no object of knowledge. To know is to be able to operate adequately in an
individual or cooperative situation" (p.53). |
Practitioners of therapy are similarly little inclined to be’ lmpressed by the

measures of validity which persuade many researchers that their work is

useful. Morrow-Bradley and Elliott (1986) surveyed the literature on the
utilization of psychotherapy research and found that practjtioners commonly
cite the following problems with psychotherapy research: 1: The questions
addressed are not clinically relevant, 2: The variables selected for study are
not representative of actual clinical practice, 3: The methods and populations

-’ tjsed are not adequately described or selected, 4: Data‘analyses reported for -

' psychotherapy studies overemphasize group statistics and statistical
significance, 5: Researchers make little attempt to trarf§late and communicate
~ their findings in a way that therapists-can use. w(p.188).- Clearly, practitioners
are expressing their dissatisfaction with psychotherapy process research.
Morrow-Bradley and Elliott are suggesting that somé' psychotherapy
researchers chave become more concerned wnth following certain formal
methods than with the purposes those methods are designed to serve. | would
suggest that one form of solution to this problem would be through returning to
the exploration of the actual therapeutic event. Let us put aside the methods
for a while and loak at what happens in therapy. This area of research cannot
suffér by adopting an exploratory as well as a sophisticated design and
analysis approach. Perhaps some methods might be attempted which will not

assist in the orderly aoco'm_ulation of knowledge. But what pUrpose is served .,

by the orderly sccomulation of knowledge if we are doing little with it besides
keeping the research machine running?

-2



B The nature 0{ thig exploratron

These comments represent both a polemic and an apology. The former
should be self—explgnatory, so | will comment on the latter. The report you have
in hand is an exploration, complete with many of the successes and failures
that attend to this sort of research. This lnvestlgatlon was initiated as an
attempt to explore-new terr‘i'to'ry. There will be readers who question whether
this territory actually exists. Sdm_e readers may see the basic topography, but
doubt that it has been adequately explored. Other readers may see the
territory, follow the route through'it, and be convinced that the 'paths not taken
were more promising. For the author, these are srmply\the ha,.ards and the
challenges of the work. _

In this report, | will attempt to explain how an initial idea evolved rnto~a

question, how the question igvolsed some methods, how those methods were

assayed, what the method’s_l produced, and finally how the results can be
interpreted. The path througlh“these‘various stages is rot the shortest route. It
will be necessary to describe some of the false leads, choices, and changes
that were made as the work progressed. My purpose is to give the reader a fair

chance to understand why | conducted this work, and how | did it. Along the

way, | hope the reader develops an understanding of my perspective, and how
| have lnlmitably formed this work. | will attempt to honestly explain how | have
- participated in producing this investigation, but because«l am the researcher, |
can not get outside myself to explain my-participation as effectively as the
reader. | hope the reader will make whatever observations® and Judgements
a\re necessary to understand this report ,

his is a doctoral dissertation. That fact establishes the basic context of

this WOrk, and no doubt bears a strong influence on all parts of it. [ do not have -

sufficient distance from this contextual feature at this point to comment on it.
This is also a doctoral dissertation in counselling psychology. | am a chartered
psychologist, and I have been practicing as a therapis’t for the last seven years.
This report originates rn my interest in the theoretical and practical aspects of
therapy. During the tlme that | have been a student at the URiversity of Alberta,
as both a master's and a doctoral student [ have been very fortunate to have
Been involved in some fascinating changes and developments in the field of
psychotheracy, particularly in the general area of systems theory oriented

(9]
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therapies!. | have worked as a marriage and family therapist, as a supervisor

| .of family therapy students,” and as a trainer in professional family therapy
cettings. ‘This workMs directly out of my experiences in those contexts, and
‘nk | can best introduce you to the evolution of the research question by

xr aining some of those experiences.

In the area of systems therapy, much of the trammg and consultation |

occurs in team semngs Ateam of therapists observes and participates on one
side of-a one-way mirror while a therapist and the clients work on the other
side. These situations are very interesting because one confronts again and
again how differently individual therapists view the world. The discussions
among teams are always lively, sofmetimes heated. One of the problems that
frequently arises is that the therapist who.is working with the client has difficulty
consolidating the various ideas that the team offers. The success' of this
method of working often depends on the working therapist's ability to
incorporate various suggestion; into an integrated personal delivery. One idea
has become very clear for me - there is no one right way to do therapy, ever.

This is so to the extent that the word, right, seems senseless, The word, right, -

or others like it, such as, correct, approptiate, best, etc., /nherently carries a
political levei of meanmg This political level refers fo the nature of the
interactions cetween conversants. This political level of meaning should not
carry over into the semantic level?, but it usually does. It should not carry over
into the semantic level because at the semantic level the méanings of, right,

correct, best, etc., are subject dependent. In other words, what is right for one"
therapist in a certain context may be different from what is right for another

the‘rapist in a similar context. At the political level of meaning it is qu'ite
_ possible that one member of a team may hold a position of wfluence such that
this member may determine which therapeutic methods are right or wrong.

Although | have suggested that the semantics are subject dependent, one

can observe that the various ideas and opinions of team members sometimes
converge. These fortuitous coincidences typically occur when members agree
that therapy is going wefl. We can see when therapy works, even though we

AN

it

I"Systems therapies” include many schools that have becn strongly influenced by
- gencral systems. 1hconcs Bateson, and Jackson.

2 The words, political, "and scmantic, are ‘being us@d, here in the sense that they
have been described by Kceeney in (1985,pp.13-21).



might not have the same ideas about why it works, or how to proceed T‘QSe
nodal convergences of opinion about successful therapeutrc process are the -
general region which | set out to investigate. .

More specifically, and somewhat paradoxically, it was apparent to me tha
these zones of consensus could not be explored without a languge for
describing therapists' divergent modes o_f constructmg therapeutic process.
tndividual therapists clearly inhabit differentggorlds, and have different ways of
building their experiences. ~The observation that we converge at times is
- notable because it cqntrasts with the more general observation that we are so '
clearly different. We have different histories, diferent lives, and different ways
of doing therapy We use different words to describe therapy, and have
~ different ways of makmg sense of therapeutic process., No amount of trarnmg\
or working together could drsgmse these differences. In fact, the longer tea_ms
work together, the more familiar they become with each others' uniquely
kpdividual styles.

C The research question ,

So the specific question | asked was; "How therapists construct
therapeutic process?'; and this quesiion was asked in the context of the
general area of interest;” "What is characteristic of the nodal points of
convergent expression and behavior among therapists during their discussions
- of successful moments in therapy?" These moments could be called
significant, or important moments; or moments when the client,is described as -
having shifted or changea. The specific question was neither simple to
formulate, nor simple to investigate. At the time when | first began thinking
about moments of consensus about therapeutic process, | thought that | was
inquiring about what was happening in therapy. As | pursued the general area
of interest further, it became more clear that | was ianiring about how
therapists construct therapeutic process in themselves, and express those
constructions to others. Now that | have pursued this particular question for a
distance, it is becoming clear that | am investigating how 1 construct therapists'
constructions. The territory and the rules gontinue to shift with each shitt.

| started this introduction with some passages from Wittgenstein's Zettel. |
recall Dr. Heinz Von Foerster, who is Wittgenstein's nephew, saying that if a
graduate student wanted a thesis topic, any one of the Zette/ would be a good
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place to begin. | have selected three, and | hope this does not mean I will do
three dissertations. | started with these paésages not because of Von
Foerster's suggestron nor because Wlttgenstern is central to this discussion;
but because Wrttgenstems pragmatrc phrlosophy of language provrdes one
with a sense of the firm foundation. that, ‘lS requrred for condu'ctmg‘an
exploration such as this. In these passages he seems to be sayingithat
theories indicate process rather than product that exploratrons generate more
exploratron_s, that we can progress in a common sense fashion by noticing
how language is used; and that we can learn by.tracrng pattetns in history.
-The purpose of this investigation is to explore how therapists construct
rherapeutic process. This statement could be interpreted in various ways. |am
intending it as a startrng Soint for mvestlgatmg patterns in therapists’ ’
descriptions of therapy. 'With this intention, the mvestlgatron becomes -
predominantly a linguistic concern. * | have not begun with theoretical precepts
about inferred intfa-psychic or cognitive structures. This exploration is an
attempt to generate and describe some patterns in the language that observer-
therapists use. Of course, | have brought my history intg the prpcess of
generating the distinctions. My methods for constrUcting events are revealed
through the distinctions | generate. |

| think one of the nrajor aspects of my approach is that | attempt to follow

in the style of Wittgenstein, although | will not subsequently have much to say
about his way of doing philosophy. 1 want to use language to describe what .
can be described in_language. “This is a central feature of the constructivist
approach The purpose is to use language to clarify confusions. Confus:on% ‘
often result when language is required to do more than it is capable of domg.
.We can stop being confused by not asking questions that cannot be answered
in language. Wittgenstein initiated the constructivism of language by reducing ‘
complex philosophical questions to the pragmatics of grammar: - "Like
everything metaphysical the harmony between thought and reality is to be
found in the grammar of language" (1970, #55)1. | think this approach is
overdue in discussions of therapy. Psychotherapy has beeri hobbled by

=)

I Von Foerster has suggested that Witigenstein was actually a realist.  His
discussion of language would be suitable for the constructivist position if we took
his realist argument and "stood it on its ecar". I lecave the quote here because it

cxemplifics “the method | am arguing for, although it is based on different

assumptions. . : .



arguments about beliefs that cannot be resolved in language

The idea of staymg grounded in Iangua&e is basrc to the conduct of this
investigatiof. number of factors have converged to hrghhght Irngurstrc
features.” Mos rmportantly the three researchers who have had most to say ,
about how we construct our rea(tres emphasize the pragmatic ontogenesis of
language. Maturana's and Von Foerster's ideas have become the cornerstone
for this eXplorvation. These ‘two, and others, have devoted considerable
attention to the description of how we construct our realities through the
generation of language. Bateson's descriptions of the processes of describing
patterns in‘vhuman behﬁr (punctuation) are also central to this investigation;
and | have borrowed some cencepts from theories of etylistics in literature.

D An outline

‘These various components will be described in due course. | will now
briefly describe the formal outline of the procedure that was followed in this
investigation.  This outline is quite simple. | asked five expert systemic
therapists to each select a four minute video-taped segment of ?herapy they
had done, which illustrated a significant or rmportant therapeutrc process.
copied these segments onto one video-tape, and then asked each of these
therapists to review each segment and describe what they thought were the
significant processes. | tape-recorded and then transcribed their comments. |
then began a recursive (repeating cireular) process of- reviewing the -
descriptions and‘generating patterns among them. Eventually this process
stabilized, more or less, on patterhs of words (le}(ical analysis), and patterns of
" behavioral, explanatory and conceptual descriptions (textual analysis). After |
had experimented with various interconnections among the analyses, it was
possible to construct some patterns for describing the observers' descriptions
of therapeutic processes. This is the basic outline of the procedure .
| The reader may observe that the procedure is based on the descrrptrons
provided by practicing therapists, and that an attempt has been made to
ground the investigation on the language that practicing theraprsts actually use
to describe their own and each other's work. The rnterVrew format was non-
standardrzed, as were the methods that were created for generating the
. patterns in the observers' descriptions. As | began describing the patterns |
also began referring to theoretical constructs from constructivism (Segal, Von

~ v



Foe'rste_r,‘-VOn Glasersfeld, Watzlawick), autopoiesis (Maturana), cybernetics
(Bateson, Keeney), and stylistics (Gregory). But the basic procedure was to
descrlb,e.ho'w At‘her'avplsls 'c,o"n’stru'ct therapeu’ . process by exploring the
Ianguage lhatvoﬂbser\)‘er~lherapl§sts actually use. -

E My partlcnpatlon ST ) i
o would llke to make one further comment befgre proceeding with the
irevnew of the. llterature | have mentioned that as the researcher lam also
involved in this research as an “observer of the observers, and tgere re this
report is. fmally my. constructlon of my interaction with the ob ervers'
constructions. | would ll-ke to say from the outset, ,that the expgrieqce of
partncupatlng ln the research thls way resulted in some remarkable e&perl ntial
~shifts for.me | think it is approprlate to describe one of these hexg in the
introduction, because it is. fundamental to the whole event. ‘
| have practlced as a theraplst for several years, and | have mentioned

how lntngumg and stlmulatlng it can be to work in this area with other like-

minded theraplsts | have not mentlor;ed that the five participants in this project
are all colleagues with whom | ‘have-had varying degrees of both professional -
and social contacl.over_lhe_.years. | mentioned that when | started this research
' had an idea that it would be possiblé to get a clear picture of the consensus
among these observers about the significant moments in therapy. | also had
the 'idea that | was going t‘o describe their constructions rather than my own.
Therefore when | began the process of talklng with them individually
about what lhey had observed on the video- tapes | decided to restrict my
lnvolve,m,ent to asklngr quesllons for clarification. This simple decision, which |

made in the interests of 'objectivity', had profound effects on the entire

- procedure. In retrospect | am happy that | decrded to restrict my involvement
-the way | did, lhough | now think | did it forthe wrong reasons. What happened
was that my mteractlons with these therapists changed. llhlnk e basic shift
had to do with my no longer belng an active participant (in th¢ previously’
customary"sense) Wlth each of the observer-therapists in thé process of
generating descri iptions of the therapeutic processes.

~ Normally, when?twoor more systemic therapists talk about a therapy
.jsesslon'the‘y have just observed, they share ideas ‘about what has happened.
-When | rerndve'd rny,selfvl'rom offerlng my opinion as | normally would have, |

@
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egan to heax »the observer -therapists express ideas that were not only
dlfferent from what | NOU|d have expected them to say, or from what | thought |

“had hecrd them say before; but-their ideas were different from each others’, in

ways that | could not haye antrcrpated and could only later begin to express.

J am really makrngéa g ,;eral stategent Here about some of the specific
results of this investigation.’ o hen observer-therapists talk together about
therapy, they drift together in thelr descnptnons of therapy. Very often, when
therapists t3lk together about ther_._‘apy, the political and practical aspects of

doing therapy together become at least as imp-o’rtagt as the individuals'

~ constructions of therapy. And these factors lead to interactions which disquise
how divergent “individual therapists' modes of constructing therapeutic

processeé really are. What | mean is that when Yherapists talk usually they are
engaged in a decision-making précess; e.g., whal is this client's problem? how
should we treat it? what is happening now? what should we do next? The
effort to reach viable cc;nclUsions often means that the attainment LOfconsensus

s a priority. The attainment of consensus is a political event beiween people

, suggest that in any normal conversation, ahout the weather, or whatever; the

which is distinct from (ne mduvrduals constructions.

| have. hrghhghted the polmcal factor in order to explain why obsewer ‘

therapists usually seem more~sgnvergent in their views than | found them to be
when | talked to them individually: No doubt there are other reascns. | would

longer two people converse and interact, the more likely they are to drift
together in their expressions and behz vic . This suggestion is one that | have
not been able to explore in this investigation, but it is one of the ideas that |
have for future work now that this investigation has reached this step.

- What | warrtfed to point out hege is that once | began exploring the
question, * "How do observer-therapists construct therapeutic process?",
according to the procedure | have described, my attention shifted f om wanting
to describe consensual patterns, to a desire to tease apart scme of the
patterns of divergence (and convergence) among therapists' descriptions. |
th.nk this shift to focusing on the aspects of divergence, marks my approach to
the overall conduct of this investigation.

The remainder of this didsertation includes a review of the literature, a
description of the method, a statement of the results, a discussion, and some
concluding remarks

9
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I REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE - =

A /Introduotion
_This investigation of bbserver -therapists' methods for constructing

therapeutrc process opens some new territory and it is also grounded on,

‘research that has been conducted in the areas of psychotherapeuhc process,
cybernetics, radical constructrvrst theory, autopoiesis, anthropological research
methods, and literary criticism.” This investigation builds on some aspects of
each of these areas, but its reiation to each of these areas is primarily
. synthetic. In other words, the impetus for the research questions and the form

of this investigation arose from a.constellation of previous research in a variety
~ of fields. THis origination does not mean that this resedrch is especially trans-

discipli"nary. On the contrary, this investigation focuses on psychotherapy. -

However, the sources and background which led to the generation of this
specific form of research are diverse; and the relations between this specific
research and the diverse sources are not direct.

The theoretical assumptions were largely derived from Bateson ('1972,

1979), De|l (1982, 1983, 1984, 1985), Keeney (1979, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1985),

Maturana (1978, 1979, 1980, 1981, 1983,1986), Segal (1986), Von Foerster
(1983, 1984, 1985), and Von Glasersfeld (1978, 1984). The methods were
largely derived from methods for the analysis of Ii‘erature, and psychoiherapy
case studies. The method of the inquiry involked an investigation of textual
and lexical aspects of therapists' descriptions of therapy. The conjunction of
theories and methods is consistent with the $ynthetic stages of development
¥hat have characterized the discontinuous evolution of psychotherapy
research. The history of the proliferation of schools of psychotherapy over the
last few decades has not followgd clear geneological patterns. Certainly within
the area of farnily therapy we have seen that personalities, idiosyncratic
techniques, and ideas imported from other disciplines, have had a great
influence on the development of this field.- The whole area of systemic therapy
originated, through multi- drscrplrnary cross-fertilization.

| would suggest that the general area of systemic therapy has reached a
stage of practical and theoretical sophistication where the resources that were
provided by the seminal innovators such as Von Bertalanffy, Bateson, and

Q
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Jackson have almost been exhausted. Today the journals are full of polemic
disputes which suggest that the theoretical debate has moved from generative
discussion to invidious disputation.  The point here is thaf there are good

reasons for looking outside the bounds of our own tectnically oriented

Hl

theories. Of course, this act of looking outside will mean hunting for ideas

which may or may not be of any immediate relevance. There will always be

those in the area of psychotherapy who question the relevance of esoteric

theories. On the other hand, | would suggest that change offen comes about
once-a certain threshold has been attained. Until this level has been attained,
it may be difficult to* explain how the various components will contribute to the

evolution of useful new ideas. There are stages in research durrng which it is ~

more appropnate to explore than to specrfy outcomes.

This investigation was designed as an exploration rather than as a

summation. The defmmon of the territory to be explored resuited from the
nature of certain questions that arose for me, in interaction with the commumity
of therapists of which | am part, and in interaction with my reading of varrous
theories, my reading of psychotherapeutic process research, and my practrce
of thera;;) The territory which was explored in this research was not directly
specifiedfor indigated by any.one specmc body of research in a particular area.

Therefc e, this review of the literature needs to provide some background -

for assisting the reader to understand the nature of the territory which was
explored, and how this topography was created. Because the hrstory of the
origination of this exploratr%n Mvolved diverse sources, the description of the
history will also be diverse. My intention is to describe some of the identifiable
sources which | think are relevart to understanding how and why this
investigation was initiated. 1 would also like to explain some of the synthetic
operations which led to the generation of the specific form.

In retrospect, | realize that the particular conclusions which have been
stated depend-'for their acceptarrce on the reader's acceptance of some of the
initial premises. | would suggest that the particular conclusions are not
designed to be replicated, or accepted as valid. The purpose of this
investigation has been to describe how some ideas could be synthesized, how
this synthesis could suggest a territory, and how this territory could be
explored. In other words, the purpose here has been to describe the process
through which the research came about and was carried out. | have been as
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concerned with describing the genesis as with describing the results. Finally,
_the reader may be-as curious to know where | began as where | ended. *

In this review of the literature, it has been?drttrcult to determine what should

be included. In terms of specific studios‘w
there are none, but | would be plagic =~ 1g if | w not describe the many
sources which have contributed to the synthetic origins.

This review is composed basically of six sections. My lntentlon has been
to describe the mejor philosophical components of the theories underlyrng this
research. At the same time, [ have attempted to illustrate some of the‘
interconnecting' 'progression‘ of ideas that grew through the process of
conductrng this investigation. The first section includes some comments on
some basic relevant issues and assumptions in psychotherapy process

ich directly precede this' stugy, -

‘research. The 'second section inciuces a dlscussnon of the nature of the-. -

observer; how the observer can be understood as the esseptial component in

the construction of knowledge; and a description of first-and second order ¢

cybernetrcs. The third section presents a short discussion-of the ontology of
autonomous systems. The fourth section develops sonfe of the particu cr
questions that systemic therapists are asking. These qvuestions have providec
a practlcal focus for this mvestrgatlon The trfth section provrdes,an outline
desugned to-assist the reader to appreciate some of the majér theonsts and
their wefk. Particular attention is given to relevant aspects of constructrvusm,

autopoiesis, and cybernetics. The last section _sectionxprovides a brief

discussion of the methods which have been used in-this investigation,
In presenting these comments, |am forced‘fo assume that the reader has
some familiarity wrth the authors being discussed; or failing this,, is willing to

tolerate a degree of confusron while attempting to find the connecting threads -

between the components that are presented. Nothing | can say here wili
substitute for the original texts. | am simply attenipting to provide a brief
overview or introduction. Many of the terms which are used in this investigation
are technlcal and in some cases they are neologisms created):)y authors who
originated the theories, or else by others who needad 'erms to categorize the
theories. | have decided that rather than attempt to provide inaccurate
summary definitions of these words, the reader should refer to the; ongmal texts
vwhenever questlons arise about what certain words or concepts mean.

'
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' B Issues in psychctherapy process research
~_ Inthis brief review of some of the related issues in psychotherapy process
research, ‘my intention is simply to indicate how this investigation fits into the

overall fabric of work that has been done in this area. Therefore, referehces

ade
hich is exemplary of larger patterns of’ work The pur ose of
this.-section is to’ mdlcate how this investigation may be distinguished from |
major trends in psychotherapy research. Because psychotherapy is about

will be made t:{jummary and survey reports. .Some comments will be
about research

{

®

‘helprr}g people change the toprc of change provides a useful focus for -

wfw. various. attributes of approaches to research. Following a’
'psyfootherapy ‘some more specific comments will be mage about the
fundamental assumptrons underlying the approach used in this investigation.

My argument begins with"a statement’ that the predominant approach to
' psychotherapy research'is based on the following logical-empiricist cogcepts:

"Theraprsts andtree;.eamherz do not have an epistemology. They
have theory (i.e, contnt); they- 8o epistemology. That is, they work to

correlate sensory experience with theoretical constructs and propositions.
Therapists test the validity of their theories by making clinical observations
(measurement) ... Researchers test the validity of their theories by

~ operationalizing th‘eir constructs into variatiles (that can be measured) and
by performing statistical analysis" (Shields, 1987, p.379). '

P
This approach'presur’nes"the existence of an obj’ectively verifiable reality.
Therefore, the therapist's or researcher's relevance is as a mediur fo-
transmrttrng accurate information. '
Second order cybernetics is described as an alternate a
presumes that any observer essentially brin'gs reality. forth
ggnerated prOc&sses of constructlon Real'i'ty exist
consensual coordinations of action |n language.’
second order cybernetics and | suggest some methods for mvestrgatrng the

‘ pamCIpatron of the observer in generating therapeutrc reality.

roach which
rough internally
through recursive

RN

The search for prrncrples of change

Some of the major handbooks and surveys of psychotherapy process
research (Garfield & Bergin, 1978; Greenberg & Rice, 1984; Greenberg &
Pinsof, 1986; Lambert, 1983) begin with a focal question like; "What kinds of

)

i#on of some general issues about methods for investigating chanﬁe in

e for the relevance of -
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therapeutic procedures will be -helpful to particular patients under particular'
Gircumstances?" (Strupp, 1978 p. 7). Strupp follows this question with %h

statement, "Therapeutlc outcomes must be reformulated as a standard

_ scientific question: What specific therapeutic-interventions produce specn‘lc

» changes in specific patients under specific conditions?" (Strupp, 1978).-

Similarly, Goldfried (1980) suggests that psychotherapy researgh "is currently

state of infancy” (p.993); and that«t should be directed towards "finding a
¥ meaningful consensus ... somewhere between theory and technique which, for
want of a better term, we mlght call clinical strategies. Were those strategies to
have a clear emplrlcal foundation, it might be more approprlate to call them

prlnclples of change” (p.994). 1| would suggest that much current research is

basw on an implicit belief that "There exist cejam trmeless truths', consisting
. of col'ﬁ“mon observations of how people change" (Gold'lned p.996), and the
- purpose of research is to discover these timeless truths.

‘Faced .with the mcredlble complexity of describing not only therapeutlc

process but also how and when it is effegtive, researchers have resorted to

the dlhgent application of experimental methods. The results omeany of these
studles have been descrifed as falling prey to what Kiesler (1971) called "the
homogeneity myth”. Greenperg and Pthsof appear to make a similar criticism
—when they say»ﬁ many, studies: "critically oversimplify complex aspects of the
psychotherapeutic situati and reduce the likelihood of elucidating
psychotherapy,,(p 7). One of the great problems in the area of psychotherapy
research contlrtues to be the problem of creating research methods which are
respectful ofthe complexrty¢of therapeutic process.

- Several approaches have been suggested. In the past an uneasy

distinction has often been made been process and outcome studies. In the °

more recen/past surveyers such as Kiesler (1973), amd Parlotf, Raskow, and
Wc fe (1¢78), have suggested that useful studies ‘of psychotherapy must
incorporate measures of both process and outcome. This approach is
consistert with the approach suggested by Greenigerg and Pinsof (1986), who
say that, "A number of trends have coriverged to reduce if not eradicate the
distinction between process ‘and outcome research” (p.5). !

Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson™(1967) suggest that the d®scription of -

psychotherapy is a "punctuation of the sequence of events,‘(p 54). Within this

concept of punctuation, "process”, and "outcome” are viewed as distinctions
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' whrch are retatrve to the observers who create them. The psychotherapeutrc -

event can be divided in many ways acgording to the needs and beliefs of the

researcher. Rice and Gr:ye’rg (1984) argue for a process approach” to
psychotherapy research that’views outcome "ds a fluid and continuous process

that is not best meaé‘rred at tefmination or any other sipglé point. ... OQutcome

' becomes a series of "little O's". ... In this view psychoth'erapy research.is the .

analys:s of the interactions among and within the processes that occur both
outside and inside therapy sessions (Rice and Greenberg, 1984; p.7).
thh the dissglution of the traditional distinctions between peocess and
outcome one of the current questrons in psychotherapy research is about how
one should punctuate therapeutic process in Brder to construct useful fesearch.
This guestion has bred considerable divergences of opinion. The approaches
which-have been suggested vary according to researchers' epistemological
posrtt 8. There is a’considerable faction which argues implicitly for a logical-
-empirigist approach(Scrrven,t1969). This approach has been described by
Manica} and Secord (1983) as involving: 1. A foundationist epistemology;

which“Sees scientific propositions as founded on 'data’ . hypotheses aretobe

tested against the 'fact$®, 2. Theones are understood to be hypothetrco—

deductive systems, 3. Research is more or less atheoretrcal 4. A Humean\"

conceptiomn of causalrty is taken for granted, 5. A full explanation is deductrve-
nomglogical. In research practice, explanattons are inductive-statistical, so that
one achieves a better explanatton when the probability statement "predicts the

tn

dependent vanable more accurately by identifying addrtronal independent .

varrables by “better detrmng the relationship among these independent

| vartables—(and) by specrtyr g more accurately the relatronshrp of each of the
dependent variables...” (Hémpel, 1963). ’

~"In current psychotherapy research, reséarchers who follow the logical-

empiricist approach have conceded the if iculty of accurately describing the

~ variables involved in therapeutic process: ""The phenomena of therapy are like

those in physics, in that they afe extremely complex and mteractrve with layer

upon layer of structure" (Greenberg, 1986; p. 712). However they marntam that

the complexity of the event simply means that we need to 5egih de_scriptively,

and then advanlcé to prediction: “Like the phenomena of physics they are best

described multidimensionally by a large number of variables.... It is only once

" these phenomena have been reliably described and measuted that the
SN
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emphasis can shift from description to explanatron of phenomena model.
building, and finally predrctron” (Greenberg, p. 712)

The current prevalence in the research community of the logical-empiricist
approach to research leads Strupp to conclude that, "...every scientific effort

" seeks to order, simplify, condense, and control” (1978 p. 20) One major

consequence of this approach, in Strupps opinian, is, that practitioners
cannot directly profit from statistical trends in “heir everyday dealings with
patients; thely must deal with the inevitable idiosyncracies of every patient-
therapist interaction” (p.20). Strupp suggests tr it ‘Researchers of the future,
who must also be well-trained clinicians, must lea:n to work more closely with
practicing therapists on vital issues encountered in everyday clinical work ...
What is envisaged is a form of acticn research, originally proposed by Lewin

(1947) ... there results a;continuous and productive feedback locop in which

practice inspires research, and research provides information that is relevant to
- practice” (p.20). .. p

One of the ways that some researchers have attempted to increase the
relevance of research has been the "smaller is better" approach. Chassan
(1967; 1981) has argued against the shortcotnings of the namothetic or group
approach and in favour of the idiographic or single-case approach. This
approach has found considerable acceptance in marriage and family- therapy.
The general area of systems (family) theory therapy necessitates intensive
complex individually-tailored treatment strategies, and * = descriptions of these
cases are frequently inherently incompressible -  discrete variables.
Chassan's approach holds much in common with ti phenomenological or
descriptive® methods that have become popular among researchers who are

. more interested in detailing individual cases.

. Despite the popularrty of descriptive mvestrgatrons among clinicians, the

scientific community typlcally prefers studies conducted according to standard
experimenital procedures Editors such as Garfield and Bergin (1978) exclude
reférences to studies which can not be replicated. The epistemological
assumpuon underlying these editorial choices is the idea that "The only reality
we can grasp with our mmds is physical reality" (Shields, 1986; p.361). With
this assumptron made, it is logical to conclude that "If scientists in a number of
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settings are able to replicate the experiment apd report similar findings, then -



we, as a field, are coming ¢ )ser to grasping the reality we study, the physical
reality of human existence (Shields, p.361).
~ With this assumptlcw made, it is also reasonable to anticipate that
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sufficient effort will yleld tre pnncxples of change that pra'gltloners want. As | |

have indicated, those who propose that we continue with the logical-empiricist
methcds admit that therapeutic events are difficult to quantify in full detail but
~there appears to be little question among them about the correctness of their
epistemology: “Therefore, it is not surprising that the predominant direction in
psychotherapy research is "to develop more specific mic'rotheory -about the
mechagisms and process of change" (Greenberg, 1986; p.9). The idea is that

more research about the specifics will inevitably reveal what really-exists:

"Measurement has to be developed to-initially capture what one thinks might
be there (i.e., required by one's rational model) but then needs to be refined to
capture what one actually finds (i.e., required by one's empirical model) until
one is able to depict what is really there" (GFeenberg, p. 721). Notice that
verification depends on observation. The observer is presumed capable of
perceiving the "real, objective” world, and the function of psychbth_erapy
research is to produce results which coincide with our observations: "The

observation of actual performance highlights what!our measu'remen't systems

are missing” (Greenberg p.721). Objects exist independently‘, but the reality of

their existence must be determined by an observer.

The role of the observer in creéting principles of change
It is not necessary to use objects as verifications of hypotheses. Indeed, it
has been suggested that the attempt to verify hypotheses o_bjectively is

inherently contradicted by the need to use internal representations of objects to

verify internal representations. Maturana suggests that everything said is said
by an observer, and therefore the whole realm of objective description exists
within the realm of language and explanation. Maturana is not denying the
“existence of an objective world, he is suggesting that we adjust the way we talk

about it. He indicates that because we can not directly access the objective

world, we need to shift our epistemology so that we incorporate,a more
accurate assumption about how we can know. He is sugge§ting that language
is self-referential, and that we understand the world through internal self-

L4



generating pro’cesses The suggestion that we can not use objects as absolute
references for knowing has consequences which may not be readily apparent.
. if one suggests that the existence of the so- -called external world is relative
to an observer then the argument for the observer method of verification
becomes circular and tautological. (The ohserver -sees what the observer
sees, regardless of the mediating processes, and there is no way to absolutely
specify an object outside the internal representations) The suggestion of
relativism does not Qneed to entail the problems inherent in the solipsistic
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argument, if one chooses also to accept that an observer functions -

consensually with other observers. One can posit the world of community to
~ counter the potentially solipsistic implications of relativism.  If one suggests that
the existence of the external world is relative to the observer who is relative to
the community of observers, then verification by observation can be
reconceptualized as verification by consensus of observers (Von Foerster, in
‘Segal, 1986; p.147). This is very different from the position that the observer
Ceen’depict "what is really there". In the logical-empiricist approach, which is
gredicated on the existence of a real world which is independent of the
observer, the observer exists in an awkward conceptual position of being both
the determinator of that which is indepen_dehtly real, while also claiming to be
unnecessary to the existencc of reality. | would suggest that this bind is
partially at the root of a major problem in psychotherapy research, namely;_that
~observers often find exactly what they expect to find, and yet they must claim
that their findings are ihdependent of their participation.
Constructivism begins with different epistemological premises from those

held by the Iogical-empiricists. This stance of course brings with it a whole new

set of questions and problems. One con}sequence of this stance is that some of
the old problems are understood differently. For example, Greenberg and
Pinsof (1986) suggest that ome of the major problems in psychotherapy
research."is that each researcher or research team develops its own process
analysis system, uses it once.or twice, and then moves on to another system or
abandons process research altogether. This makes it very difficult for
knowledge to accumulate in any consistent. fashion" (p.xii). Greenberg and
Pinsof are implicitly stating that ideally, knowledge should adyance through an
orderly accumulation. Notiee that in this view, knowle'dge is substantive.
Notice also that Pinsof is implicitly calling for more convergence of research



methods. Pinsof is ettempting to coach process researchers to persist, in an
orderly convergent concertéd fashion®

‘¥
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If knowledge is thqught of as the process through which information is

created (Von Foerster, In Segal, 1986; p.34), then the observation about the
disorderly progression of knowledge about psYchotherapy process can be
considered very differently. As | said, | am not going to elaborate on
constructivism  just here, but | will point out that in reference to Pinsof's
remarks about the advancement of procese research a constructivist
approach would neither imp] the substantiality of knowjedge nor would it
implicitly. call for more converge ce. Onthe contrary; thé constructivist might
suggest that knowledge does nofN\advance in. an orderly and consistent way.
O)bservers' observations diverge/because observers construct and inhabit
divergent worlds, or "multiverses” (Mendez, Coddou & Maturana, 1985; p.16).
The purpose of research is not to impose order, but to $xpose complexity.

The point here is that this investigation does not fit the pattern that is called
for by Greenberg and Pinsof, or Rice and Greenberg. There are some aspects
of their basic positions which concur with the position taken in this research.
 For example | would agree with Rice and Greenberg's statement that "The
approach [to process research]... involves the intense scrutiny. of partiéular
classes of recurrent ;;hange episodes in psychotherapy making fine-grained
descriptions of these moments of change together with the patterns of client-
therapist interactions that form their context” (Rice and Greenberg, 1984; p.13).
But our positions diverge radically at the point they state that this approach will
"enable us to grasp the essential nature of the mechanisms leading to change,
and thusdo illuminate change across different therapeutic situations” (p.14).

The essential difference is that in the position | am working from, the
ubserver is v:nderstood as a crucial participant in creating that which is

observed; "We are not discovering reality. We are bringing reality forth."

Reality becomes ready to hand with our distinctions, becomes in the

distinctions. ... Reality arises with language. Without language there is no . ,

reality" (Maturana, 1983;'s.3, p.11).” Although the observer brings reality forth
through distinctions in language, the operations through which observers bring
forth reality are not accessible as mgcha'nisms, because the observer operates
“integrally through internal recursive relations of operations on operations,
which are inherently nonreducible. The recursive operations through which
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individuals generate  knowledge is the territory of cybernetics of cybernetics.
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The observer system generates what we call reality in the domain of Ianguag‘e,(.

but the system is closed to information. It is cpen to perturbations and the
normal physical farces, but the nature of the world as we know it, is generated
through a closed structurally determmed system. There is no world "out there"
to be grasped. "Perception is not a phenomenon of capture. Of course we use
a lfanguage as if it were so” (Mamana, 1983; 5.2, p.3). The world out there is
the world we create "in here" and agree to talk ebout with certain words.

This is a fundamental, and important distincticn between most of the work
that is current!y being done in psyc{motherapy research, and the work which is
being described here. | will expand on the epistemological premises of this
research in the next section. At this point, it is sufficient for the reader to
observe th‘e radical distinction between the logical-empiricist approach, and
what is being generally referred to here as second order cybernetics, or the
study of the processe\s through which the observer generates knowledge. In

the former, neither the observer, nor language figure as essential variables in -

the process of knowing. In the latter, the observer, and the observer's

operations in language are central. This difference has extensive implications. .

One of these is that while this research may seem very similar in some respects
to other forms of résearoh. these similarities are onstituent of very different
structures. .

The epistemology on which this research is based is not very different
from that which is maintained by many practicing therapists. For example, Carl

Roger's concept of subjective phenomenological reality is similar. The notion

that the indiviéual inhabits a privately constructed reality is central to many of
the commonly accepted idiographic principles of therapy. Consider Milton
Encksdg,for instance, who was noted for saying that he invented a new method
for working with each client. The constructivist position is useful for the
description of psychotherapeutic process becaduge it provides a foundation for
a coherent explanation of the idiographically based principles of practlce that
are already established.
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C The epistemology of the observer .

Punctuation _

Bateson's concepts of epistemology are central to the conduct of this
research. Dell (1985) has isolated five important distinct ways that Bateson
used the word epistemology, and he suggests that one of the problems with
understanding what Bateson meant by epistemology was that everything
seemed to be an aspect of epistemology. The distinctions between the various
ways Ihat Bateson used the word do not need to be distinguished here. . The
major ldea that is relevant to this research is the aspect of eplstemology that
relates to the concept of punctuation. Punctuation is the basic tool in
cartography. Cartography is the metaphor for the process through which we
distinguish-what we call reality. Bateson suggests that the territory is out there,
and is inaccessible in itself. We represent the territory mentally, to ourselves.
In this metaphor, we relate to maps of the territory. The process of
distinguishing that which we represent on our internal maps is the process of
punctuation. No doubt, a cartographic metaphor, such as projection, would be
preferable to the grammatical one, but the notion of punctuation has already
become a well used component-in the theoretical language of systems therapy.

Just as sentences change meaning according to how they are punctuated,

_our understandihg of experience varies according to how we organize it. We

can,,nof@not organize our experience. Every perception, memory, thought, or

experience has organizational identity in relation to all the other components of -

our experience.
/
Distinctions ,

The process of dlstlngunshmg what we know is tantamount to the process
of creatmg the world. G. Spencer-Brown in Laws of Form, (1969) suggests
that the basic epistemological act is drawing a distinction. The concept of
punctuation could be said to pertain to the varieties of distinctions that we draw.
Spencer-Brown's idea that drawing a distinction is the first step we make in
knowing, is similar to Bateson's concept of information. Bateson suggested
that an elemental bit of information is a difference.. We generate mformatlon
when we nouce difference. Information emerges through a bmocular process
of companson We compare our expenence with other experience in time and

{
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-space. The conceptfo’f the binocular generation of information is central to thie
research anditis a ooncept which will be discussed subsequently.

_ The elemental bits ot information that arise through drstrnctron or
perception of drfference become organized into coherent features on our
representatronal maps. -Bateson's methods for punctuating information have to
do with circularity, and the systemic interconnection of events. Thisapproach
is closely connected to his concept of the immanence of mind; a concept which

/‘has ,ied many of hi_s followers to speak of him as an ecologist. Batgson's
interest in the inter-relatedness of events led him to explore the patterns of
organization in primitive societies, and the patterns of organization in families.
Keehey, in Aesthetics of Change (1983) clearly illustrates how Bateson's

- cybernetic eprstemology has become the foundation for the changes that have
generated the field of systemrc therapy

Orders of. episteinological -analysis

Bateson (197‘2}_ fourd that when he explored the patterns of behaviour in
primitive societies, he uiyanized levels and classifications of descriptions. . The
;o_ two classmcatrons he used were form. and process; and the three levels
included actions; rnteractrons and choreography Keeney (1983) has labelled
these levels as b_ehavrour context, and ,metacontext. The descriptions of fcrm
relate to the description’s of process in -much the same ‘way that names for
classes relate to names for the members of the classes. The following chart
rl!ustrates thrs scheme

| Qrders of Epistemological Analysis
Qrder of egggrsrg ¢! ags gairgn Qf form Degcriggign of process

Categorres of
choreography 1

Metacontext , " Descriptions of
- choreography
Categories ot
v_ interaction
Context. = |  'Desctiptions of
- ) : interaction :
Categories of :
: : . action ‘
Behavior. - "~ Descriptions of

simple action

[§9]
[ OS]
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This whole system simply indicates Bateson's retrospective understanding of
the process that he followed when he attempted to make sense of the patterns
of interaction in the societies he was investigating. He described this process
as an epistemology because it was a method for punctuating experience. This
is not a prescriptive epistemology, it is a descriptive.one. 1t is Bateson's
description of how he first noticed simple behaviovurs, then formed those
behaviours into categories, then noticed patterns of interactions between the
simple behaviours, and then he categorized, or created conceptual
descriptions for those interactions, and then he noticed the interactions
- between interactions, and formed conceptual categories for those. Finally, he
.could say that the patterns he described in a society illustrated his method for
organizing, or punctuating his experience of the society. He found that he
followed this same basic process and form of punctuation in all his
investigations ‘

This tri-level scheme has been very useful for assisting family therapists
- to understand how they organize their experiences of working with families. |
have borrowed Bateson's scheme for this investigation in order to guide my
punctuation of my experience of observers' descriptibns. Notice. that this is a
generic scfeme and that it might describe an observer's punctuation of any
level of description. So for example, Bateson the anthropologist might have
followed this pattern at a societal-behavioural level when describing tribal
organization; and Bateson the biologist might have followed the same process
and form of punctuation at a phylogenetic-biclogical level when describing the
biological organization of the individual people who composed tribal society.

I could also have followed any of a variety of methods for punctuating the
information that | gathered in this research. In fact, | have modified Bateson's
scheme in order to better describe the patterns that | felt were important in the
information that became available. Howé‘ver,‘ fundamentally, the basic scheme
of my punctuation is quite similar to Bateson's. ‘| had the advantage of having
knowledge of a scheme, or syntactical pattern prior to beginning the
investigation whereas Bateson's scheme evolved through his growing
recognition of the patt"‘grns of punctuation that he was creating during his
investigations. | would suggest that the most interesting aspects of the form
~ that this investjgation took -w’illlnot become apparent for me until time has
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passed and t have had the opportunity to compare this work with my
perspective in the future. The reader, who has not been part of creating this
form has the advantage of being able to see it more clearly.

Transferability of the analytic scheme
Bateson's orders of epistemological analysis are generic and transferable
to any level of analysis. In the case of this investigation, | found that | was
following a tri-level punctuation of form and process at each of three levels of
analysis, and across each of two basic types of analysis. So for example, one
type of analysis concerned the' lexical patterns and the other type concerned
the textual patterns. In general, the'analysﬁof each type involved distinctions
- of specific components, the ,interactions between the specifics, and the
characterization of types of interactions. At each of the three levels, |
drstrngurshed the forms of the components and the processes connectrng the
components. The tri-level zig-zag ladder begins with the specmcatron of the
form of the elemental components and then zrgs across to the protesses
connecting the components and then zags back tQ the tpr'm of interactions and
then zigs back to the processes connectrng the tor’ms o‘fqntéractroy and soon.
through the thrrd level. This scheme is relatrv@‘ly easy ‘0. corm?treheﬁd from a
uni-dimensional perspectrve of ascension and descengrdn ‘DT Mgl Y
more to difficult to comprehend that at each’ level therearsfaw-_ﬁ_ﬂ rw (ar
analysrs that effectively adds two dimensions., In’ practrce ) ‘ :
all the relations on a three dimensional Qﬂd but th@ o'ﬁ*‘-., ',
_some of these three-dimensional relations. are apparerft ) , Pk
For example, from a vertical perspectrve“x “the- wdrﬁs tha?t:ﬁ"h'i
observers used were in t"emselves the srmple e?gmentarcemp%j
textual patterns gompcsed tHe |nteract|onal Ievel and the analysrs ...
and style composed the chcreographrc level 1 we moveaa‘c_:r,'“ a;‘
horizontally, then it is possible to see that words oan be anat}yzed‘a”‘) 5 2

. the types of words, the relations between the typee of words and the r@atrons '@
. R "[;? x: 'R
between the relations between the types .of wqrds For example, after SR
onductmg extensive word counts | drstrngurshed c&te,go es of words and the ‘
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scheme both as an overall structure and as a way for stru‘ ing the analysis

W oses to investigate.

yStemic analyses. In

practice, the application of the analytic form |54rm|ted'only because one must
chose to begin the analysis at a certain point, and stop at.another point.

»

Linear and circular patt‘erns of descriptign " @

The great advantage of Bateson's analytic structure is that it
comprehends both linear and circular patterns of organization. In recent years,
much of the polemic surrounding the application of Batesen s ideas to systemic
family therapy has been about whether particular theories of therapy are
~ properly based on circular logic. In effect, proponents of systemic therapy have
suggested that cybernetic theories should reveal the circular interconnections
of behaviours and communications. For example, the sxstemlc therapy ‘which
has been described by Selvini- Palazzoli, Cecchin, Prata, and Boscolo (1978)
and those who follow this model (Tomm, 1984, 1985), is directed largely
towards revealrng patterns of organization in client systems. Currently (1987)
Tomm's group |s“develop|ng methods in which the conversational interview
itself is the primary intervention. The primary technique is a form of circular
questioning:. ‘

Tomm's methods are based on a position that circular logic does not
impose a formal punctuation. Tomm focuses on the process column of
Bateson's orders of epistemological analysis. The problem -solving strategic
appreaches (Haley, 1978; Weakland, Segal & Fisch, 1982) are apparently
* based on a different view of systemic logic. The problem- -solving theorists
focus on ‘he formal column of Bateson's analytic structure. These theorists
deliberately punctuate their perceptions of process and create ideas about the
problematic patterns. The problem-solving therapists can be seen as more
directly organizing and manipulating information into certain patterns. They

are agents of change, whereas Tomm would prefer to understand himself as a

participant.
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Keeney's déscriptions of Bateson's theory suggests that Bateson never
intended such a dichotomous é”eparation between form and process. Keeney
- suggeé(s that Bateson's theory indicated an aesthetic integration of form anq)'
process. The zig-iag ladder is intended as an integrated description. of how
we create knowledge. The process of creation involves aspects of linear
descﬁption, and aspects of circular description. Elements can be scrutinized
reductienisticaliy,’ and the relations between elements can be scrutinized
systemically. One can further examine the elements microscopically in terms of
their internal organization, and one can view the same elements
macroscopically inrterms of how they composelarger orgamzatuons \The
aesthetic analysis degenerates when one level of analysmpvertakes the entire
-perspective. @ . '

| have adopted an integrated aesthetic perspective in this investigation.
The lexical analysis is reductionistic in many ways. At the same time, the
presentation of the patterns of words that observers used suggests patterns of -
relations between the words. These patterns of relations are circular. The
descriptions of these patterns of relationé are formal. Formal organization is a
stage of analysis which in itself reduces the patterns to -simple names.
Thdtefore, the formal description of patterns of relations is reductidnistic, while
the description of the elements which compose the items in relation is an
expansive activity. This is the peculiar nature of the description of form and
process. A description of a process is a reductionist descnptnan of an element,
yet the act of naming the element is an expansionary move because it brings
. thé element into the realm of the possibilities of existence. In this sense, the,,
descriptions of elemental processes can be viewed both as reductionist and as
~ systemic activities. fSirhiIarIy, the description of forms, or patterns of relations, is
mast visibly a systemic activity, and yet at the same time, the choice of
punctuation reduces the patterns to a certain name. The important pomi here
is that Bateson's scheme comprehends linear and circular analysis at every
level of perspective. ,

Bateson's scheme indicates that we can not not punctuate er-organize
experience. For example, the theorists who' e:mpha'size circular questioning
influence the structure of information that is created, if only through the nature

of the questions that they ask. During inter-session dnscussnons of therapy,
" these therapists organize hypotheses, which, while belng flexible, nevertheless
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illustrate organizational states.. The problem-solving oriented theorists are
more overt-about the -organizational patterns that they create. Watzlawick,
Bavelas, and Jackson :(1967), and Watzlawick, Weakland, and Fisch (1974)
have described how Logical Type Theory (Whitehead & Russell, 1910) can be
used to dﬁﬂ@ classes of behaviours™and mzmbership in- those classes.
Logical Type Theory provides therapists with a structure for distinguishing
simple actions and the classes which comp_rehen_d those actiens, and these
class structures permit therapists to create interventions which operate at levels
of interaction which will have maximal impact over classes of action.

| will not elaborate on the theory of first and second order changes here.
My point is that regardless of whether therapists attempt®to avoid or utilize
deliberate formal punctuations of events, it is in'evitab'le that they will'organize
events. Organization involves static d1stmct|ons of elements-and processes.
Systemic description is an ongoing process of dlstmgurshmg elements,
processes, and relations. The position being described here is that the debate
ghout the relative merits of circular and systemic logics can be resolved by

considering both of these as components of an integrated epistemological
process. '
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Second order .cybernetics
The debate about circular and linear epistemologies can be resolved
through integration of the two methods for punctuation. The integration of
these two styles of punctuation (and there are many others) leaves
unanswered the question about how to understand the participatibn of the
observer who creates these styles of punctuation. The latter-question requires
another level of investigation. Linear and circular punctuations represent
particular descriptions of the productions of observers. One can also
investigate how these productions arise. For example, a systems therapist who
describes a session that she has conducted will describe the interactions of the
client system, and her interactions with the client system. While the ther
creates this description, the therapist is involved in the creation of knowle ge.
In other words the process of description represents another level of knowin
that is requIed from the therapeutic event itself. This process of description
-can be bet en the therapist and herself, such as when she writes her case-
notes; omtgxan occur b?tlween the therapist and others, such as her peers or
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} supervisor. It the therapeutic event is considered as the first order of knowing’
* then the subsequent descnphve process can be considered as the second
order. | )

The theory of the observer, or second order cybernetics, has only rece'qtry
been recognized by the psychological communjty, ana*systemic therapists in &
pamcular very few questions have been asked which build-on thls foundatron
(Colapmto 1985; Dell, 1985; Efran & Lukens. 1985; Keeney, 1983; Segal

‘&1986 Srmon 1985; Von Glasersfeld, 1984; Watzlawick, 1984) The idea of
%secona order cybernetics is-difficult to define precisely. In a book entitled,
J“ bybemet:cs of Cybernetics, prepared by students of Von Foerster, there is a
demqgetration of a wide "diversity of approaches “Norbert Wiener (1947)
defincgcybernetlcs as "the science of communication and control in the animal
and machine". Stafford Beer (1974) suggests that, "T‘oday, a more general
definition of- cybernetics might be neeferred: the science of effective
Qmamz_am_n In the‘\context of the language of systemic "psychotherapy,
Keeney (1983) suggests that:

..simple cybernetics includes rerms %ch as homeostasis, stability,
crrcular organization, or coherence ... cybernetics of cybernetics provides
us with additional terms which point to patterns we were not able ta clearly
discern with simple. cybernetics. Autonomy, for ekample, is proposed as a
term for the distinctive wholeness or identity of a system « er than simple-
cybernetic terms... Autonomy more clearly specifies that zre referring to
an upper limit with regard to a system's homeostasis of homeostasis,
stability of stability, or coherence of coherence (p. 99)

Von Foerster defines first order cybernetics as "the cybernetics of observed -
systems”, and second order c/bernetics as "the .cybérnetics of observing
systems” {1974, 1986, p.1) In th= case of this investigation, | am borrowing the
term second order cybernetics to refer to the patterns of organization through'
which observer-therapnsts organize their experiences of-therapy. ‘At the same
- time, the organization of this investigation has been cor}structed soasto reveal
its own orgamzatron Therefore the whole of this presentatlon is itself
exemplary of a second order cybernetic description. For the most part, the
understanding of the nature of this déscription is an actlvrty which must be
cdmpleted by the reader. “
- Theoretically, "Observers can observe ahemselves and observe
thems?s observing themselves in an infinite recursr/e»process (Rebitzer
4



and Rebitzer, ‘in Von Foerster, 1986, p. 454). From this thecretical perspective
-one could dnstmgursh many levels of cybenmnetics. However, in practrcal terms,
itis dnffnoult for the ebserver to go beyond obsenirg the observer as pa~t of the
-system being observed Tomm (1986) describes four-orders of recursion, the
last of -which amounts to self-awareriess, or self-observation. Regardless of .
_how one categorizes the orders of description, the central idea in the meaning
of second order cybernetics, as it is being used here, is the inclusion of the
description-of the observer ir{xthe description. Tomm (1986, p.375) describes’
. how ihis ide'a applies to the'description of therapy' )

How and what a therapns\ comes to know and "believe" about a famnly
. (however momentanly in the form of a ﬂeetmg hunch or a hypothesis) is a .
crucial element of the therapeutic process. It is this-"knowledge" that forms
a basis for the moment-to-moment actions of a therapist with a particular
amily. To leave the process of generating this knowledge out of a theory
of family therapy would seriously jeopardize its explanatory power.

The basic idea that Tomm is describing is not unfamiliar to systemic therapists.
'\ Indeed the character of the debate during the last degade over epistemological
~concerns related t® Bateson's work has largely been about how therapists or
theorists organize their observations about therapy. In this sense the debate
* has been germane to second order cybernetics. The subject area has

emerged naturally through the course of the discussion about systemlc
therapy. -

= Epistemologic’al issues have become devisive. The consequences of
these "discussions ate of obvious practical relevance. For example,

MacKmnon (1987, p.144) who had been a member of Tomm's g/r/p, argues
from a feminist perspective that: ~

Perhaps nothing could more easily provoke feminist criticism than the
" hew- epistemologists' dismissal the concept of power. Poweér,

~ understood within the cybernetic paradigm, is a linear ¢onstruct. To ask

whether or not power exists, is an epistemologically itrelevant question
(Keeney, 1983)... From a feminis iewpoint the Miian interviewing .
ethodology ‘may be all too succegsful in reducmg blame, thereby

creating a "reality" in which all family members ‘appear to be equally
responsible. This becomes most emegc in situations such as incest, -
child abuse, and wife battering, problem may be maintained in -

" part by a family member's socially-ganctioned, compassionate view of the

perpetrator If women and children are understood to be contributing

equally to these situations ‘and if therapusts remain compassionate

-
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" towards the perpetrator the therapists may avoid directly opposmg the
abusive behaviour and fail to guarantee the safety of the'woman or child.

~

The issue under, discussion here is not about the particular content of

‘ MacKinnon's remarks. The point is that the nature of a therapist's or theorist's o

epistemology (method for organizing knowledge) is now being descrrbed as
having direct practical relevance. | would suggest that if one wanted to debate |
the specrfrc contents of MacKinnon's charge it would be necessary to propose
a descrlptron of how she is organizing her thoughts about how Tomm and
others are organizing their thoughts about therapy. A second order csbernetrc-»
| analysis could include a discussion of the obviously drvergent modes of
construction revealed by Tomm and MacKinnon. Such a discussion might be
developed through the use of terms derived from the Milan school of
"Systemrc" therapy because they are themselves using those terms. One mrght
also choose to develop a different punctuation: So far as | have determined
% there is no prespecrfred generally accepted language for second order
 cybernetics. -t

Ba.2sun illustrated one classificatory scheme for a second order
cybernatrcs in the orders of epistemological analysis described above, and
' because thrs is dne of the few available systems for descrrbrng the cybernetics
of the ocserver it has become the basis for the organization of this research.
However,ithis i1s only one structure and it is very general in nature. Itis useful
prncipally because it |Ilustr@tes a hierarchy of punctuaf'on of form and process
which has proven useful for therapists. This structure says little about the
nature of the components which are distinguished; and it says little about the
~ the Spe'cific hierarchies of distinctions that are used by therapists. who are.
. working to promote change. These aspects‘ need to be developed, and | have
attempted to explore some possibilities in this investigation.

'Vono Foerster and Maturana have addressed more specifically the
properties of self-organizing systems, and for this reason their theories of the
epistemology of the observer are crucial additions to the work of Bateson. In
order to properly discuss the epis‘emolo’gical processes of the observer it is
necessary to enter the discussion of ontology. This is because Von Foerster
.and Maturana are suggesting that any construction of the world, or any
knowledge is inherently built out of the internal processes in the observer.
Thus, a description of second order cybernetics is fundamentally an ontological



question. We need to ask about the nature of the being of the observer which

underlies the phenomenon of the creation of knowledge.

D The ontology of autonomous systems

The question of how individual oBservers are organized so that they can
create knowledge can be addreésed from many perspectives. The approach |
am takmg here has been chosen because it answers some of the practlcal

problems of describing the activities engaged in by observer-therapists in their -

descriptions xof therapeutic processes. ‘| have suggested that two maior issues

in résearch in systems therapy process concern the unpredictability of_

behawours and therapists' ability to use varying methods with equal success. |
have suggested that these two issues indicate that some exploration is
required to find me*ttods for explaining these difficult aspects of therapy.

The pursuit of a method for orgaﬁizing infermation about therapy led to a

~ consideration of a hierarchical cybernetic scheme which includes circular

descriptions of relations, and -elemental descriptions of processes. The
suggestion that this scheme is one possible representation of how an observer

organizes' information leads to the question of how to approach the generic

investigation of how observers generate information. To answer this question it
1s useful to conceive of the the individual as a system that generates
information internally. "Every biological organism both has and is a way of
knowing? (Dell, 1985,0.5' "Living as a nrocess, is a process‘of cognitiog. This
statement is valid for all organisms, with and without a nervous system"

(Maturana, 1982,p.18). "ltis the circularity of its organization that makes a .

o

living system a unit of interactions, and it is this circularity thz4® must maintain

in order to remain a living system” (Maturana, 1970, p.9). If the organization of

a living system is ci'rculgr, then that organization is a closed organization - not

thermodynamically closed, but organizationally closed. The significance of

organizational closure is that it directly implies autonomy (Dell, 1985, p.6).
Organizational closure also requires that organisms be conceived as

.structurally determined.. "What he means by this is that the behavior of all

composite unities, whether they be living systems or inanimate objects, are
fully determined by their structures (i.e., by the components of the unity and by
the relations among those comporents)” (Dell, p. 7). The'idea of structure

determinism contradicts the idea of causal determinism. Systems are seen to |
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- generate their own responses‘,"ratfwer than being caused to respond by external -

inputs. In the place of inputs,' Maturana refers to triggers, and distinctions.
Bateson refers to differences and distinctions. In both cases, the orgamism is
conceived as responding accordmg to internal recursive processes of relatlons
of productions. These processes are determinec by the hnstory of interactions
which the organism as undergone.

Because objects can not be used to verify the reality of the reality we
generate, ontology refers only to the recursive relations of production in a
system. Our reference to-these relations of production occurs in the domain of
language. Language allows a system of interactions between organisms
which encourages us to act as though an objective world existed
- independently of our production. Maturana and Von Foerster demonstrate that
autopoietic and constructivist explanations can be used to describe the
ontogenesis of language. An ontogenetic analysis demonstrates the complex

histories of interactions within and among organisms which generate |

language, while acknowledging that language enables us to speak and act as
though we can verify the reginess of an independently existing objective world.

Maturana and Von Foerster argue that objects exist through our recurrent
interactions with them. Gradually, we deve’lop stable interactions, and we give
those interactions names. A chilc mzanipulates a rattle in various ways until a

rattle-like behaviour emerges, and then the rattle acquires a name. The rattle

can be said to exist through the nistory of recurrent interactions between the
child and the rattle, in the medium in which the child exists. It is possible that a
rattle dropped into the jungle might be incorporated by the natives as a location
marker, or body ornament. The only ontological substrate which Von Foerster
and Maturana refer to is that which we create through distinctions in ianguage.
Clearly there is a realm of experience that exists outside language.
Experience exists as such until we describe it, and then iI becomes linguistic,
Maturana suggests that the function of science is to explain, and that we do not
need explanations in order to exist. Equally, we do not néed language to
experience. The implication is that there is much we can not talk about. That
which we can * 'k about, exists through the distinctions we specnfy in language,
in coordination with our interactions in the domains in which we exist. There is
no absolute ontological foundation beyond that which we generate and
describe in language.

L d
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Some of the basic princ{iples of these theories are- radically different from
the vast traditional body of psychotogicat theory. | can not présent a thorough
defense of the theories of self- generatrng systems, and | would like to suggest
that'there will be many arguments wrth the ideas that are presented here. No
doubt my presentation will leave many gaps and raise many questions that can
only be answered by referring to the original theories. 1 would suggest that
these theories have been carefully constructed, and therefore any doubts that

afie raised by my presentation probably have more to do with the brevnty of this
discussic than with any deficiencies in the orrgrnal theories.

E Issues relatec :5 systemic therapy - e
, The question of how to conduct research in pfs:yc,hothe?:éipy has been very
/ difficult to answer. #ach theoretical appréach to psycﬁotherapy has generated
que.stions and methods which have meayning within the app?roaches from, which
" #they were developed. , Systemic theraprsts have developed therapeutvc
methods for helprng individuals/or assocratrons of mdrvrduals to change
problematrc patterns of behavigurs These methods are’ directed towards
producrng radical drscontlnuou changes Systemrc theraprsts attempt t
intervene in ways which alter the essential unifying patterns of problem
behavrour The changes whjeli result often seem unconnected with either the
‘previous behaviours or the mterventrons ' The absence of apparent logical

progressron allows these changes to be described as drscontrnuous and non-
sequenhal ' ‘

The nature of dlscontrnuous changes and.how they can be brought about,
has been weII discussed elsewhere ,,.,(Hottman 1981; Selvrnr Palazzoli,
Cecchin, Prata & Boscolo,1978; Sherman & Fredman, 1986; Watzlawick,
Beavin & Jackson, 1967; Watzlawick, Weakland & Fisch, 1974). The concern -
here is the questions that these systemic thearies. &nd therapeutic methods
have raised for researchers.” | would like o rndrca‘te three major issues o/
questrons whtch warrant attention.

Unpredictability . ‘ .

The first question has to do with the nature of discontinuous changes
One of the first things a Systemic therapist learns is that the behaviours which
oceur in therapy are unpredictable. A therapist'may orchestrate a deliberate

«
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intervention and then find that the clients change in totally unexpected ways.
Indeed, one basic tenet is that therapists can not predict hows clients will
“respond to interventions. It seems that each interaction changesﬁo states of
the participants so that consequent interactions can not be foretold. ¥Systemic
therapists have recognized unpredictability as a basic operational presence,
and yet this presence continues to be a disruptive influence. Unpredictablility
has been tacitly accepted rather than openly incorporated. For many therapists
it continues to be an insidious enemy, as Efran and Lukens (1985) explain:

"When you talk to therapists on the front lines .. Whrlg these workers
may have the feeling that therapy sometimes works they often have as.
much trouble accounting for their successes as their failures, and
consequently not even successes yield a reassuring sense of
predictability or consistency. This frustrating unpredrctabrlrty is a prime
contributor to therapists' premature burnout" (p- 24)

The question about how to integrate the experiential dvidence! of
unpredictability into a theory for systemic psychotherapy has been a difficult
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one to answer. Of more importance here are the consequences of -

unpredictability for research in psychotherapeutic process. | would suggest
that some aspects of autopoiesis and constructivism are well suited ’for
addressing these consequences. In particular; the aspect of Maturana's theory
which refutes the notion of instructive interaction is important. He sugges‘tgthat
A's behaviour can only trigger or select a response in B. A does not cause B to
respond in a certain way. B is structure determined. B generates information
internally as a closed system. Atthe same time, B's behaviour can only trrgger
aresponse in A.

S

Von Foerster's descriptio’ns of trivial and non-trivial ' machines are also-

good illustrations of the drstmctron between predictable and unpredrctable
organisms. The trivial machine is a formalism (conceptual analogue) for a
compttational device which always behaves perfectly understandably and
‘pre,,'lctably A nor‘r\j{ ivial-machine js ofte in which some of the inputs change
the Ridden internal sZate of the. operator in"the machine. When this occurs, a
~ limited number of inputs can cr‘eate an rncomprehensnble and unpredictable
sequence of outputs (Von Foerster, in Segal .1986, pp.97-104).

If people are conceptuahzed as informationally closed 8ystems, then the
interactions which occur between them do not have .prespecified instructive




value to the participants. ‘The values or meanings of the interactional
behaviours are determined by the individual entities. These meanings shift
according to the internal structural changes within each of the individuals. This
perspective precludes predictability. The focus of the investigation of
mteractlons Shlf'[S to methods and concepts which will enable us to descnbe
how meamng is generated within the individual. The paradoxical effect of this
focus is thatit shifts back to the exploration of the social context. The specific
internal ’structdres,of each individual are impossible to determine, so one has
to observe the behaviours which are generated. The observation of
behaviours must include a method for describing the participation of the
observer in eating the observed behaviours. \

The descriptions of individuals' internal structural generations of meaning
are cybernetlc descriptions. - By this | mean that cybernetics, as developed in
the area o hology, is the description of the circular processes of
information 'generation. The descriptions of cybernetic processes which
include descriptions of the observer's participation in creating these

' descriptigné;’?cvan be described as‘the cybernetics‘ of cybernetics, or second
order cybernetics. Second order cybernetics is the science of obServing
systems.. "Everything said is salddoy an observer to another observer (who
could be himself)". In other wd‘% in order to describe how individuals
construct the wg“rld and interact with each other, the describer must also have a
method for-describing how the describer participates in creating the systems
and interac}gions which are described. Predictability is merely an aspect of a
certain way,. ef-describi‘ng behaviours. Predictability is not a necessary
consequence of the observation of systems. In fact, it is possible that by
Iooklng for dlverse and.complex modes of mutability in systems, the utshty of
predxctablhty as an explanatlon will be reduced.

Multiplicity ot\f-therapeutic methods _
ﬂ;» A second major-issue which systemic therapiéts have recognized is that
o therapy mey be conducted in many different ways. For example, during live
peer~team supervision it is common for team members to express different
" ideas about how the therapmho is working with the client should proceed.
Sl.mllarly, it is well accepted among problem-solving oriented therapists such
as Haley, Selvini-Palazzoli, Watzlawick, etc., that when one tactie or
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“intervention does not lead to the desired outcome, then another tactic is
attempted In other words, the only way to determine whether the correct
intervention has been used is by observing the outcome; It is well known that
individual therapists have their own preferences and styles. The recognition -
that there is no one right way to do therapy is common among practitioners,
and it has been ‘incorporated.into the theory of practice.  However, this
recognition.hés been very difficult to incorporate into a coherent theory of
psychotherlpy. From a pragmatic problem-solving perspective it is possible to
say that a therapist simply keeps trying something different until something
works. One could afgbe that all therapists follow certain principles of change,
but we are not sufficiently sophisticated.to measure the specific differences
whetween therapists. These responses to the issue of the rhultiplicity of
functional therapeutic'methods do not provide an adequate theoretical
explanation. '
"1 would suggest that there are some basic aspects of constructivism which
directly address a theoretical explanation of our experience that there are
~ different ways to accomplish the same results. Von Glasersfeld (1984) uses the
example of the ship pilot who negotiates through unknown water. Once
through a channel he knows he has found a right course, but he also knows
that other courses may aiso have worked. Similarly, the burglar knows that
more than one key may fit the same lock. Von Glasers,‘tmd is suggesting that
our reality is constructed according to what fits.  We can never ascertain a
match, He suggests we only run up against reality when something does not
fit. Lack of fit initiates an adjustment procéss. ,This process of adjustment
ceases when we can continue with whatever task is at hand. The radical
constructivist notion of fit and match provides a conceptual form for therapists'
experience of multiple correct alternatives. |

" The exploratory stage
The third major issue which | will discuss has to do with the question of
how to conduct research. This issue is raised because the two previous
questions are not questions that can be answered empirically at this time. In
order to answer these questions, new theoretical foundations have to be
constructed. In this research, | have suggested some of these foundations, but

further exploration is required. In other words, the questions which are raised
L ] o .



by the recognition of unpredictability and multiple correct therapeutic methods

~can not-yet be answered yvith'formalized or standardized methods. . These
' questions indicate a need for exploratory research. There is a need to explore
therapists' experiences, and there is a need to explore the theories which can
be used to describe their experiences. For these reasons | have chosen to
follow an investigative and synthetlc method which is similar to the approach
described abog\e that Bateson uséd in his ahthropologlca}studles %

F  Cybernetics, constructivism, and autopoiesis

This section includes a brief discussion of some aspects of cybérnetics,
cons‘truct‘ivism,‘and autopoiesis, which are relevant to the investigation at hand.
These are major theories, so no attempt will be made here to describe them in
‘detail. The purpose of this segtion is to provide a context in which to
understand the terminology, concepts, and approach taken in this research.

Background

The theories wﬁich are being considered here could more aocuratelyx be
considered as the products of individual authors, or groups of authors. ¢
"Autopoiesis” is a neologism coined by Maturana, Varela and Uribe to describe
the concepts that they’ were developing while working together in Chile during
the 1960's. The word was created from 'auto’ (as-in autonomous), and
'poiesis' (creation, production). They designed the word as a formalism,
without a previous history, which could be used in the place of 'circular
organization' in their descriptions of living systems. (Maturana, Varela & Uribe,
1979). Although there are several researchers working with the concept of
self- orgamzmg living systems (Zeleny, 1981) Maturana will be described as
the proponent’ of autopoiesis. Maturan‘a also developed some of his ideas
while workmg{ at the Biological Computer Laboratory, an interdisciplinary
research laboratory which had been organized in 1958 by Heinz Von Foerster
at the University of lllinois.

The word 'constructivism' is a categorical term with limited meaning. The
. word has been used to describe theories presented by a variety of authors from
Kelly, to Piaget, Von Glasersfeld, and Von Foerster. Von Foerster claims that
the word 'constructivism' began to be used to describe his nwriting after he
presented a lecture and published a paper entitled, On constructing a reality



38

(tirst published in 1973). In this investigation | use the words constructivism
and constructivist to refer to Von Foerster's and Von Glasersfeld's work. Thése
terms are merely general reference words. Von Foerster has never described
his own work as constructivism (personal communication). Von Glasersfeld
could®be considered a proper constructivist because he refers to his own
theory as radical constructivism. Both Von Glasersfeld, and Von Foerster are
included in a text edited by, and including a chapter written by Watzlawick,
entitled, The Invented Reality (1984). Von Foerster's papers 'haye been
collected in Observing Systems (1984). Many of the references to Von
Foerster's work in this investigation, have been taken from Segal's edition of
Von Foerster's seminar presentations, The Dream of Héality (1986}~

The term 'cybernetics' is being used in the context of this invesiigation fo
refer primarily to Bateson's work. This is, of course, a gross misappropriation of
the word, but it is one that has largely been accepted among systemically
oriented therapists. Von Foerster has explained that t@c“u’rrent use of the
word ‘cybernetics' ‘started with Norbert Wiener's book entitled, Cybernetics
(1948). Shortly after this, Von Foerster, who had originally been informed in
1949 about the Macy Conference by Bateson, suggested to the Macy
Foundation Conference, that the word ‘cybernetics' be used as the title for the

conference in place of 'Circular Causal and Feedback Mechanisms in

Biological and Social Systems'. The word, as ‘Von Foerster (1986) explams it,
is @ metaphor for all that the participants at the conference were workmg on,
and Bateson was one of these participants. The word 'cybernetics' is being
used in this study principally, for lack of a better word, to refer to Bateson's
theories. Bateson's work can be identified with this word, provided one recalls
that he is only one among many who have contributed to this area.

The use of theories derived from other disciplines

The theoretical framework in this investigation is basically built out of parts
borrowed from each of the three previous authors. Each of these authors have
had enormous effect on many disciplines. Indeed, they have all indicated their
refusal to accept the normal boundaries of disciplined study. In other words,

the products of their efforts can not be summarized, or briefly described. Each

of these authors is also infamous for being difficult to understand. Part of this is
due to the fact that they are trying to explaln ideas which conflict with our habits

'\
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of Ianguage use;, and part is due to the immense intellectual scope of their

di's'céurse-s. In any case, | do not purport to understand these authors
~ sufficiently 10 review their work. In reading these works, | have been more than
usually aware that the understancic ' derive, is my derivation. | would
suggést that the value of these aL:hors 3 not essentially in what they have
said, but in the sense tf¥at the reader ... create. They were innovators, and |
believe they demand the reader to continue innovating. The mere process of -
interactin&with their ideas results in changes in the reader, and it is these
changes that are notable.

I am not suggesting that there can be no stand rds for Judgmg the
qualitative differences between interpretations of thei w )l am suggestmg
that if such standards were devised, they should have to do with the inherent
qualities of the interpretations. Part of these qualities would)have to do with the
nature and quality of the reader's applicaiion - that is, what has been done with
: _these ideas. ltis in this spirit that | have attempted to use these authors jeas -
as stimuli for my own activity. | have attempted to explore an area WbJCh hag " 3
not been mvestngated 3”; Wthh .my' understandmg of some of their ndea
indicated would ke worh Wifkodags Mave, also attempted to explore how .
some of my undarstand ng S r,.cqul*d help in making sense of the &
territory that was veing explored ) Tmlg‘ﬂs truly a'work in progress, and the
product you have is merely a momentary. consolidation,

None of the pfinciple theorists -whose work has been used in this
investigation are psychologists.,?ate‘sfon, for instance, started as a biologist.
The entire field of systemic therapy was largely instigated by Bateson. His
investigations léd him from anthropology, to the study of communications in
dolphins, to the patterns of communication.in schizophrenogenic families. As
the field of systems, or family therapy grew, more of Bateson's ideas on biology
and epistemology were included. The foundations of systemic therapy were
largely borrowed from research done in other disciplines than psychology.
Von Bertalanffy, the general systems theorist was a biologist. This tradition of
borrowing ideas from other disciplines continues. "Toward the end of s life,
Bateson was asked who else was carrying forward the %tudy of the
epistemology of Creatura. In reply,JBateson stated that 'the center for this study
is now in Santiago, Chile under a'man named Maturana™(Keeney,1985;p.5).
Maturana was first trained-in medicine. before  devoting himself to
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neurophysiology. Stafford Beer (1975) suggested that Maturana eventually -

created the discipline of "psychocyberbioepistemics” (p.4); but Von Foerster
suggests that Maturana prefers to be known as a "neurophilosophér’;. '

- However the disciplines are labeled, the point is that systertts therapists
have always sought and are still seeking new ways from outside d| iplines to

'explam and advance their practice. The field of systemit theyapy is being

pressed with new challenges: which require ne\&a ways for understanding.
Minuchin (1986#. xi) asks:

What is the territory we have conquered? _

I's not so big. There are hills, but there is no high ground for miles.
When we all gather on the plateau, we feel that success @f our numbers;
but the original epistemological challenge has been replaced by strategic

* caucuses. Our circular questioning is gathering more and more
information - about smaller and smaller circles. .

Is our concern properly bounded by famlhes or should we expand to
include broader contexts? What units are most appropriate for our
inquiry?...

Carlos Sluzki (1985) suggests: "We ffeat the family because we see
the family and we see the family because we evoke the family with our
‘models and our, mqywy .People live ... in multiple, comp.lex levoivmg,

- networks’ of which wg'extract' the famlly by means of asking .. 'Who is in
your family?™ {p.1). s

As therapists and theorists of therapy, we need outside stimulation in order to
find new ways to help people change. We can too easily become caught in the
bind that Maturana describes: "A system is not blinded by its own rules; it is
blind. Because it is closed. If we are in a systém of beliefs, everything we do is
confirmatory of the beliefs of which we are part" (1983; 5.4, p.9). ltis difficult to
get out of this bind, except through creating increased flexibility of explanation.
Von Foerster's ethical imperative describes the exploratory attitude which is

designed to expand our horizons of explanation, that has been adopted in this

investigation: "Act always so as to increase the number of choices" (Von

‘Foarster, 1984; p.308). Von Foerster also indicates somethir\g of the method
- for doing this, in his aesthetical imperative: "If you desirg to see, then learn how

to act” (1984, p.308).

The point | have been trying to make in the last few paragraphs is that in
this investigation, | have attempted to increase the number of choices that |, or
the reader has for understanding therapeutic process. | have attempred to see



what was happening by actuaHy engaging ‘with the descrlptlonsythat observers
provided. " As | did this, my perspective changed, | saw differént patterns, and
then | looke for different ways to explorg those patterns, and'then the patterns
changed again, and so on. As | did this, | referred to theories, and;practices of
observers in different fields of study. Maturana's, Von Faerster's, Bateson's,
and Gregory's (1964) (1978) (stylistic, lexical) ideas largely originate outside
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systemic therapy. By interacting with them, [ ontogenetically drifted into

ditferent belief systems, and could therefore see therapy differently than | had
seen it as a therapist.

¢
Bateson's anthropological approach :

~ The question which was asked in this investigation is closer to the sort of
question that Bateson would ask when approaching an anthropologlcaJ study-.
This operation involves an attitude and a method for noticing patterns which
have nd been described before. Bateson said he was looking for "an answer
" or a bit of an answer to the whole puzzling business of pattern and regularity in
nature” (Bateson, 1972; p.74). His experience with these investigations
convinced him that, "The advances /in scientific thought come from a
combination of loose and strict thinking, and this combination is the most
precious tool of science" (1972; p.75).

This mode of investigation led to Bateson's descrrptlon of his "...
methodologlcal theme - that a vague "hunch” derived from some other science
leads into the precise formulations of that other science in terms of which it is
possible to think more fruitfully akout our own material® (1972; p.79). In othe¥
words, my intention is not to catalogue techniques that” have been well
described ¢'sewhere (Gurman & Kniskern, 1981; Sherman & Fredman, 1986),
but to create patterns in observertherapnsts descnptuons of therapeutlc
process which comprehend their descriptions of techmque but.are not
restricted to technique. The project was from the start deliberatsly
amorphpusly designed, in order that the process of "loose and strict” could
occur. At the same time, my intention was to explore how various theories from
other disciplines could be helpful in describing therapeutic process.

\ .
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Radical conStruc’tiv' . .
In conducting. thig Jnvestigation, | have started with- Von Glasersfelds
general description of radical constructivism: N 9.
. [radical constructnvnsm] suggests that we have no one but ourselves
to thank for the world in which we appear to be living. ... We build this -
world for the most part unawares, simply because we do not know how®Wes -
T\ do it. *This ignorance is quite -unnecessary. Radical constructivism -
maintains ... that the operations by means of which we assemble our
' experiential world can be explored, and that an awareness of this

operating ... can help us do it ditferently and perhaps better" (Von
» Glasersfeld 1984; p.18). - ‘

In'short, Von Glasersfeld's argument is that we construct our reality through‘
experiences that fit, rather than match the external world. He gives the
example of how a crook can use'a differently shaped key than our own and yet
still open the dgor. In other words, there can be multipid versions of fit, and we
can never havg the information to ascertain a match. The fit that we corfStruct is
created through the operational constraints nmposed by; our regular operations
of construction. r -
Knowledge is not a result of passive receiving "but originates as.the
product of an active subject's activity" (p.31). This statement is of course nearly
equivalent to Piaget's statement that, "Knowledge , therefore, proceeds from
action, and all action that is repeated or generalized through application to '}new
objects engenders by this very fact a "scheme,” that is, a kmd of practical
concept® (Piaget, 1980, p.24). From Von Glasersfeld's position, the operational
constraints of the observer are those operatlons which establish regularity. In
. other words, experience exists through relations. of comparison, and as a
product of intention. Either something is similar, or its different from what we
have experienced before, and the creation of either relation depends on our
wanting or needing the distinction to be made. These comparisgns, throug%
which regularity is constructed, can also be called the operations of
equivalence and identity, the former yields similar experience, and the latter
yields new experience. These operations are very similar to those described
by Piaget as assimilation and. accommodanon ~
We construct order as a consequence of the goals or intentions that we
bring into experience: ..an assimilating consciousness can construct
o . regularities.ang/order even in a chaotic world. The extent to which this will
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/fs'c.tc%S depends far more on the goals and already constructed stamng pdﬁfs

than or_what might be given in a so- -called 'reality™ (p.37). Von- Glasersfeld
gives the ixample of how the bricklayer, who bullds exclusrvely with bricks,
must inevitably come to the conclusion that wherever there is to be an openrng
for a door or window, he has to make an arch to support the wall above:

If this bncklayer then believes he has discovered a law of an absolute
world, he makes much the same mistake as Kant when he .camg to
believe that all geometry had to be Euclidean. Whatever we choose as
building. blocks, ba:it bricks or Euclid's elements, determines limiting.
constraints. We experience these constraints from the ‘inside’, as it were, .
from the brick or the Euclidean perspective. We never get to see the
constraints of the world, with which our enterprises collide. What we
experience, cognize, and come to know is necessarily built up of our own -

. building blocks and can be explained in no other way than in terms of our
# ways and means of building (p.37)

As Von Glasersfeld has indicated with this example of the brioktayer: certain
components of description have to be selected; and the results of a description
will be in terms of these components. . The choice of components defines the
qualities of theelements and the range of possible relations between these
e'ements' The act of making the choice also limits the perspective of the
person making the choice. The nature of the Wmitations of this perspective can -
- not be described by the person maklng the choice, because the person's
desc'ription of the choice must be made in terms of the components that have
been chosen for description. Dggscription is inherently.'relative to the desgriber.
In the case of this research, { have chosen to describe fexical and textual
components and the relations between these. These components wrll permrt a
certain structure, 'given the limitations of how they are used.
" From the constructivist perspective, any representatlon of the. world is a
representation created-by the observer. This is mescapable Keeney (1983
p.79) presents an example of this |dea that Bateson used:

- Somebody was saying to Prcasso that he ought to make pictures of
thlngs the way they are - objective pictures. He mumbled he wasn't quite
sure what that would be. The person who was bullying him produced a
photograph of his wife from h|s wallet dnd said, "There,'you see, that is a

. picture of how she really. is." Picasso looked at it and said, “She is rather
. small, |sntshe’? And flat?” o s/
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The story of the- bricklayer and Picasso lead me to make the suggestion that in
this mvestlgatlon | have brought certain intentions, and 1"have created certain
components of description. The bricklayer brought bricks and the intention to
build a ceftain structure; Picasso brought paints, ﬂanv»a;s, and the intention to
paint - in a certain way. | would.like to be care uI tq specify the both the
components and intentions of this mvestrga’uon ) r

The specific components will be elaborated subsequently At this point |
would like to specify the question "How _observertheraprsts construct
therapeutic process?" This bgsic question neggds to be distinguished from the
question; "What theories ortechniques dc fsystemically oriented observers of
systemic therapy say are being used in th ’, rapy sessions?" The latter question
would be a starting point for catalo lr'ng" the techniques that observers
describe in their descriptions of therag y o

2 t
Cybernetrcs general systems theory, and autopmesrs

Bateson and his colleagues in the Macy Foundation Conferences, and
his co-researchers, introduced a way of thinking which reincorporated final

g
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causality and efficient causality into circularly causal descriptions of behavior.

"Final causality occurs when the effect precedes the _gause. Cyberneticists
who study goal-directed behavior favor final causality" (Segal, 1986, p.52).

Von Foerster comments: "Whenever you use the word 'because,' you are
speaking the language of efficient causality. Whenever you use the words 'in _

order to," you are speaking the language of final causality” (in %egar 1986,

P 53). This made it possnble to conceptualize different patterns of dynamically

interconnected behaviors at various levels. "Cybernetics offers a model of
dynamic. stability. Stabilities observed at one level result from systemic

changes occurring at other levels. For example, the tightrope walker must
constantly shift his weight (first order change) to stay on the rope (second order

stability)....Dynamic stability depends on circular causality” (Segal, p.54). This
at least obviated linearly causal explanations, and it seemed more consistent

,“with our experience of the complex inter-relatedness of human behavior.

“Cybernetic theory could be described as the first generation of systems
thrnkmg, and it represented the most crucial stage in the history of systems
therapy But there have been |mportant criticisms of cybernetics.. Bertalanfty
criticized it for being based on a mechamstrc metaphor
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American psychology in the first -half of the 20th century was

. dominated by the concept of the reactive organism or, more dramatncally

by the model of man as a robot. This concept was common to all major

schools of American psychology, classical and neo-behaviorism, learning

and motivation theories, psychoanalysis, cybernetics, the concept of the
brain as a computer and so forth (Bertalanffy, 1968; p.205).

Bertalantfy suggested that his own theory was "...nonmechanistic in the sense
that regulative behavior is not determined by structural or 'machine' conditions
but by the interplay of forces" (p.67). The debate continues. Keeney, who
along with Maturana, and Vo_n' Foerster, could be thought of as representing
the third generati_on of systems thinkers (autonomous self-generating systems,
cybernetics of cybernetics, aesthetics), criticized Bertalanffy: ’

- He gives away his epistemology by choosing to use- metaphors of
force rather than pattern. Such vitalistic description, when applied to the

complexities of living and mental process, actually represents the vulgar,
rather than aesthetic view (1983 p.62).

Keeney (1983), Dell (1985), Segal.(1986), and others, argue that autopoiesis

" and constructivism, in combination with many aspects - cybernetics, provide a
sound basis -for’ describing both the individual, and the interactions of
individuals with each other, because they conceptualize individuals as ciosed
systems. Prior to these theories,  both cybernetics and general systems theory
were open system. theories. and thus could not coherently explain the
autqnornous behavior of the individual.  Some of the ideas that originated in
first order cybernetic the‘ory (ie., homeostasis, negative feedback) have fallen
from favour among systems theraplsts because they are suitable. only for stable .
mechanistic systems.

Loglcal types, and change theory
~ There is an aspect of Batesan's dtscussmns of how tgeﬁawor can be
punctuated in hierarchical'levels of-form and process, which is relevant to this
study. This has to do with his explication of patterns of problem behavior, and
"how change can be initiated. Essentially, he applled Russell's and
Whitehead's Theory of Logical TYpes (1910-1913) to the punctuation of
'processes SO that he could punctuate hlerarch|es of behavior “patterns.
Watzlawuck Weakland and Fisch (1974) glve as-an example of Batesons

P



application of Logical Type Theory to behavior, the puzzle in which nine dots
are drawn equidistantly from each other in a 3 x 3 square. One is required t&
join the dots with four straight lines. The solution requires one to extend two
lines past the square. This is called a "second order change” (‘p‘.25‘),' because
it requires one to think outside a class of behaviors (the normal one) and

~— generate a different class of behaviors. The theory.of second order change,

which generated from Logical Type Theory has had a profound impact on
therapeutic diagnostics and problem-solving. In this investigation, some’
parallel concepts} of change, derived from Maturana's theory are presented.

i

Bmocular vision

Bateson mentioned the term "binocular vision" (1979 p.133) in reference
~ to the two views that two people have in a relationship. He suggested that the
double-view is tgte relationship. Keeney (1983) ®xpanded on this idea when
he said, "... a description of social interaction could be derived by considering
the views of each interactant simultaneously. In this way, a higher order
pattern was constructed” (p.153). In thls mvestngatuon the term blnocular
vision" is used in a slightly different sense than in the notion of the two views
'prowded by two members of a ralatlonshlp. The sense in which it was used in
this investigation is suggested 'by Ke‘enéy when he said; "Binocular vision,
double'visiOn . provide evidence for a basic discovery by Weber and Fechner
that what we perceive is 'difference.’ The idea that dltferences are the 'food for
perception’ is implicit |n cybernetlc epistemology” (p.153). ,
7 . | have combined the meamng that Keeney has described with the notions .
- of equnvalence and identity that Von Glasersfe'd described as essential to our *
f_ l-dnstmpttgan of cou\panents of experience. If we consider these ideas in
i combmatlon it is possible to think of the individual as using binocular vision.
"Von Glasersfeld suggests- that we distinguish through operations of
companson The basic forms of comparison are difference and similarity.
Difterence yields tdentlty and similarity ytelds equivalence. The point is that an
individual dlstmgwshes by. comparmg some aspect of experience with
previous expenence I am callmg this process of comparison binocular vision.
| believe it is still consustent with Bateson's original conception, because the
result is sttll percetved as difference - the elemental nit of perceptlon | will,

o dISCUSS thrs furtherm Chapter V. !
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(Objectivity) and "rmmanent mmd" - T A

Bateson's punctuation of a hierarchy ot processes and torms of behaviors
was a major advance for systems therapy. However, it has been criticized for
being predicated on the concept of immanent mind', mental determinism, and
for having retained vestiges of Newtonian mechanits ‘in hig concept of
information (Dell, 1985; p.7). Bateson was fond of his "'co“ncepmal roots in
mysticism. His .concepts constantly pomt to a meta meta domain of an

-1

ineffable substantlal pattern that connedts all things: (Creatura Mind). Delt

suggests that by consudenng Maturana's and Bateson’ 's concepts in- tandem
these problems can be corrected Maturana posits only: "That substratum is a
void in the sense that there are no things. And there cannot be things, because

things gertain to lancuace We can make an. ontologlcal ctatm that that :
subsiret m altows for tne phenomena to take place but we' cannot charactenze

that - hctratum (1983, 5.3, p.12). One. mrght say that Bateson hag an a fmlty
wit" ‘he Gnostic traditions, ‘while Maturana e)(presses more afflnnty wnth some
Buddhi st traditions. ‘ S :

Tese points are of more than passing lmportance Maturana takes us

ent ¢y into the world of relations and mteractnons The Iast vestnges of

Obj@&,thlsm in Batesons concepts Are gone Anythlng that exists, exists in |

language, Wthh is itself defined as "the consensual rnteractnons of consensual

interactions". Everything. said is said by an observer. Lrvmg unmes are défined . -
_as organizations’in Wthh the components ar} viewed: only in retatton 1o their .
parttcrpatlon in the constltutlon of the unrty (whole) that they lntegrate For this -
‘reason nothmg is said about the properties that the components of a parttcular' -

unity may have, other than those required by the: reallzatton of the organlzatton
of the unity" (Maturan@ 1981; p24) B :

When sameone Casked Maturana; "If nndeed you bnng thtngs forth by the
operation of drstmctron how .come you cannot walk through the wall?";
Maturana replled "Just because walls are dtstrngmshed as those thrngs
through Which you cannot go through. . ldeologles are like walls. There are
tdeologles that you just cannot go through . we exist in a domam in @ manner
| have explamed under structural couptmg whrch we describe in the manner |
‘have descnbed and we have no other manner of descnbmg" (1983 S. 3 p 12).

a



In Maturana's world, verification of objects is impossible, although it is
quite possible to speak of objects. As a result, Maturana puts objectivity in
parenthes"es. The observer always participates in bringing forth reality through
the distinctions that the observer generates.. Instructive interaction, where A
determines the response of B is impossible. A's behavior can select, or trigger
a response in B, but B's structure determines the response. Unities are
sfucture determmed and causality as a phenomenon does not exist.
Structure- determlned systems are necessarlly perfect, they always behave ,
accordmg to their structure. "Whenever we claim that an organism has made a
Thistake we are using the unachieved goal as our point of reference: we are not

h using the orgehlsm S structure as our}referent . A structure-determined system
“functions solely accordmg to its structure - not according to purposes ... -.
[purposes or other ascnptlons of meaningful behavior] exnst on/y in the domain

“yof the descriptions of an observer" (Dell, 1985: p.11).

\ Qs,a consequence of the self-referentiality of autonomous systems,
Maturana suggests that we inhabit multiverses. Each of us exists within our
own structure determined worlds. This implies that we are responsible for the

o worlds we create. We are responsible in the sense'that as orgariisms we bring

w torth the realities we mhablt This idea of responsnbllny simply indicates that no -
one else can genéﬁte)our individual multiverses. The word, responsnblhty,
does not imply coptrol, or conscious choice, although these words may indicate
possibilities. At the same time as we are responsible, we are also structurally

' determined. We exist as a consequence of our ontogenetic histories. Nothing
we do is arbitrary, even though we are usually nct aware of how our structurally
determmed feelings, behaviours or thoughts originated. Maturana seems to

" like to imply that we have choice in our behaviour, but these statements usually

~ apply to his descriptions of his choice to exist passivel‘y in the Chilean political

‘,,climate ‘Conversely, Maturana's concept of how we co-drift in structural
couplmg with the mediums we inhabit, indicates how we perceive our

-+ ontogenies to develop in mysterious and uncontrollable ways.

.Change . .

" The primary idea related to the topic of change in psychotherapy which
needs to be distinguished here is that while most of the systemic schools of
therapy rely on the idea of the therapist as an active agent or instrument of



change, from the perspective of the second order cybernetic "position a
“therapist can not be considered as an agerit of change because each persen
(client) is considered as a system that is closed to information. This means that
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a therapist can not-be said. to dlrectly influence the behaviour of another ~

person. A therapist enters into a medium in which he or she co-exists with a
client. If there is sufficient coherence so that they contmue to interact, then they

will inevitably change through mutual processes of adjustment to each other -

other. The therapnst is-not con5|dered as a direct instrument of change, nor can
the therapist be said to dause chahge to happen in an intended direction.. In
the concept of self- -generating systems, future-directed behaviours are not

mtnnsncally necessary Maturana dispenses with teleonomic explanations

altogether "The notions of purpose and function have no explanatory value in
the phenomenplogical domain which they-pretend to illuminate, because they
doanot refer o processes indeed operating in the generation of any of its
phenomena” (1970, p.86). ‘Von Foerster suggests that if we want to talk about
A dlrectmrgchange in therapy, at best we can talk about helping clients to shift
away from undesired behaviours.(personal communication, 1987).

. One possible advantage of considering persons as closed systems is that
thns permits us to conceive a finite range of possible behaviours, even though
this be: an extraordinarily wide range. Von Foerster has demonstrated that the
range of possible outputs of even a - very simple non-trivial machine is
astronomic. As a result, the theoretical idea of finite behavioural possibilities in
closed systems is not a real advantage. In practice, we observe that people
use certain words over and over, and that they repeat certain patterns of
behaviours. Out of the whole finite range of possible behaviours we develop
stable patterns of behaviour. These stable patterns are similar to what Von
Foerster ca‘]s e@en’values In practice, everyone exhibits a limited range of
language and@ehawour éven though the possibilities are virtually limitless.

Second order cybernetrcs involves the study of the emergence of stablev

behaviours in observing %tems. The aspect of second-order cybernetics
which involves generating patterns in behaviour is very_similar to-some basic
theories of systemic therapy. However, second-order cybernetics does not
assume that patterns of behaviour imply goal directedness; nordoes it assume
that therapists can predictably redirect patterns of behaviour. One might
- perform activities with clients which precede changes, but one can not say that



" our behaviours necessarily influencg clients in any particular way, unless we
.are simply describing our own descriptions of how we make sende of how our
interventions work. - ,

- The concept of autonomous closed structurally determined systems
necessntates and facilitates a re-examination of how we conceive change, and
our roles as therapists in the change process. The question of how we, as
autopoietic multiverses can influence each other is a very difficult one to
answet without reverting to notions of change agency. Maturana has
suggested several explar)atory devices which should prove useful, for
developing both explanations and praxis. For instance, the concept of

structural’ couplmg which has only been alluded to in the course of this
discussion has mugh potential.  Similarly, Maturana has s®ggested the
concepts of threshold, structural change, organlzatg‘onal change ontogenic co-
drift, and perhaps most significantly, he has” pfaced the role of language at
-center stage.

Von Foerster has also suggested many potentially powerful explanations.
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From my point of view, his two cryphc imperatives suggest. a. world of

" possibilities. The aesthetic imperative is, "If you want to see, then learn te act”;
and his ethical imperative is, "Act always to increase the choices”. The first is

perhaps a vanatxon of Plagets idea that knowledge proceeds from actlon but

+ he has: aﬂered it sllghtly swthat on%mnght h“étxce how manifold levels of change
may’ prgceed from adjust;ner;ts of behavxouf%,d would suggest the implication of
this |mperaf|ve is that it calls for the generatlon of innovative methods for
_mteractnng with people in ways Wthh allow the% to shift their actions.

Rather than discussing the various. explanatlons for change f&h:ch these,

‘theories suggest, | will leave the reader at this point with, a sef%se of some
possibilities. These possibilities will be elaborated in the course of the
presentation of the results and in the discussion. <.

‘1\"

G Concepts related to the method ot th‘& Lﬁvestngatlon

Autopoietic and constructivist theones are delightful to pursue because
they require us to shift from the objectivist and causal implications of our
natural language. Moreover, they are tremendously attractive to systemic
theraplsts because they provnde explanations for considering people as unique
beings who inhabit unique worlds. In Matdranas words "It is very difficult to

N7
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claim that the other fellow is mistaken." Another consequence is that the
* observer acquires full responsibility, if not COntrol_, for the world that he or she
distinguishes. This consequence places the researcher at the center of the

product of research. This implies that the résults both reveal and are relative to
the researcher.

~

Reduction in explanation . A

' The consequences of these perspectives have yet to be recognized. The
question of how to conduct research, and how to present it are -being
deveioped In the context of this investigation, it is lmportant to recall that
Maturana argues that scientific explanations can be made but that they exist in
"the domain of descriptions of phenomena. In other words, Bateson's and
- Keeney's notions ot hierarchies of punctuation exist in the domain of scientific
explanation. Although-unities and structural correspondencies betweean unities
and the mediums in which they exist cannot be reduced to the properties of
components, they can be explained through reductions. These reductions are
the distinctions of the observer. ,

The last point is an important one in the context of this mvestxgat;on The
description of lexical items, is a reduction which deprives the description of the
meaning which is.inherent in words in context. Nevertheless, all descriptions
are reductions, in that they are not the events themselves. Therefore, it is
entirely possible fgr me, or any observer, to distinguish and "describe
components of interactions. It is also clear that the distinction, * and its
consequences, are the responsibility of the observer, and that the distinctions

which are made are built out of the dlstmctlonS@}nd components generated by‘

the observer
‘ ‘ P
Comments on the lexical analysis
In this investigation, the observer's patterns of lexical items were
analyzed.” Maturana is quite specific about lexical and semantic‘cofnponents;

"It one considers linguistic interactions as orienting interactions it is apparent,

that it is not possible to separate, functionally, semantics .and syntax, however '

separable they may seem in their description by the obseérver” (1979; p. 33).
he is suggesting that even though it is possible’'to remove.words fr thel(
contexts, and descrnbe them semantically, it.is not pg’ssnble_to k the

' ]
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B orien?é?ion that words produce, as a chang.e of state, in rhe internal interactions
in the listener's cognitive domain. Secondly, "an entire series @f
communicative descnpt/ons can itself be a communicative descr/pt/on the’
whole seq{Jence once completed may orlent the listener from the perspective
of the pqrspeotuve of the state to which the sequence itself has led him" '("b 34).

In other- words, texical analysis, of the kind conducted in this investigation,
has severe limitations. | recognize these limitations in practice through being
very cautious about my interpretations of lexical patterns. 1do not propose that
word frequency counts, and the creation of collocational sets provides very
useful information about how observers construct therapeutic process.
However | would suggest that by reco‘gnizing the limitations of this method for
-mvestxgatlon it is possible to use the method to obtain a drfferent perspec{rve
on familiar words. Perhaps a slight shift in perspect1\>e will ehable others to
find new perspectives of their own. !

The rational for conducting the lexical analysig grew out of a constellation

of factors. For one, | wanted a method for describing the observers' statements
in a way that permitted comparison between observers, and in a way which
would. permit readers to make their own interpretations. Secondly, | studied
with a professor of Enghsh Literature who specialized in stylrstrc analysis.
Michael Gregory co-authored with John Spencer, a monograph on stylistics in
1964. | adopted his text as a guide for this lexical analysis. Thirdly, and this
information has only become available to me since this dissertation was
completed Heinz Von Foerster's students conducted a lexical analysis of the
contributions to the book which they prepared in 1974, entitled, Cybernetics of
| cytaerﬁ’:et/cs They were also in pursuit of determmmg the points of lexical
converg‘ence among the authors who contributed to their text. Their analysis
turned to a mathematical corggutation of entropy, and | reco mend that the
interested reader‘gxamine th%ossary to this book It was sgprinted in 1986.
‘JThe method for thet anaI)?: ‘of the\; agp Lxcontent f the observer-
’therapxsts comments foﬂows af that?s COHSH _the 5ty||ot|c analysrsv
of lexical elements u#hterature The words wrh‘eh;have: bee.* ‘,
indicate certain broad’ patterns Please keep'in mind that Iexugakg are a
very narrow form of analysis, and therefore one must recall thé"limitations
which accompany such a study. The greatest of these is that the words have
been decontextualized. Therefore they canfﬁg“ve a great variety of funﬂctions'irr
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the text itself. A word which is used in the ‘negative form, i.e.. 'thisis not that' is
in a sense used to mean the opposite of what the word means in the positive.
Words also acquire meanings according to_the company they are found in. I
hope that the textual analysls which is part of this study will balance some of
hgutatlons of the purely Iexwal analysis. _

The lexis! observers use demonstratgs one level of observers'
constructions. A lexical analysis permits one to look at the words themselves,
however briefly, or subjectively. This method should not be used exclusively,
but as an adjunct. As an adjunct it prowde“s a useful perspectnve because it is
a different perspective. Typically' we use words without noticing the patterns of
words we are using. If we look at those patterns, then we have, in effect, added
a dimension to our observations of how we bring forth reality in language.

The method of lexical analysis is not unfamiliar in psychotherapeutic
research. Much of the research on Milton Erickson's work has been conducted
through micro-analyses of transcribed hypnotherapy (Bandler & Grinder, 1975,
1976; Erickson, Rossi & Rossi, 1976). | have mentioned earlier that Stiles
(1986), and Gottschalk (1986) have developed substantial séhools of verbal
and lexical analysis, which unfortunately are directed and constructed in ways
that are not relevant for this investigation. As a technique, lexical analysis is
perhaps most familiar to psycholinguists conducting stylistic af@lyses of literary
texts. In stylistic analyses, lexical investigations are typically subordinated to
more comprehensive studies of intra-textual and extra-textual variabdes
involved in the organization of literature (Gregory and Spencer, 1964; Taylor,
1981). Because words out of context have limited potential for 'revealing how
texts are constructed, lexical analyses are (ﬁjom conducted in isolation.

On the other hand sincg this exploralion is de5|gned’ to discuss how
‘ .tvheraplsts construct process in therapy, one aspect which can be discussed is
the building blocks. The offservers’ comments are built out of words, and there
are patterns in the words.that are used. These patterns can be;jexplored in the
words themselves without considering the context in which they exist. At
~ another level, it.will be possible to use the words as a basis for explofing some

&

! For ‘the sake of snmpllcny of expression, thg term, lexis, will be used as a noun in
this mvcsugauon to indicate what might more commonly be referred to“as lexical
elements, words. Lexis, in this case is Synonymous with, words, but the word,
lexis, is uscd i Bis case to referspecifically to the aspect of stylistic analysis which
pertains to the analysis of words and patterns of wWords.

»
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of the' Pntef(tual patterns of similarities. _
espite the limitations of lexical analysis, it is a useful method. This
method is consistent with Maturana's emphasis on language in autopoiesis. "It
is also consistent with the importance that fam'*y systems _oriented_vt_herapi‘sts
who have been influenced by NLP; the Milan Group, Erickson, or;,he MRI Brief -
Thefaby Project team;- place on language. A potentially relevant avenue of
exploration, which has not been developed in this investigation would 'nvo‘_lv°e"
investigating how- this study is contextualized in the larger framework ofthe
sociogenesis of Ianguaée (Bain, 1983)~ . )
I am not an expert on literary stylistics, so the methods | have using may /'
be crude by current standards for computérized mainframe concordanéee’j{
programs’(i.e.,'Oxford Concordance Program). With the aid of a personalzf
computer, | have been able to do extensive word courits.  and this has enabled’
a very clear picture of the words that the observers used as a group,
individually, and in descriptions of each segment. (,/ o
A tew comments about Gregory's descriptions ot lexical analysis will
provide the necessary background for understanding the approach taken in this
investigation. The following passage is taken from Linguistics and Style,
(Gregory and Spencer,1964). | will quote an extensive statement here because
the reader is unlikely to be familiar with the terms: ’

Theoretical categories:are required for the formal description of-
lexis, and two fundamental ones, collocation and set have been
proposed. Collocation is set up to account for the tendency of certain
items in a language-to occur close to each other, a tendency not
completely explained by grammar. For example, the item ‘economy’
is likely to occur in the, same linguistic environment as items such as ,
‘affairs', 'policy’, 'plan'*programme’, 'disaster’ - most of us could! N
compile quite a long fist. These items are termed the collocates of
‘economy' which, because it is the item under examination is itself
. termed the nodal item.” A list of collocates of the nodal item
constitute its collocational range, In formal lexical study, of courses
the establishment of the collocatioial range of an item would be the
result of a statistical inve3tigation covering a wide rage of texts, If
finance’ were. taken e&\ujwe; nodal item, and a collocatianal range
established for it, it Would probably emerge that there was a
- considerable overlap with the range of ‘economy’, that these two
items share a significant number of collocateé. Sb too, perhaps, if
one took 'industry’ as a nodal item. These three items could then be
grouped together into a set, the\second theoretical category of lexis,

AN
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_ Wh!Ch accounts for the tendenc,l of items to share part of their
R collocatlonal range, to have a collocational overlap....

It will be clear that what constitutes a set in any description
depends upon both the nature and the amount of data being
examined, and upon the delicacy of the description; that is, its degree
of detail and specificity.... The more mutual collocation range
demanded as the criterion for a set, the smaller the sets and the more
delicate the description.....

It may be asked what are the advantages of this formal handling
of lexis. ltems such as 'economy’, 'finance’, and 'industry’ could, after
all, be grouped together on purely semantic grounds. However,
when compared to the referential criterion of meaning, the formal

- criterion of collocation has this in its favour: it is more observational
and: objective. Its disadvantage for ‘the analyst of style is that it
demands large- scgle frequency counts, ....-the thegry of lexis is
already valuable in that it throws light on cenaln aspgcts of ‘chain’
(one thing after another) and 'choice' (one thing rather than arfother)
relationships in language not revealed either by grammar or
tradmonal Iexnoography +(pp.73-74)

In the case of the study at hand, the frequency count that has been done

~goes some way towards ‘establishing the collocational range.of the words that ;

have been-used. Those words which- are }:ommonly used indicate a
consensus. If one considers words as building blocks, then one can notice
where these observers are usmg similar material.

In the terms pres(ﬁmed by Gregory and Spencer, the ward frequency
count that | have done establishes the collocations utilized Ly *his particular
population (five pamcular observer-therapists). These list- illustrate the
company that these%vords keep. Although it is true that all these words are part
of the common language used by the generai pcpulation of Englush speakmg

people, 'in another ,sense, it is also true that these words compose a-

-
speC|aI|zed world, the world of these observer-therapists. We have before us
then, both a microcosm of the world at large, and a macrocosm of a specnaftZed

world. We will need to examine some elements of each in order to make sensg

T

of how theé specializéd world is organized. E of the words used relates to a:

common language, and so has mea§ng n relation to that language. Each of
these words also has meaning in relation to the pattern of words presented by

these observers. The entire question of semantics in lexical analysis involves .

much judgement and caution.
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Comments on the verbal content analysns

As | have indicated earlier, my review of the literature did not find any
previous reports of the application of lexical analysis to the investigation of how
observers construct therapeutic process. However, there have been studies

which investigated verbal behavior as such. It is notable that the modes of.

verbal analysis have directly re'fleacted the theoretical perspectives of the
investigators. Because of this, those prevnous mvestlgatlons which seem to
have utilized some methods which. were Slm|lar to those used ln this
investigation, on closer inspection can be seen to- have used " very different
methods.

There are two active traditions of verbal analysis. Stiles (1986) publishes
‘frequent accounts of his work with Verbal Response Modes (VRM). He credits

the initial concept to research conducted by Goodman (1972). .The VRM isa

syctematized scale for rating therapists’ verbal responses according to

Rogerian categgbries. The taxonomy includes the basic categories of, frame of

reference (sp‘e"aker, other), source of experience (speaker, other). These
categories.c/ompose a grid, on which the various statements of the
communicator are rated according to-the modes: edification, disclosuf,,
advisement, confirmation, question, acknowledgement, interpretati

reflection.  Stiles has developed a manual, and he chaims that this system is
now teind used in many situations dutside psychotherapy research.
Obviously,,_the success of the rating system depends on the rater adopting the
Rogerian conceptual system. In other words, the application.of this system
inevitably finds that communicators construct their: communigations in more ‘or
less the same way as Rogers Stiles' goals, and methods, are distinctly
different from those described in.this investigation. | have not begun with a
clearly defined concept of communication or therapeutic method.” | am also
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more concerned with the processes through which observers okganize theikt,
descriptions, whereas Stiles is more concerned with inferring objective

categories.

The second active group of verbal behayior researchers: are led by

Gottschalk (1986), and Gleser (1869). These researchers and others who
used their methods have published a considerable number of studies on what
Gottschalk and Gleser refer to as Verbal Content Analysis, and what other

v
.

rese rchers often refer to as the Gottschalk and Gleser method. - The method‘.
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gé,n_e__r\aj&ias.grf'qmnt.». s‘;psy;chodynami'c tradition of projective analysis. . Essentially, =~
theygav%{a@em d a manual of definitions for describing the psychic &tates
which they Ja .}%“ggmplied by particular words or groups of words. By Jising
this scale, if‘ei‘sﬁ*@_s:sible to produce statistically based client personality
descriptions whic\tj‘ are valid in éem'parison with other instruments used to
- derive simjlar descriptions. In fairness, they have elaborated a sophisticated
instrument, which serves their purposes, and they are very clear that they are
inferring psychic states. )

From the perspective that - 2 taken in this investigation, neither of
these traditions of verbal behavior research provide useful ,history. Von

Foerster relays a passage from Herbert Brin (1971) that.is applicable here:

' The definition of a problem and the action taken to solve it largely
depend on the view which the individuals or groups that discovered the
problem have of the system to which it refers.. A problem may thus find
itself defineg as a badly interpreted output, or as a faulty output of a fauity
output device, ar as a faulty output due to a maHunction in an otherwise

- faultless system, or as a correct but undesired output from a faultless and
, thus undesirable system. All definitions but the last suggest corrective
<> action; only the last definition suggests change, and so presents an’

=

unsolvable problem to anyone opposed to change.

| am suggesting that these two schools of vérbal behavior-analysis are
essentially based on the notion that Ianguag"é represéhts a substratum of
objectively predetermined psychic proéesses. Therefore their methods
produce more validation of their preconceptions. This is like the "correct but
- undesired output from a faultless and thus undesirable system". .

| am starting from a different aséumption, némely; that "language is a tool
with which to express thoughts and experiences” (Von’ Foerster, 1984; p. 195),
when | ask, "What can one learn from observers' gﬁjescriptions about the way
that they construct therapeutié process?” This assumption implies that
observers' methods for using linguistic tools are their constructions. There is
no substratum beyond the linguistic representations'tr;at are available. In other
words, from the constructivist position, | am not preconceiving that Iangu’a'ge
represents psychic structure, | am saying that language is psychic structure.
This implies that investigation is a. process of creating struétures in the

language that is used. One could think of this as an open-ended approach to
investigation. '
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Miller:(1967) conducted an investigation which is exemplary of the sort |

am referring to when.he presented groups of adults and qroups of children with.

- lists of words individually printed on cagds;" and he as :d.them to categorize
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them ‘ac'cording to similarity of meaning. He found that adults grouped the
words syntactically according to werd class (noun, verb, adjective, etc.), while

~children developed complex relations of imagery, m‘etapho‘r, and meaning.

The point is that Miller was using the lexical analysis method, as were
© Gottschalk and Gleser; and Stiles; but their applications were based on

ditferent epistemq‘logies of language’ and therefore the methoq_s were turned to
very different ends.
. ~

3 ~



. METHOD

A Introduction g T
The purpose of this sectron is to inform the reader of how this researo{;»
/" was conducted. The mfethod that was used was the method which evolved
through the process of conductlng the rnvestrgatlon Therefore, it is rmportant to
- explain the evolution of the methoﬂ Greenberg (1986) refers to t}h'
process of the process. | will do this by describing both how the h@ 'T%’rnr IS s

constructed, and the major choices that were made during the creation of this
form. ' '

It is important for the reader to develop some understanding of my style of
. ‘eraction with the questions, and processes Which emerged for me during the
course of the work. This knowledge creates an important part of the context
that is requrred for for the reader to understand what is presented in this
document , , .
| would like the reader to cevelop a clear picture of the gvolution ot this
project, - and therefore | will c'escr‘libe as clearly as poss‘ihle from mys
perspective, the major aspects o: what actually happened Of course, f%ré'%he
sake of presentatron only thos= chcices and processes which | think are .
relevant will be included. The pu pose of the description. of tha, method |s to
help the reader develop clarity abo.t tha method of the rnvesg@%tron Thrs is & |
dlffrcult because the method evolved through oscnllatrons between myself the .} g
text and the lrterature Please assume that there were vanous s‘rtages and
decrsrons which need not be communlcated here e ?q%

) B Overview of the genesis of the me.ihod

The community -~ -,',.,

This research originated in the context of a Cé)mmunrty of theraprsts, ‘
students, and professors who were affiliated with the Department of Educatron
Psychology at the University of Alberta. Some of the panrcrpams in the
research had obtained doctorates in Counselling Psychology, and were.
professﬁnally rnvolved rn agencres that were mdependent from the



. unrversrty Supervrsory gurdance Was provrded by members of the stuff in the

o Counselhng Area, and Srudent CounseHrng Services.

| have bken a studen; in“the counselling program-at the University. of
Alberta since +980. . } completed a master's degree in counselling psychology

| in 1983’ and | have tﬁemw enrolled in the doctoral program since then. |
: ,fcompieted the courseWork and a yeay's internship by 1984, and since then |
- Vhave been profe{srona!ly rnvolved ih a variety of settings as a therapist,
!‘;" instructor and 5upervrsor .~Work on this project evolved through several

attempts at diffe‘re_nt thesisvtOpics, and | have- been pursuing this particular

~ - question for about a hear and a half.

The people in the Counselling Area, and tudethdunselling Services’at \
the Unzversrty of Alberta have provided the context and the stimulation for this
work, - Themembers of the.community in which | was involved were actively
pur;umg many research questions, particularly in the area of systemic therapy.

‘_T’/ba”m especrally indebted to the leadership provided by Dr. Allen VanderWell,
a?io Dr. Don Sawatzky, as are many students and professional theraptsts now

practrcrng inthe Edmonton area, and elsewhere.
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Background ) , )

This particular oommunrty of theraprsts has been especrally influenced by
-some of the major schools of family therapy and natura,lrstrc hypnosis. Both Dr,
‘VanderWell and Dr. Sawatzky have worked extensively at the Mental Research
- Institute in Palo Alto.. Much of the trarnrng that | was mvolved in at the Unrversrtyv
of Alberta took place in a team setting with either a one-way mirror or' Video-
taped observatron | have subsequently continued , work as a family theraprst

X

and family therapy supervrsor cften in semngs
su ision process. E

J This research is thoroughly embedded in the communrty in whrch it
originated. | must give pamcular credit to Dr. VanderWell for oreatrng a fertile
environment. Although 1he community is not tightly knit in a physrcal space, it
is a communrty in whrch theraprsts frequently meet, discuss, and partrorpate in

"ams were used in the

live peer team supewreron The members have individually partlcrpated in a

variety of other.speci lized training settings. Many of us have trained with
students of Milton Errc:}son and a variety of family theraprsts P
Theoretical orientations - '
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Over the last three or four years, some of us have been directing our
attention towards developing a theoretical model that would comprehend the -

variety of therapeutic practices that we were engaged in. We found that the
writings from the Mental Research lnstrtute and Milton Erickson were useful in a

practical way, but drd not adequately explarn the complexity of the individyal
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therapist workrng with different clients.. Our attentron has been directed first

towards the work done by Gregory Bateson, and subs_equently to that of -

Humberto Maturana, and Hernz Von Foerster We are fortunate here to be

close to the Family Therapy’ Program directed by Dr. Karl Tomm at the Foothrlls’ o
Hospital in-Calgary. Dr. Tomm has sponsored pubtrc seminars with both Dr. '
Maturana and Dr. Von Foerster occasionally in conjunction. with Dr. Cecchin.

and Dr. Boscolo. 'We have also worked drrectty with Dr Maturana and Dr. Von
Foerster at the Unrversrty of Alberta. . .
As a result of this mutual actiyity, 'cons‘i'derable interest has been
generated in our community, about how oonstructivtst _autopoietic, and
cybernetic ideas can be creatrvely applred to the explanatron and evolution of

therapeutrc practice. Some research has been conducted, and wilb be
publrshed soon. ‘ | |

~ Background to the questlon

| will not take the time here to descrrbe all the various stages of the
process that led to the partrcular questron that is the focus of this investigation,

but I'will make a few comments. At the time when this research question began |

to take form, | was most interested in descrrbrng some of the generic

" characteristics of significant changes that people expenence in the normal

course of Irvrng | thoughit this might provide some ideas about the natural
change process whrch could be Used to inform therapeutrc procedures.
~ Following some reflection, | &bgvped that question was too large and

‘formrdable In particular, it* se%ted that the question really involved two parts,
~each of which required a response about the other part before it could be.

answered. One questron was (in short), What is. natural change?; and the

other was, What sort of change should be investigated? In other words, in

order tg investigate change, | needed to decide what sorts of change to look at, -

but in order to decide what sorts of change to Iook at, | riéeded know

‘something about what natural change is.

¢



Eventually | narrowed the question so considerably that it does not bear
- much resemblance to either of these two questions. "However, there was &an
important' considerat.i’on which emerged from trying to decide how to answer
those questions. This point was essehtially that in order to investigate change,

| would first have to make some decisions about what it is. Otherwise, | would
not know what to look at. In other words, change would become what | -

" decided it would be - and this woyld have to occur before the research proper.
could even begin. So in one senge, the mast important question would have to’

L

be answered before beginning. - . | /

It was this realization which led to me suspect that something similar
happéns in therapy. Now | aminot suggesting that therapists come to therapy
With4otal|y arbitrary ‘decisions about change, and that change.is always just
what they havé decided. Instead, my basic assumption is that therapists

already have notions of .change built into the structures of their beings, as,

persons, and especially as therapists.

So it seemed to me that it would be reasonable to investigate how
therapists construct the change process. My 'reasoning was that in some
crucial respects, change would be exactly what they thought it was. ‘With this
assumption in hand, the question evolved further into a question about how
those thoughts are organized; "what ‘are the components, how are they bound
together, what processes of construction are used, and so on. As this sort of
focus became apparent, | realized that the. question about how therapists
~construct change  would have to be altered slightly. The word'change’' itself
ir_nplies'sopma_ny different aspects to therapists, that | could not ask about it
without specifying what | wanted them to talk about. Thereforg, | decided to
~ consider the more general question; how do therapists construct therapeutic
process?  Later, when | decided to use video-tapes of therapy and have
therapist-observers talk about them, | asked the therapists to select a portion of
v’ideo-tape which revealed a 'significant' process, or perhaps a shift in the
client's behaviour. This, finally,Aw‘as as near as | came to specifying 'change’.
| The particular method which 1 finally used, was designed to find out about
how -p'racticingiv..j"‘ ‘
processes. | tecgfiizdg that, finally, the form the research would take when

"'S,ti?fm,'fa”y oriented therapists construct therapeutic

. “ _.-f."' R . bR z‘ . . ’ . g
presented wou%fp‘eﬁny;_.constructlon. However, | wanted to make some sense

out qf~the:modes of construction that actual therapists actually used. This



pers'pective could be distinguished from an investigation of theoretical
discussions of change; or an analysis of famous therapists' thoughts about
change. It seemed to me that the average person who seeks counselling

~usually goes to an average therapist. '| wanted to find out what normally

happens for normal clients and normal systemic therapists.

Consensus | , |
~ The specific form of the research evolved out of some theoretical, and
some practical-considerations which | will review briefly here. One theoretical
consideration which guided the speeific form-of the research was the idea of
consen"sus'.‘ | am referring here to the way that Maturana and Von Foerster use
the word, (or words like it) to talk about the process which leads to the general
utility of words. - Maturana has said that, "Langljage" takes place in.the social

domain, it does not take place in the brain." Von Foerster talks about how the

outside world emerges from people chosing to agree about the products of
their experience: ‘

If | acknowledge-the-similarity, the ldenuty between myself and the
other, and | choose to evoke the: relativity pnnmple { postulate the
existence of the outside world. ... the world. is postulated as a
consequence of my experience ... the crucial point to be recognized
here is that | am free to choose to either adopt or reject the relativity
principle ... If | adopt it ... there must be a third, a central reference. It is
the relataon between thou and |, and this relation 1s identity: Reality =
Communlty (1988, p147)

Language fs the essential mednum of our shared reality. The world exists
through our agreement to talk about it a consensual language. The
constructivist concept of the ontogenesis of language involves both individual
schemas and sdcial interaction. Maturana_explains social interaction through
the concept of structural coupling. Keeney (1985) has elaborated on Von
Foerster's notions of commumty through a discussion of semantics and pohtlcs
These concepts will be discussed further in tﬁ?unh and fifth chapters.

As a result of considerations such as thése, | decided that | wanted to
investigate how a community of therapists construct therapeutic pfocess. My
thought was that this-would provide a good u\ndersta’nd‘ing of what therap@utic
process is fof the therapists in the community of which | am a member.
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Of course the critical variable that | have not discussed ts myself. Part of
my frustration in conducting this research, has been runnrng up- against the
. inevitable conclusion that no matter how many people | talk lo, no matter how
much | attempt to discern therr consensus, the product of the investigation is -~
always whatever | create. This means that whatever decisions | make, and‘
there are many that | make without being aware of them, they wrll be.reflected m
the process and results of the research.

_ There is nothing | can do to take myself out of the prcture The reader is in
~a similar posmon Whatever sense the reader derives fromvreading this will be
-the reader‘s construction. Because there is no way out of this, Mhe best |
can do is give the reader a fair chance of generating some informed notions of
‘what has been done in this investigation. To this end, | will briefly describe
some of my basic beliefs about therapeutic process and change, and | will
describe the essential operational choices and activities.

C. Personal theory of process and change

Itis difficult to know what to say that will assist the reader in understandmg
this project. | have pornted to my interest in strategic methods, particularly
those described by Fisch, Weakland, and Segal (1982). Of course, | have
been inﬂuenced by the other major luminaries in the area of family systems
oriented approaches. | have not been much interested in the schools that have
derived m_ore directly from psychodynamic, or behavioral theories.

O_n_e of the most interesting aspects of systems theory for me has been the
approach described by Gilligan and Carter. They illustrate how joining and
* utilization are fundamental, regardless of strategy Their approach is also. .
generative.  In therapy, it's the creative challenge of utilizing whatever
resources the client and situation provide that has kept my 'a'tt"ention In terms of
change, | favour a definition that is very flexible about specific. content but _'
quite speciftc in the sense that | think change can be observed as a noticeabvie
‘shift in the client's behavro: or expression. In terms of. process I prefer a
cooperative model that is based on utrlrzrng whatever resources the client’ has
I suppose | usually work in a problem-solving frame, and | tend.to work within a .
limited number of sessions. | lik@o work with each client drfferently, and | am v o
not aware of usrng certain techniques repeatedly, although | am- sure ! do

Gy LA
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Other people have described my wo_rk.invsuch a variety of ways that | really can
not provide any useful summary of their comments.

_ D vaerwew of the method

ane theraplsts who have been trained in systemuc therapy, from the
communlty of professnonals with whom | work, were asked to choose a brief (2
5 minute) video-taped example of their work. | asked them to select a portlon
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which they felt indicated a significant shift or important process in the course of -

their worK with a particular client. | copied these examples onto a master tape.
The therapists who had submitted these examples were then asked'to

review the master tape, session by-session, and after each session to explainto

me,/in their own words, as clearly and unambiguously -as possible, what the
significant process or processes were in each of the sessions. | followed a
~semi-standardized interview format in which | asked each of the participants
~ (who wilt hereafter be called the observers unless | am referring to their
functions as therapists, in which case they will be called therapists) to describe
the relationship,'.the process;' and | asked them to describe whether they

'thought there had been a significant shift for the client during the session. My -

goal during the interviews was to obtain clarity of understanding for myself
about what they were saying. Therefore, the parﬁcular questions | asked varied
from session to session. | '

The i i
iews were recyrded on audio-tape. In total, about five hours cf zudio-tape
were obtained. Thése tapes were transcribed, and these transcriptions were
labelled, the origlnal transcripts. The ‘transcripts were then :dited. The
purbOse of the editin was to enhance the clarity of the observers’ comments.
These transcripts were Rlso sub-divided into the categories of, relationship,
- process, and change. [fach observer was then sent a copy of his or her,own
| o, and original transcript. Each observer was asked to read
ake any changes or additions that they thought would improve the
clarity of what they were expressing. Two observers made minor changes to
- the edited transcripts, and the rest were returned unchanged.

h Once | had authorized versions of the transcripts | began a process of
engaging with them to determine what | wanted to say about them, and what
. form to give my comments. To abbreviate a lengthy process, the result finally

vs following each session lasted about twelve mirutes. The
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‘took the form of the information that is presented in the next two chapters
Essentlally, | decided to analyze the transcrrpts lexically and textually. The
partrcutar reasons for this decision are difficult ta specify. One reason is that’
words themselves have always been considered to- be very rmportant in
psychotherapy. Within the area of systemrc therapy, Milton Enckson and those
have have written about his work have generated interest in the multi- Ievelled
meanings of words. From a methodological perspectlve a lexical analysis
provides a means of accessing the linguistic culture inhabited by the speakers.
Personally, | like the aspect of lexical analysis which allows the reader to make
associations and interpretations | created the textual analysis to balance the
acontextual nature of the lexical analysis. The particular punctuation of the
lexical analysis was derrved from Bateson s and Keeney s orders of
epistemological analysis.

"1 counted the incidence of 440 words across all session descnptrons .and
| organized the text into categaries of behavioral, explanatory and conceptual
statements. The choices of words to be analyzed were made by me. The
crrt@rra for choosmg these words were varied, but essentrally Lattempted to
count any word which | thought might indicate an interesting contparison .
between observers, First, | counted words which obviously related to-:
psychotherapeutrc theory or practice, but as | found very little convergence of
- use of these words,’ looked further into words with no obvious professrona‘f"

" connotations. . : » |

Once the words had been counted and recorded on a spreadshee the
patterns of.words and word frequencies were grouped and‘regrouped in a
variety of ways, in attempts to create interesting or meaningful patterns. The
basic methaod for the lexical analysis was suggested by Gregory (1964). The
'analyzed textuat statements were also sorted in a variety of ways in an attempts
to create patterns. The general nature of these patterns were suggested by
Bateson @9579 'and Keeney (1983). The appr}ach taken in the analysis of the
._transcnpts was similar in some respects to the approach described by Glaser
and Straus (1965, 1967, 1972) in their discussions of the constant comparatrve _
method, which is a component of the'gro_,unded theory of research. The aspect .
of this research which was quite similar to the method they described, was in
the process that | followed to make sense out of the transcripts. Glaser and
* Straus describe a’process in which the researcher develops a descriptive

-
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structure by recurSWely interacting with both the 'data’, and the theoretical
hterature This is what they called the constant comparative method.
| The difference between the method | developed, and the method they
suggest is that | had some theoretical constructs and formative principles in
mind -when | started the research. They suggest that grounded theory
. researchers have no hypotheses or theoretical constructs in mind when they
begin. In their method, the practice is to derive information from many different
sources, and | really only used the therapists, the observers, the video-tapes,
the transcripts, myself, my supervisors, and some literature. Perhaps the
‘distinction between the methods they suggest and the general form of the
method | followed is a matter of degree and specifics. Certainly their basic
- method,of alternating between data and theqry~ig consistent with the approach
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taken here. They suggest that.categories and concepts evolve interactively. In -
the case of this investigation, the categories and concepts were continually.

recreated as information from theory informed the analysis, or as the analysis
suggested re-examination of theory. :

In short, through engaging with the transcripts, and considering and
reconsidering them in many ways, | eventually determined some categories

which appeared informative, so | set about analyzing the entire transcripts’

according to these categones
Once the transcripts had been analyzed, | organized some theoretical
and summary commerzts about them. These comments were largely derived
from my underst nding of some of the work of Maturana, Von Foerster,
Bateson,’ and soaﬁge -recent research on psychotherapy process. These
. summaries, comme| and some further thoughts, have been.included in
chapter five: Now t‘?%t | have described the overview of the method, 1 will
present a more- detatle Laccount of each of the components.

The participants
The paricipan t _“"ded five therapists, who are also chartered
psychologists, and—who'p"feaﬂhce in the Edmonton area. Devon and Tim had
received ‘doctorates in. Cd&hsellmg Psychology at the University of Alberta.
Gisela obtained a doctorate il Educational Psychology. Gary and Neil are
currently completing dissertations in Counselling Psychology at the University
of Alberta They have all been practicing as therapists in a variety of

L4



-counselling and mental health settings. Between them they have about sixty
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years of experience. Gary had probably received the most specialized training S

in marriage and family therapy. Needless to say, they have all partrcrpaied ‘in
wumerous independent training programs, both as students and as instructors.

The nucleus of this group, Devon, Tim, and Gisela, participated for several

years in a peer-team research project knocwn as the Western Canadian Center
for Expe_rimental Psychotherapy. This center was primarily directed towards
developing some of the strategies for brief therapy that were developed at the
Mental Research Institute in Palo Alto. Although the group was officially
organized as an anarchy, the senlor participant in the group was Dr: Allen
VanderWell, who is currently the Director of Student Counselling Serwces at
‘the University of Alberta, and who is dlso a professor in the Department of
Educational Psychology. Dr. VanderWell has worked closely with Frsch
Weakland, and Segal, in the evoluxion*’of the book Tact/cs of Change ; and he
was .also acknowledged by Segal for hlS participation in the development of
The Dream of Reality. :

All the participants in this DFKOJGCI have also trained in a variety of other
models, which are too extensive to describe here. _

. The participants were all informed that they were being invited to
participate in-this project because of their expertise in the area of systemic
therapy. They were also informed that they would be paid a redsonable
pr"ofessional rate for their participation.

The video-tapes .

Because the partrcrpants were working in a variety -of settings, some -of
which had video- -taping facilities available, and some of which did not, the
quality of the video-tapes varied consrderabiy. Tim's t&e was a little blurry,
Neil's tape showed the client and Neil's foot. Gary and Devon's tape were
clear and audible. The sound on Gisela's tapewas very difficu't to hear, and
viewers frequently had to watch it twice.or more.

Neil, Devon‘, and Gisela informed me of the exact portion of ‘ape‘that they
wanted to include. Tim informed me generally, &nd I mad ‘he specific

selection. Tim agreed with my selection, but it is possible that Q‘ wvould have

selected a different segment. Gary had asked me to edit a composite of

segments from different parts of a session, but this would have made the



segment much loppg_e?”than the others, so | selected one. portlon that he had

wanted\to mcludel He”agreed with this selection.

Ga y-and Devon had used the tapes from‘which these selections were

'made a demonstratlon tapes orr several occasions before this research was

bepgun Therefore, they werelmore familiar with their thoughts about thelr own
selectrons than the other pamcrpants

The segmen,ts WhICh were selected averaged between- four and five
minutes in length. . They were copied onto the master tape with a brief one or
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two sentence introduction of the therapist's name and the general nature of the
client's presenting problem.  Further descnptlons of the contents of the video-

tapes are included in the next chapter.

Vi ewrng the video-tapes
Separate appointments for vnewrng the master-tape were made wrth éaeh
of the participants. - The interviews typrcally lasted a total of about three hours
each. | was present throughout the duration of each interview. Thé mtervrews
took place in whatever locations the partrcrpants preferred.
~ The partICIpants watched the sessions in the same sequence; which went

from Gary's session, to Devon's, to Gisela's, to Tim's; and finally to Neil's.

There was one exception to this sequence of observation. In each case, the

participant viewed hi$ or her own session first. This choice of sequence was -~

developed accrdentally because | happened to interview Gary first, and his
session was first on the master- -tape. | noticed that Gary was eager to talk about
his own session. It seemed to me that by viewing his own session first, it was
easier for him to become involved in the process of describing the sessions.
Therefore, | decided to have the other observers watch their own sessions first.

My own impression was that this engaged them’ well in the process of

describing the sessiors.

At the outset of ‘each interview, | informed the participants, that the purpose
of this research was to investigate how observer-therapists construct
therapeutic process. | said that it was mportant for them to explain their ideas

as clearly and unambiguously as possible in language that best described

what they wanted to say. | told them that |- wanted them to describe what they
thought was the important process during the session.



hmf:%d the participants that they could revrew the video-tapes as often
as the&w ed. Taskéd them to make some notes during their observations,

~and Vtold them that | wou!d talk with them, about their notes. following each A

sessron he observers frequéntly revrewedx:enarn portions several times.

Ouf discussions were recor*ded on audio-tape. In all cases, the audio- -

tapes were well recorded. | was. not aware of watching the time during my
discussions with the observers so the fact that all the session description
:tntervrews lasted about twelve mrnutes was not an artifact of conscious intent.
, There were several varratrons in length but these were not common.
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" The discussions

' My primary purpose m talkmg with the pertrcrpants was- to understand -

what they were saying. Therefore | frequent{y askéd them to explain what they
had just said, or | paraphrased their last statement as a question. - When |
listened to the tapes later, | frequently nottced that- the observers had explained
~the same description in more. or less the same way, several different times.
Often, their first d.escrrptrons seemed just as clear as later descriptions. | have
no doubt that if | had been able to héar what they were saying the first time,
most of the interviews would have been substantially shorter. ~ On many
occasrons their progressive explanatrons also’ took. them into different
‘ terrrtorles so | do nct regret my stubborn attempts to understand what they
were saying. In those cases when the observers repeated themselves, it was
clear that they were saying-what they wanted to ‘say. /

My questlons were. sometimes dlrected towards the specmc behavnoral

references for the conceptual statements the observers were making. | am

- certain ‘that if | ‘had not asked for specrflc behavroral references on many
occasions, that the descrrptrons would have contained substantially fewer of
these. | would.say that in in partlorpatron in the process of the
interviews, “that | was most awa e effect of movmg the observers
towards providing practical examples. On any occasions, they provided

behavioral examples without prompting, and sometimes | asked them far more

behavioral references when they had already provrded behavioral references.
Therefore, the existence of behavioral references is onIy partrally a product of

the questronslasked L ,
) \



‘ | would like to make one other comment about the interviéws hefe. The
observers ail reported enjoying the process. They basically said that they felt
they had been engaged in a useful, and intetesting process. For myself, |
found that process interesting, but also frustrating | idertified the frustraticn as

~J

connected wuth two aspects of this process. For one,” the observers were all

- making mterestmg comments, and | would-have liked to talk with them and
express my own ideas. Not only were they making interesting comments, but
they were all noticing differ_en't aspects of the tapes and describing the
prccesses in different ways. | especialiy wanted to stop and t#lk with them, not
only about my ideas, but about the ways their ideas differed, or were similar to,
the ideas that the other observers had expressed. Therefore, | was frustrated

_ because I could not openly discuss my |deas and my ideas about the inter-

relations of comments.

| observed at the-time, that the process of sitting down and Iisiening to

another therapist talk about therapy is typically a process that engages both

conversants. It was a very unusual feeling for me not to be involved. |

wondered afterwards if maybe | should have become more involved. Howe\)er,
I think it was good that | did not. The reason for this, | think, is that because
~when two therapists talk, they often gravna’te towards a mutual Ianguage and
descnptlon of the event. ‘
| particularly noticed this with Tim because | had worked closely with him
as a co-therapist not long before doing this research. When Tim and | were
talking, he would frequently talk as though he knew that | knew what he was
talking about, or he would look to me fo~r‘co'nﬁrmation, or an opinion about what
he was saying. Typically, we would have come to some mutual understanding
and description of whatever event we were talking about. " In these
conversations however, instead of agreeing with Tim, or stating my opinion, {I

asked him to explain or clarify what he had said. | noticed sometimes that what .

he would say then, was quite different from what 1 thought he would have said,
or from What | would have said. Therefore, | think this process of simply

seeking clarification, and not expressing an opinion allowed me to hear the

observers in a very, different way than | would :have otherwise. | heard
differences between them, and subtleties of personal construction that | had not

heard before, and had not.expected to hear.
o»
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The relationship, process, and change categories

Although 1| had conducted a short pilot investigation before conducting this
investigation, | was not initially aware that | would ask the observers to talk
about relationship, process, and change. These terms evolved out of our
discussions. These seemed to be theareas that | was interested in finding out

\
N

about, and equally, these seemed to be the areas tlhat‘the observers wanted to

talk about. One cauld say that these categories were mutually generated.

Once | had conducted two or three interviews, | began to have a sense of the'
categories that we were typically discussing, and | was more aware of -

specifically askmg about certain words.

, However it is true that in some sessions | did not specifically ask about
relatronslnp or change. In rereadlng the transcnpts it seemed. that we talked
about these aspects, but not always in reference to the specific words,

" - relationship and change. in some cases, | contacted the partlcrpants to find out

what they would have said in response to certain categones that | had not

specifically asked about, and in all cases, their- statements virtually duplicated

what had already been sard Flnally, of course, they all had a chance to read
. how | had categonzed their statements, and they all agreed with my’ selectrons

_The process of tl’anscrlptron L r ;
| transcribed all the audro -tapes myselt, onto a personal computer. This
amounted to about 80 single spaced pages of original transcripts. This

~ process, while arduous, was uneventful. The ongrnal transcnpts were pnmanly
used for the lexrcal analysrs

o The process of edmng the transcnpts

...~ The process .of editing the transcripts was qurte enjoyable lt was
;1 remarkable to me how coherent and incisive the descriptions became once I
a h_ad ednted out some of the verbal filler. The observers' key words were left. |

simply tried to highlight what they were trying to say. This was not a process of
su‘mmarizing However after this editing, the edited transcripts were about
"75% ‘of the length of the original transcrip{s. These edited transcripts were

- primarily used for tne textual andlysis.
While creating the editéd transcripts, ‘| became partrcularly aware of the

characteristic patterns af words, and org_anrzatrons of words 'that the observer-

v
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theraplsts used. From my perspectlve as an editor, it seemed possnble to say -

that many vague or repetmve word$ were not essential to the basic form or
content of what was. bemg ‘said. Equally, it became clear that certain words, or
forms of expressnon were essential to the medium and the message. | would
say ‘that through the process of editing | became sensitive to the lexical
patterns, and to the 'larger semantic contexts of these lexical patterns. The
nature of the lexical elements, and the nature of the semantic contents which
| became apparent to me, are revealed in the organization and contents of the
. analysis of lexis and text which are presented in the fourth chapter.

E The evolution of the analytical method ,, _
Introduction: When | began this research, the format for describing the

transenpts had not been specifically described. | had intended to follow: one of

the basic tenets of grounded theory research, and hermeneutic research

namely, to allow the proéess of interpretation to evolve naturally through the :

process of seeking to investigate the basic research question,

Initially, | had intended to follow a different path than the one WhICh was
'eventually chosen. The initial plan had been to edit the transcripts and then |
return’ them to the observers and have them describe their descriptions. This.

plan was desug.ned to produce another level of information, and potentially
another level of consensus. Basically, | had hoped that the observers would tell
me how they constructeditherapeutic process. '

This plan was derailed at the stage when | had the edited transcripts, and |
needed to determine the questlons that the observers would respond to once
& they had read the edited transonpts As | struggled with the question of what

would ask them to focus on. This was a very similar problem to the one | had
experienced when | ‘was mmally considering the question of naturalistic
change. Once again, it became maddemngly obvious that even though what |
wanted to generate-'was a consensus of observers' descriptions, and a
-consensus of observers' descriptions of observers' descnptnonsf‘-7 inevitably, |
would have to give scme form to the product. Therefore, | began to look at the
transcnpts and figure out what | wanted to say about them. The more | became

involved in this, the fess it seemed necessary to have the observers comment
~on their own descriptions again.

questlons to ask them, ! realized that | needed to make a choice about what | -



~ Eventually, as my analysis of the transcripts took shape, | decided that it
was not necessary to obtain any more information - there was already a great
deal available. -Therefore, | simply proceeded, with generatrng my own
analysis, descriptions, and discussion. ‘ .
There is one other aspect of the initial pfan which changed.: Initially | had
intended to follow a primarily interpretive phenomenological-hermeneutic
approach to making sense of the transcripts. As | considered what the
observers had said, what became apparent was that in some way, they were
all saying basrcally the same things. If | had been in a room with them, wrth a{
of us togethrar talking about the\;\ame session, we all might haye assumed that
‘we were describing slightly different perspectives of the same event. In other
words, a superficial interpretation could easily have been.that all the therapists
were Dbasically talking abedt the same event in slightly different ways.
‘However, | wanted to make finer distinctions than this. - | b
' 'On"e possible approach would have been, to follow what has come to be
known in this department (Edu'cational Psychology, University of Alberta) as a
phenomenological process. As | understand it, this involves summarizing the
statements that participants madé, and then thematizing those statements, and
then finaliy devel’opihg categories of themes. The investigator then discu\sses'

the categories and categories of categories in reference to the literature on the -

sub'ject (Bain, 1586; Edwards-Sawatzky, 1986). In this case, when |
experimented with this process, " | arrived at the categories of therapeutic

technique that are typically discussed in texts about systemic therapy. Perhaps _

one reason this qccurred was that | tended to see descriptions in the way that |
have learned to see them as a theraprst This result was unsatisfying. | was:
frndrng themes which related to techniques .that were already common

knowledge to all of us. | had no interest in describing the techniques that
' therapists see each other using, or use in their descriptions.

The analytrcal method

) needed a different method for analyzrng or rnterpretrr@ the text: one that
would let me sée what | had not seen before. This initiative led in various
directions. One route | explored, and eventually adopted. in a mocified form,
was Bateson's and Keeney's tri-level zig-zag puhctuation: of orders of
epistemo'logical analysis. This scheme'has beer described in the previous

~
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chapter andim{he glossary Thrs sc me was partrcularly attractrve to me as’ a
therapist, becausg it is ‘similar in"m ny ways to the. rmplrcnt organization of
conversations that. tgams of theraprs{ follow when they are drscussrng ‘| erapy.
In my experience, systemic theraprsts are typically careful 10 descrrbe
behaviours, mteractrons and patterns of mteractrons ‘This style of punctuatrng
observations derives. largely from the semrnal rnfluence that Bateson has had
on systemic therapy. . This punctuatron serves.many- purposes not the least of
which is a common, or consensual habit of Ianguagrng It also allows therapists

to compare how they organrze their observatrons at each of the_ three levels.

Finally, this punctuation enables one to organize observatrons so that -

interventions can be designed which are intended to effect changes effrcrently
: vthroughout many interconnecting "layers" or patterns of interaction.

| transformed the the three layer punctuatlon of behaviours, rnteractlons
- and patterns of interaction slrghtly to align my analysis with the textual nature of
the "behavrours which I'was mvestrgatrng | was descrrbmg patterns of words,
instead of patterns of behaviour. Therefore the three layers of textual analysis
pertained to descrrptrons of behaviours, descriptions of explanatlons of
~ descriptions of behaviour, and descnptrons of concepts describing

N

.explanations This notion turned out to be operationally complex, but it seemed .

conceptually valid, and it Was possible fdr me to discriminate these levels in the
texts. | also found that there were levels within levels, and at each level this tri-
level mode of categorization provided a useful form of punctuation.

In order to punctuate the observers' descriptions according to this tri-level
- system, it was first necessary to decide that the actual event which | was trying
to descrrbe was the observers' interactions wrth the video-tapes. In this sense,
the focus was not the video- -tapes, but how the observers interacted wr‘th_ the
video-tapes. With this decision made, it was possible to consider the transcripts
themselves as a unity (cf. unity in the glossary) with which | was interacting.

This unity could itself be considered as a composite unity. Therefore | could

~interact with the. components. This general from of analysis solved two
problems. For one, the nature of my interaction with the texts is accounted for
because my interaction is revealed through the punctuations and distinctions

that I make. Secondly, I could consider various levels, or components of the

text as corresponding to the levels of behavior, interaction and choreography.

} L ]



The lexical analysis

The idea that the transcripts themselves could be conS|dered as a
composite unity with which | was interacting led to many possibilities for
analysis and interpretation. It seemed to me that the behavioral level, or the
level of srmpﬁ actions, it  you will, could be constrtuted by the actual words used
in the transcripts. In other words, the words' could be treated as the behaviors,
and if | categorized the words, the categories could be treated as the categories
of be’h"aviors. Thus, a lexical analysis was born. The ap‘proaoh used here was
‘basically’ similar to treating the transcripts as literary texts. - My function became
something like that of the Jiterary critic, or interpreter.

» I referred to some of the texts that | used when studying stylustlcs as an

- undergraduate honors student of E’hghsh Literature, and found that according
to Gregory and Spencer(1964)/ the study of lexis is an acceptable aspect of-
the study of the %tyle of literature. This seemed to me like an. appropnate
analogy for talking aboukrhow observer-therapists construct therapeutic
process. Gregory and Spencer suggest that lexical analysis, "demands large-
"scale’ frequency counts”, so, with the aid of a computer that searohed for words,
this is what | did. ‘ . _ @

We wiil see that the analys‘is and discussion of words'evolved into a
pattern of discussion which involved each of the three Iever of the orders of
vreou&sron on Bateson's and Keeney's ladder.”. In other words there is the
elemental level of specrfro words, and then the level of interactions between

- words - the categories, and then finally the choreography ;of lexis - namely the

‘concepts which describe the interactions of the categories of words (each level
of analysis evolves through recursions of these three levels). |

The transcripts of the ‘interviews were recorded in-a computer, and
organized into twenty-five sections - one section for each observer's descnptron
of each segment.  Although two versions of the transcripts were available
(edited and unedited), | decided to use the unedited versions. If I-had'used the
edited versions, ‘the analysis would have reflected my choice of words. The
observers' transcripts weré of approximately similar Iength , g0 it was
reasonable to compare irequencies of word use. S 'l\

" generated an initial list of words to be counted simply by reyie"wing the
transcripts)and noting the words\that' seemed interesting from my perspective
on t{herapy. As | counted the »incidents of thes‘e words in e\ach section, Lt
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became clear that those words which | thought would be common 'were not.
Therefore, | returned to the transcripts to find more words that would be

common. The more | looked, the fewer words were revealed as being

“consistently used. Granted, | was not iypicaily counhng common preposrtions

conjunctions, or passive verbs The choice of words was a personal selection
generated out of 'my ‘interest in finding words that everyone was using.

Eventually, the list became four hundred and forty long, and at this point i.

arbitrarily decided to stop and see what could be done with what was available.
A few 'notes on the mechanics of the search procedure are reqUired

When using the computer, | would typicglly search for root words For .

~example, a search. for the word grow would find growrng and ‘grown’.. A,
search for ‘conscious’, would find unconscrou\s and ‘consciously’. In most-

cases the root word search found identical whole words. The decisions | made

in searching for words were consistent with the choices which Wachal’ (1966)°

explains must be made when using a computer for word frequency counts. The
frequency of incidents of use was recorded for each segmernt. Consequently,
three types of sums were comﬁuted Type: one consisted 'of the sum of word

uses by each observer. The second type was the sum of uses of each word in.

descriptions about each segment. The third sum was the total use of each word
by all observers.

‘The list of words, frequen,cres of use, and sums were then compiled into -

several categorized lists. These categories were chosen primariiy with the
. intention of revealing similarities and ditferences in the use ot von'is | will
present these categorized lists, and then make a few comments about them.

| propose to follow several procedures:in order to make some sense out of

, these words. The first step is to see what patterns can be generated out of the

list of wqrds that all therapists commonly use in their-descriptions of therapy.
This will provide the consensual reference from which one can make
com’b'ari'sons with idiosyncratic variations. These idiosyncratic variations can
.be.described in several formats. One will include the description of the patterns
of- words used.in descripnons of each mdrvrdu,al segmen‘? Another will include

descnptions of the patterns of words that individual observers use. There will
" Bba Let of words for each observer that no offier o observer uses a set of words

ﬁy by each indiwdual observer &hd so on.

delusively in/the description of each session; words used more

-]



The textual analysis -

- At the next level up on Bateson's and Keeney's ladder, | was confronted
with the question of how to talk about interactions and categories of interaction
in the observers' descriptions. ["decided-that the observers' basic mode of
interaction with the video-tapes of theise'ssio'ns, was through their processes of
explaining what they were saying. Therefore, | renamed the interactional

- category, the explanatory categoryﬂ, and included it as the njiddle' level of what

Ao

reference to metaphor—

became known as the textual analy3|s
The textual level was also broken. mto three components, each of which
mirror the three levels of recursion on the ladder of epiStemological analysis.

_Tji_e; three levels b‘f textual anélysis- involve; the observers' references to

specific behavioss; - the observérs’ references to the explanations of their
descriptions of behavior; and thirdly, the abservers' conceptual descriptions.
] S 'A, o ‘ - ) * Lo~

g"

-

T'h>e_ choreographi‘c analysis ' ' .
As | said, the entire lexical analysis operates at the behavioral order of

.recursion, and the entire textual analysis operates at the interactional order of

recursion. The choreographic level of description includes my discussions of
the interactions of the textual (or interactional) level of analysis, and the' lexical -
(or behavioral) level.of analysis. In other words the highest level of recursion,
namely the level of choreography, is basically. constituted of the larger
conCOptual |dentmes that 1 generated to describe the interactions of other
levels. In the choreographic category, I analyzed individual style, w1th special

e o e ——



"IV TRANSCRIPT ANALYSES

A Introduction - .

The possible  approaches to this discussion vary. There is a splralhng
interconnection of patterns, but the presentation requires a comprehensrble
progression. Because the initial purgose was to investigate how therapists -
construct therapeutic pro@ss | will” ‘begin by talking about the irdividual
sessions, and then | will drscuss the lndrwdual observers.

“Within the presentatron of the anglysis of the sessions, the discussion
‘begins with a descnptron of the lexical patterns across all sessions. This
discussion includes a description of the derivation-and develcpment,of various
categories that were used during the analysis of lexical patterns. This will
require a discussion of categories of distinction. The observers distinguished
certain words in their’descriptions, and therefore | will discuss how their
distinctions may be categorized. The categories of distinction provide a sub-
level of analysis-that is conducted concurrently with the stylistic analysis of.

* lexical collocatrons Following these remarks, there- are some comments on the
levels of textual analysrs After this, the reader rs provided with my narrative
‘summaries of the observers' descnptlons of each session. The next section
includes a presentation of the analysis-of the descriptions of each individual
session The descriptions of the observations of each session begin lexical "
analysrs "and conclude with textual analysrs The textual analysis in each case
rncorporates aspects of the lexical analysrs - The final section  of the
presentatron of the transcnpt analysrs includes the analysrs of the sum of
‘descriptions, provided by each individual observer.” These are  similarly
structured first with lexical and then textual-analysis. -

This entire chapter includes’ speculatrve comments on theoretrcal and
methodologrcal ‘considerations. | have rncluded these comments in-this chapter
because it is easiest to understand these considerations in the context from
which they were derived. These speculative remarks form the basis for the

- discussion presented in chapter five. Because this report is’my. construction, |

- will first present a few comments on the nature of my participation.

»
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My partrcnpatlon in this process
It is important to make a few comments here about n%/ pamcrpatlon in the
- process and presentation of this research. This research has been organized
fo illustrate the similarities and differences between observers. modes of

Constructing descriptions of ‘each others' therapy sessibns. | d"eliberately"

| created this method in order to obtain a consensual picture. | wanted this entire

80 -

presentation to be the observers' presentation. Of course, my desire conflicted ’

with possibility. It was not possible for this presentatton to be the observers'
presentation. Instead the outcome is a result of my interaction with the
_Observers' descnptlons, and ultimately, the reader completes a triunal
interaction. o o :

, At this stage of writing, 1'am aware of how much | have formed the words
before you, just as | am aware. of having been provoked by the observers'
'd_escrip’tions. | would particularly like to express that the form | have given to the
observers' descriptions is my construction, at this time; just as the observers'
descnptlons were their constructions at that time. This present!atron reveals my
ontologic condition'as it exists in interaction with these observets statements. |
take responsibility for what is said. The presentation you have before you is

- now my sta(ement and no longer the observers' statements. | hope the
observers and other readers will be sufficiently interested in these statements to

_arrive at personal understandrngs and perhaps generate some responses. '

One or two more comments will suffice here. | had intended this project tof
take a{hermeneutrc form. AS | became more involved with the transcripts, | )

desired more rigid constraints. | wanted to show patterns at the level of the
observers' statements rather than at various Ievels of interpretations of those

statements. Frnally | constructed a- ‘form for the analysis (Iexrcal textual)>

complete with categories, sub- categones and other analytical tools. This
form, | now see, has been my creation, and as much a controlling imposition
on the text as any amount of overt interpretgtion. N
Although | am aware df having repeatedly: ch‘anged and adjusted the
methods for doing this research | believe that the outcome is consistent with
~my original intention of interacting with the observers' comments in such a way

that the methods for discussing them would emerge out of the interaction. This

has certainly happened. | could not have antro&a,ated the form of this document
prior to engagrng wrth the process of creating it. & o



B Discussion of sessions
l will first discuss some of the larger patterns linking the sessions. This.
dlscussron will create a consensual base of language, examples and concepts.

.. Then it will be easier to carry on the discussion of the differences between the
- individual sessions. Two basic modes of analysis, lexical and textual, have

been erﬁployed and these can be considered separately first and then in
conjunction.
-
Categories for lexical analysis
In order to describe the standard analytical categories that were
employed in the lexical analysis, | will present several lists of words, and
subsequently describe how they are organized.
| The first list is relatively brief. It is composed of-all those words that all
- observers used in at least three out of five descriptions. - | have presented the

o

root words, although, as was said, these are also often the whole words

actually found.

Words all observers used to describe all sessions
(defined as words used by five out of five observers, with no more than
two cells missing per observer, the first number following the word indicates

the total frequency of occurrence, and the second number indicates the number
of segments in which the word occurred) '

" think (218/25) ~ Want (109/23) - .~ look (48/18)
say (182/25)  talk (123/19) feeling (54/17)
not (208/24) probler. (69/19) client (75/17)

_ know (151/23) work (58/19) |

Thrs list is remarkable through belng unremarkable. At frrst grance there
is little here that would seem to identify a gyoup of systems thegry oriented
‘(heraprsts Notice that these observers are not commonly using technical or
theoretical terms. The use of ‘client’ identifies aprofessronal relatlonshrp and
‘work' and problem rdentlfy some characteristics of the relatlonshrp This
could be descrrbrng a variety of profeSsronaI relations. The words think’, 'say’,
'know', 'talk’, and 'feeling’ specify the mode and substance of the relation, and

- ?
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perhaps point towards a counselling situation. Certainly, 'talk’ and 'feeling’ are

collocationally overlapped in a set‘which might have 'counselling' as a focal

' term. The items which 'stand outside the professional relation and counselling -

sets are 'want’, 'not’, and 'look'.. .

The second list includes the words used by all observers at Ieast once.
These words describe a more tenuous consensus th?n the previous list,
although in some cases these words were used often in many session
descriptions. ‘

- Words used by all observers at least once . "
(excludmg words in the list above, hyphens before or following the word

indicate variable preflxes or suff?xes the first number following the word

indicates the frequency, and the second humber indicates the frequency of

~descriptions in which the word occurred) : : \
Differen- (66/20) Direct  (32/10) Little {62/1 2
Change (63/17) Happen- ~ (48/15) Suggest
Problem (69/18) Answer  (38/11) Same
Mean (41/17) Continue (22/12) Specific
Relat- (48/16) Idea (22/12) ‘Begin =
Clear (2542) Good (36/16) Family  (37/11)
Mother (110/15) ‘ Focus (32/11) Notice (16/10)
Laugh (29/10) Voice  (40/14) Assume  (127)
Seem  (35/14) Boy (60/9) Depressed (33@
Positive (21/10) Use (11/10) Dance (5/5) %
Kid (59/8) Experience (15/7) Lead (14/7) *
Motivate (56/6) . .~ Raise (10/6) -Conscious-(12/7) %,
Right (48/18) Sense (50/19) - o e

LA ) \

Although one might question the relevance of commenting on a list of
common words which in many cases occurred re|at|ve|y mfrequently thns list is
important because there -are so few- words that all observers used. . Those
words which they do all use clearly have a umque ldentlty and one that is
relevant to the purpose of dnscussmg how therapists descnbe therapeutic
process. _ '

The third list shows a division of the words that all observers used at
least once, into the standard categories that | propose to use as part of the
lexical analysis, These categories are based on the divisions that became
apparent in the words commonly employed by all observers.. These categories
are aiseus_sed below.

‘f&
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E am Distinctions: - change, happen,
Mgdgg of Distingtion: dlfferent(ce) begin, same, continue-
A§QQQ}§ of Distinction:
Qualities: positive;direct, good, _
Quantities: little R \
Spatial dimensions: direct
Qanans, conscious, reason, agree, |dea assume, mean -
Sensory Perceottons (vision); focus, notice, seem
Verbal ggprgsgigng: suggest, raise, answer, voice
Behavidrg: laugh, nvod |
Internal states (emotion): | depress, motivate, éx-peri,enc_e,
Egrgghal de ntity; family, mother, boy, kid,
rofession I‘A ions;
Uncha racterized: relate; dance; use;

Tbis structure for categorizing, or punctuating, the lexis was used to
operate on the words most commonly used by each of the individual observers
(these lists have been retained for reference). It is now possible to make some
comparisons between the descriptions provided by individual observers, but

first 1 will offer a few comments-on the lists'of commonly used words.

Comments on words commonly used by observers

One of the most notable aspects of the words therapists used was that
those words which were commonly used were not in themselves
""\'d‘_jlstinguishable. from the common language of a literate population. ‘These

therapists did not use a lexical pattern which was predominantly composed of -

technical or theoretical terms derived from literature on psychotherapy. They

did of course use technical terms, but these did not compose the common base
of their leXlS

. -
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In other words, it is probable that we are considering a lexical pattern
‘here which is similar in many ways to that employed by many people. | would

~ argue that some of the patterns of organization to be discussed have relevance
to popular lexis. | will also argue that the range of consensus between these
observers is very limited. The consensus whuch does exist appears to be at a

general level, mdeed so general as to mdncate similarities with the lex1s

employed by the common population of English language users.

Although the majority of lexical occurrences do. not in themselves
suggest a lexis that is unique to psychotherapy, there are a large number of
occurrences which seem particularly germane to this field. Indeed, th_esé words

have particular importance because they frequently iunctionas ke rds in.

the text. One key word often requires many modifiers, and common linguistic
contextualizers. This might mean t}hat a passage could contain only one or two
‘technical terms, and yet, the rest of the passage could be about those two
terms. One might say that those key words are more 'meaningful’ or 'important’,
than the other 'words in the passage. Therefore, a large part of this discussion
will be focused on those words which carry the major weight of meanmg in

thesetranscnpts . Ce 0
. V ‘ :

Primary dlstlnctlons
The first category of words which has to be discussed are those words
which were identified at the outset as biemg the focus of this study. - These
words have been categorized as Primary Distinctions. Perhaps a few words
about the meaning and use of the word 'distinction’ are warranted here. o
The notlon of distinction has been applied to this study because it is'a

word that is frequently used by Maturana and Von Foerster. The idea of é‘ée'

fundamental ep:sten‘uologncal importance of drawing distinctions ongmated in
the work of G. Spencer-Brown (1969) in his book Laws of Form. 1t is a'v‘en/
useful term in the general theories of autopoietics and constructivism.  The
basic notion behind this word is that nothing exists umd it has been

distinguished by an observer. The observer participates in bnngmg forth

. emstence through the act of dnstmctlon Therefore, the act of distinction is itself
a primary process without which nothing has form.
= In this particular study, certain words have been distinguished as being

the central distinctigp%'-’énd these include: change, shift, process, relationship,
. . .v‘.': ’ . ‘ “I . .



and happen. So in some sense everything which emerges through?this study
can be said to be more refined dlstmctlons within the general distinctions that
have been specified.

These primary distinctions were left deliberately undefined by the author
dunng his interviews thﬂ the observers. This was done so that the observers
" could draw their own distinctions of these words. The reason for doing thns was
50 that the observers' unique modes of cgnstruction could be apparent. There
was no intention in this study to define the‘s'e words, rather, the purpose was to
prdvide some central instigating words which the observers would need to

“specify themselves. | chose these particular words because they were so

difficult to specify, and because the act of specifying them should inevitabfy o

reveal a great deal about how the observers organized therapeutic process.

The primary distinction words were also left vague in my initial requests

to the participants. | asked them to select an example of lherapy in which they
felt that something worth noticing, somethmg |mportant or significant was
happening, or which they felt demonstrated a change, or shift. In responding to
this request, the participants made choices, and these were important choices,
because the segments that they chose to present showed what they considered
to be significant, or important. :

My decision to ask the participants to make a choice based on their
understanding of what is important was made for two reasons. One reason is
the same as was just described for the selection of general primary distinction

‘words. The second reason was because of information | obtained during the -

initial explorations leading to this research. At that time, | found that if | became
any more specific about what the par‘(icipants were to present, we all became
more confused. Inevnably | would try to ekplam what | thought was |mportant in

therapy, and the participants would respond by trying to ‘align their notions of -
importancs with mine.  This attempt at alignment would become a’ coercive or.

argumentative process, which left, neither of us closer to knowing what was
‘expected. 1 found that when | asked the participants to choose & se'gment that
showed something they thought was important, they had little difficulty in
accepting the request. | suspect this was partly because | was asking them to
make the choice, and because the word 'important’ is sufficiently general that
/ ‘they were given latitude to make their.own choicesqfreely.



Each word in the 'Primary Distinctions’ gate ecifies the formal
occurrenc%/of an event. When | say formal, | mean lifse are™kry general
words in the sense that they do not specrty partlcular omernal’ events. Instead

observed

they specify the. preconditions that must be met first in order for evem,:3 t,%be-

v

Predrsposrtron and the operation of distingtion

Before anything is- brought into exrste);’:ly an observer, the observer
must be predisposed to distinguish that WhICh is distinguished. T\te emergence
of form depends on the observer brmgmg that form out of the background of all

86

otheiossrble forms For example, if Twant g groceries and go to the grocery .

store, I will notice bread milk, and so on, and not notrc':e{he tires at the
automotive parts store. o, S |

~ If 1 ask observers to talk about change, process and relationship in some

~counselling sessions, they will tell me little about the. clothing of the -

participants, or the TV monitor we use.. What they say will show something of
what they mean by these words. One person may go 'shopping_ for meat and
potatoes, and another might go for fruit and vegetables; but they both go
grocery shopping. The primary distinction words which | asked the observers to
talk about, were equivalent to the word ’shopping'. .Thie research was
designed to let us notice what they looked for. - | ' ’

| was using the word predisposition above to refer to what we observe as
our patterns of observing some things and not others.  If you shop with a close
friend, you know that person is$ inclined to notice certain things in store
windows, regardless of whether she intends to purchase the articles. In this
investigation, | have asked the observers to speak about change, shifts,
process, and relatlonshlp therefore these words constitutg the precondmon for
their predisposition. They are likely to notice events which pertain, for them, to

these general categories. | was asking them to notice certain categories of

events, and leaving them to specify the ebfnts.which constituted these
categories. | have included the word 'happen' because it is such a close
| collocate of the other items they are asked to look for. ¢

~
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- Comparison and oontradistinction in the operatidn of

~ distinctiogy | ' y ‘
~ . As for the segond reason beh&dﬁbe creation of the category 'anary

Distinctions', it hadjto do with the more genera, .iple which | am advancing .

as fundamental to fhis research. ‘Thls pnncuple applies most particularly to the
words, '‘chang€",

process or happening. Although ea observerwulunterpret different changes,

Ahift', "happen’, and 'process’. This is the notlon that.n .
} therapy, the mg, elemental unit of rgognmon is constttuted as a change shift, .

shnftﬂhappenmgs etc., from what appears to be the same event, they will .

always construct occurrences that are identified wnthm the general frame of
changes, shitts, happemngs and processes. :

An occugence exists in contradlstlnctlon to anythmg else that could have
existed; and k&
ideas of compaf‘ S en and contradistinction are very closely related to Bateson's
idea of bmocuta\r wsuon ard they have been alluded to in the discussion of Von
Glasersfeld. Occurrences exist in relation to various references in the world .of
the observer. Alth0ugh it is difficult in practice to cjetermme these cor’hpansons
and contradistinctions, it is useful to recall that they are being made. If we say
that nothing exists, uml ttrl\s noticed, then the processe® involved in noticing are
very important, for they relate tp the generation of existence. ' o

The purpose of proceeding with this discussion in this fashion is to
provide us with the theoretical ‘stmcture for looking closely at the process and

Wsts: in comparison to something else that did occur. These

structure of noticing. In a sense the purpose is to pr§/ open a corner of the non-

“trivial machine (observer) and look at how it operates By using the notions of

comparison and contradistinction | hope that we will have a useful added

“dimension of description for discussing how observertheraplsts go about
“noticing everits. '

| M'odes of distinction and referential systems © | ‘
Because |.am mterested in how. these observers organize therapeutic
" process, | have separated those words WhICh seem to have most explicit

T

reference ta the actual'$

B aghanism of distinguishing. | have employed, as a
A -

"Modes &f Distinction' the word 'difference’. This
word has of course been chosen because of it's importance in the cybernetic
information processing theory of Bateson. ‘

.
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| have also selected several other words which function as operators of_ "

gistinctign. ghese include: not, begin, continue, and sae. My suggestion is

that these wyrds operate in much thje same way as the word ditference. " In a -

pure theoretjcal sense, 'difference’ rs the primary fuhctron in the creation of |
- information. However,in a slightly more pragmatic’ senss; . drfference can be

thought of as occurring t j_gorfgh a vanety of parallel. processes For example,
when something is sald to continue, it is. observed as being the samezci/er
time. Now in this case, time is the dn‘ference whrle that which, is obsérved is
apparently constant. One notices 'continuation' because one has a referential
context which includeg time, and when the context changes in time, while

some other aépectof‘the context does not, a difference exists within the overall

matrix. ‘ | ‘

One could explain the distinction of 'continuation’ through reference to
difference, but 1 think it is useful to say that there are certain primary operators
of distinction Wthh operate in the same way that we say 'difference' operates,

'andr yet whrch are sufficiently distinct 4p commeon language to warrant rnclusron
y \Q g

ina claSs which has been called 'Modes of Drstrnctlon
1 think this ts an rmponant category, and | have made these somewhat

abstruse theoretical arguments to defend its existence in theory. In practice, |

think the existence of this category is a little more clear. For one thing, the high

"frequency of the word 'not’ indicates to me that observers of therapy‘distinguish

- events largely by reference to the non- -existence of events. | see these as

binocular events involving references to both the events bemg described and -

the events not being descnbed Bmoculanty takes many forms, one of which is

the negatrve reference. .
“Events do not exist in themselves, they exist through reference to

somethrng alse.] When an observer observes, the event which is observed

‘exists through reference to the world of the observer.- The referential base for

distinction may not always be 1 mediately\'obvious but it is always there. An
observerﬁth’ereprst tends to refer to aspects of the world of therapy. However
this world is so large that it can include almost anythmg An observer might
describe an event through reference to the. supposed feelung sta:e of the client,
or the abserver might réfer'to a theoretical context, or the observer might simply

¥

distinguish an event through reference to another action of the client, either |
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tmagined or appafén'tw factual. This is an lmpona&t consnderatnon WhICh I will.
_refer to throughout the’remamder of thus’?ISCUSSIon .

. . At thIS ?age | waht to'indicate the theoretical substance-of the category,
'Modes of Distinction’, and point out that the observers weke involved in.a

-
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bmocular referential ‘activity,'when they distinguished events. Some of the -
_4exlcal~vehlcles for conductm@ this actnvnty have been ifeluded in the modes of

dlstlnctnon category, but of course, the-referential activity of dlstmctlo/rwp‘eﬁtes

_through many vehicles. It would be very interesting for example to cons:der the

grammar of reference -“whijch | think might involve devising a method for--

discussing patterns of antecedent, and consequent references:

We find that the notion of reference is crucial in*making sense of how
therap:sts organize meanmg In the section on the” textual analysis | will
discuss how observers tend to describe a referential event in drder to
distinguish'the particular event beiﬁg described. The referential activity links
the conceptual label for an event with the observed action. Referential
s'tatements_}are often‘,fpre'f‘a‘(?e&with 'because’, 'like', 'when', 'l would have...',
'She's not...',\and so on. But as | said, this will be a topic for further discﬁssion.

Aspects of distmction ¢

This category includes all the various sub- categones of words Wthh are

used by observers to specify the distinctions they draw. As | indicated earlier,
these categories were created ab more genegal forms of the words that were
commonly used by all theraplsts. Therefore, these categories are generated
out of the consensual patterns of expré_s§ion: Notice that the largest categories
include: cognitions, verbal expressions, behaviors, internal states, and
professional actions. ' ’

Although | am not a*:empting to discuss inter-session lexical differences .

at this point, perhaps so*i2 consistencies across sessions could be observed.
Perhaps-the most obvious feature in this regard, is that basically the sar.e

patterns of words, with varying frequencies, are use-across all sessions. This

is not entirely true, but it is sufficiently trpe that one can notice those words
in-sessions, but which are not used to

which have been uued to describe ¢
~describe other sessions.

The similarities between sessions are notable. They provide the"

common language of description. The 'qualities' of description commonly
: ok .
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include 'good, and "right' The ‘cognition’ words include ’thlnk' 'knaw' ‘mean’,
'agree’, 'idea’, and conscrous with some use of 'assume’, 'insight’,:
understand' and aware'. | would suggest that these obsewers might have a
refrned sense of the personal relativity- of their statements. They constantly
qualify their statements with, 'l think that...", or 'l know .. because 8 They talk
- about what thmgs mean .in the knowledge that meaning is provrsronal and

depends on who is determifing-the meaning.

Cognmons \

As | have.roted previously, the relatrvely Iarge number of words in the
category cognmor‘Q indicates that a large number of observatlons of therapy
are described as cognitive types-of activities. These activities may pertain to
the clients, the therapists. or the observers. The words in the cognmons
'category refer to internal mentaj processing. The referential processes which
are involved in explicating these:words are typically inferential. That is, the -
observer must infer cognitive activity from assumptions made. about available
information. The ‘cognition’ words are often used as components of inferential
statements.. Notice that inference is a special case of reference. 'In the case of |
inference, the observer refers to personal conclusions, or assumptrons about
" the observed events. |am suggesting hére that words whrch denotelcognmon
mdncate another aspect of binocular vision.

Behavrors : : : ,

The 'behaviors' category is a complement to the coghitions category In
this case the references are made about externally derived information. . | am
usmg the ‘word 'external' here to dnstfhguush cognitive references from ‘
behavioral references. | do not mean to suggest that external sources of
information are more objective or verifiable. | am suggesting that behaviors =
constitute a different kind of reference than cognitive references, and we will -
see that in practice, observers frequently alternate between these two typas of
reference in their descriptions. - | ' 9 :

Notice that there seem to be two sub-sets of behaviors. One set mcludes
words that refer to specmc behaviors such as 'nod’, 'Iaugh' 'shook/shake and
Iean The other sub-set involves words which are less specmc such as,
respond' 'follow’, tend'_and, 'support’. The firsf sub-set, while- relatgrvelV

(

-~



: rnfrequent mctuoes words WhICh are often key words lrtthe text These erds

' represent the one ex’treme of specmcrty, -whereas a word hke ‘know' represents a

| another extre 719

¥

*The sub set of specmc behaviors provides an important

! ,ri

Eap
erenées in the kmds of simple actions that observers

,'cond sub set.- mcludes words which refer to categorlzed_
3 arguable whether these words should be categonzed as

i hmg between mdlvrdual sessions and. observers. This,
iy j whigh refer to the level of simple actions. With these

profeSSIOnal actror)s .or as 'behavrors because each of these words-also

" collocate with basrefystemrc therapeutlc techniqué. I have categorized them.

' here because fhese wayrds are part-of the popular Ianguage and because they\\

'are often used to refer to client behavror as well as the;aprst behew.

34

| Internal States NN

" The. categones of mternal states is srmrlar to the cogmttons category
- The common members of-the mtentron set are 'want, and 'try". 'Want’ is the
* ~most common of these two. It is used both to describe t.1e intentions o lients
- and therapists, and the intentions of the observer "Want' and "try' are tn%prtant
, words because they show somethrng about the degree of directed eftort that-is
‘-;_’Lrlvol d in these observers descriptions of therapy. There is no other
category, or any words that refer to a complementary process of dissolution or
etfortlessness Therapy according to these observers is at least partly a
f ‘dlrected deliberate, constructive activity. .- The generation:, of therapeutic reality

4

-

'mvolves directed activity, both by the ostensrble partrcrpants and the hidden -

' pamcrpants - those who observe and describe. Reality is not brought forth
‘madvertently, withdut intentional participation. '
" The category ‘internal states’ was generated from the word 'fe}ehng that

‘theraplsts commohly used. Other words in this category’ mclude 'dépressed‘ ‘
“‘emotion’, ‘energy’, 'motivate’, ‘interest',” ‘gxpenence ‘curious’, and

‘_"vulnerable The words in this category were used with moderate frequency,
and in certam descriptions some words occurred frequently Nottce that these
. words mostly refer to general states, These observer did not typically specify

. fmternal states There were some{exceptions to thrs and these are notable.
- These words were often%(ey elements in descrrptlons and as such required:
further. specification. However, the specmcatlons- were not usually in the form ot

T Gpsm—



p ."rinte‘r.at‘states | would suggest that these observers use. mternal state’ words
'.1‘./;._,‘ ‘as mdrcators oi Iarge scale topograhlc featﬁres in. the 'process of cartographmg
i therapeutrc process TS T AR PNE

S personal ldentities g

.. e The ‘personal identities' category ncludes tHe words which identify the
Y characters in the sessmns that weré described. ln generat the words ‘client’,

" and ‘therapist' were included here, though there werg exceptions. The other
wortls were, 'boy'; 'kid', 'mother’, 'mommy' 'famrly' 'srster depegndmg ouwho
'Lwas involved. Although these words may seem self- exgplanatory some of the '\
subtle dnstlnctlonstof rdenhty were crucual 10 the processes descnbed sEqually
the pr‘esence of some personal ldentmers in-some descrrptrons and riot in
- others may have indicated rmportant drfferences between observers. ~ .

4

Profess1onal actions S
The category of professmnal actions' waE used in part as a means for
ga henng together words which obviously collocated W|th therapeutrc
technique. These words may or may not have been used to refer to therapeuhc
-technique in the text. Some words. bke support control' drrectrve
‘reinforce’, ‘challenge’, ‘instructive’, 'mofivate’, rapport 'drrect and worR'
seem to belong to a very general set of&ounselllng techmque One might refer
to gestalt, behavroral or communlcatlons theory: here, but the words are really
too commonly used to suggest a pattern. Other words such as, 'set-up,
'intervention' 'relabel’, 'reframe’, and ‘paradox’ are more obviously collocated"‘
with systems'therapy technrques It is notable that very few obviously 'systemic’
__ words are used by this’ group of therapists. This might suggest a drift to eclectic =
descnptlon or eclectic techmque This could also suggest that 'systemic’ is
i largely described through common words. Perhaps the identifying features of
this sort_of therapy pertain to the parhcular utilization of these common wmjs
Unfortunately, this investigation is not designed to distinguish betwe‘en these
observers and other observers } e

» O
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Uncharactenzed ' - T

- | have also included a category of words called uncharacterrzed' Th‘@
words included in this category are unique, and pertain to partncular events in -
the sessions: scrrbed They may usefully be vuewed as’ Uncharacterrzed
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e becauce in themselves they charactenze individuad sessions: For example, the

. word bus was commonly used tnjescnpttons of Tim's session, and ‘the words
k slip' ‘were used in descriptions. of Gary's session. This ligt of
uncharactenzed words would have beeh much longerthad | oategonzedw ds .
which were only used to describe individual sessions. However, the words that
were used to descn@ individual sessions were used infrequently, and so were

; npt included in the, l}st of commonly used words which were categorized.

‘ - The lists ‘of words whtoh wete used either by mdtvndual observers, orin
de§cr|pt|ons of individual sess:ons are extremely tmoortant These words,
while not commonly used; are nevenheless crucial to the tdentmcatlon of
differencas between sessto.ns and betweén observers. The categones of .
words that have been described above generally identify the consensual base

of lexical |tems The lists of words used to describe individual sessions, and
used by mdnvndual observets, ldentlfy variations from consensus, and in this
sense théy carry a we|ght of meaning dlspropomonate to thelr frequency of use.
" The notion that seldomly sed words can be important indicators of
difference can be explained pantally by the nature of referential dtstlnctlon of
meaning. One of the general phenomena which can be obsefved in these
descriptions is that observers often do -not say that which is most obvious, or
Fmost fundamenta to their referenhal base of meamng By this | am saying that
observers infer from ImpIICIt assumpttons For example, no observer said,
"Therapist X is trying to help che,nt Y."  would suggest that this was not stated
because it was assumed. Therapists who observe therapy assume that the
function of _therapy is to h.el'pfr,cli'eing. | could suggest many other unstated
assumptions, which might be more or Iiess acceptable to the reader. '
~ I am not suggestin‘g that because observers have implicit inferential
-'meaning worlds', one is free to make assumptnons "about observers'
assumptions | am suggestmg that one crucial aspect qf mvesttgattng how
observers construct therapeutic process, is the activity of carefully noticing both
implicit and explicit references. One- pﬁowerful method for doing this is by
noticing the words observers uge which are. distinctly unique from the
consensual lexical collocations—This method is equally userI in determining
the particular explicit. and tmpl|c1t references which are involved in the
descriptions of individual sessions. L

s
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Umque/words reveal referentlal toundatrons beca)se they are
identmable topographlcdemarcators They pornt/out ‘changes in the lmdfeape
of descnptlon Without these identifiers'the terrrtorytends to be featureless. anc
in a sense we cease to notice gven the most obvrous cha‘acterictics, W&

~ simply see it as the same. ‘go t”or example when a g-oup Jf ther icts are
~ ~talking togethe/ﬂ they are mvolvdd in a pattern of discussicn - whict 4. basic
assumptlpns they each make Ahdwrdually, .and’which thyy make “ollectrvm
gre typically unstated. Yhe assump(ons are wover. nic the ongoiry
discussion. C[hey are notnced when somethlng drsrupts the patte:1. A therenist
with a different perspectlve/ mlghtenter the discussion, or perhzpns “na of it
'therapists suggests a dlfferent |dea Wthh requires peogie to renorside. e
assumptions” - Lo

Tea large extent the majonty of our referential base is i river nidder

i"The fabrics of cultural and mdrvrdual associations which underlie languaye:-are

too much a\part of us to be seen. This is why indicators of difference are so -

important. They provrde points of entry for understandrng the underlymg ric

of assomatlons and references. They allow us tg marlgoff a gertain portion of
the terntory notice how it is constructed and to compare it wrth he surroundmg .

b, territory.

C 'General'Comments on the Textual Analysis
| have chosen to analyze the text ina particular way for a variety of
- reasons. For one, this method was selected in an effort to reveal the semantic
patterns or contexts of the lexicdl items. As the study progressed | became
particularly. interested in the idiograghic'referential foundations which on could
construct out of the descriptions. The'textual analysis was also created in order
to provide the reader with a context of meaning for the lexical analysrs Thirdly,
I'wanted to look at the patterns of interaction between levels of descnphons
- This last statement derives from the idea of using the orders of eprstemologrcal
analysis descrlbed by Bateson and Keeney.
| 0 \ "
_Behavuors , : W
e The reader will notice that the text has been categonzed in three levels,
namely, behaviours,’ expla,natrons, and concepts. One level includes
obsearvers' statements which deSCribe simple actions, or behaviors, and

-
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categones ofactigns or behaviors. This category is identified as 'Behaviors'. |

can not provnde%e reader with the explicit criteria which | used to determine

.95

H

the aspects of descriptions 'which were. included as behaviours. My criteria

include aspects of descnptnon Wthh related to all three levels of textu
description. Although the specfffc descnptuons of behaviours may not always
have been defined by complete sentences, | would say that the behavioural

. depended -on my choice of wich saspects ot q,oscnpnon related to descnptlons.
of behaviours. While mak&ng these‘*chouces I notlced that one sentence might

level of description was the easiest of the three levels to distinguish: | defined a-

behaviour as a description of an action. | did not distinguish between

descnptlons.of simple actlons_ and descnptlons°of categories of action; In other-

words, the statement, "I noticed tears on her cheeks." woUld not have have
been distinguished from, "She.was crying". Evidently, the choice of what
constitutes a simple action, and what constitutes a complex category of actions

‘depends on the level of analysis that one wants to accomplish. In this case,
- would say that | defined actions in much the same way that they“the_y would be

defined by systemic therapists, particularly thos® who follow the strategi¢’

approach (i.es, Tactics of change Weakland Fisch & Segal, 1982)

'v

Explanations ' /‘ 8
The second category ipcludes those parts of the obserfrs' descriptions
which pertain to exphcatlons of the behawors This ¢ category comprehends the

- order of recurs;on known as- ‘context’, as vs(ell as the notion of ‘reference’. This

category is a hybrid created by the au%hor for the -particular purposes of this
discussion. | am suggesting that the order of contextual recursion can be
considered as including the context of"the describer or observer. If we jnclude

the context of the describer in this level, then jt is pec’essary to include a method

for accessing the information that.can be obtained about the describing lam
suggesting that this can be ach:eved by noticing the references that the
observer makes when exphcatmg behaviors. If this argument is plausuble then
perhaps it is reasonable to suggest that Keeney's.order of context, |n ‘_{
included categories of interaction and descriptions of interaction, - &
modified for this pamcular mvestlgatlfm to include the |nteract|o
observer with the observer's referentlal base. This second category’bhas-
called '‘Explamation’.
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Concepts R o -
- Thesthird category has. been |den"t|fed a(toncepts This categcn s
similar 1o the drdet of recursion that Bateson gnd Keeney,feferred to, asﬁ
metacontext and in_which they mcluded categones of choreograp@? and -
descnptrons of choreography In this study thls category inclutles d nptlons .
whlch encapsulate a rangé of behaviors, and which typlcally refuire rﬁ//A
exglanatlon A ‘concept' is not alwaye explanned nor is it always presentgd
tandem with the behaviors which it [incorporates. Copcepts Mmay be descrnbed\
t?rough references to other concepts A conceptis typically formulated in the
text-ag'a fogal statement.’ It is seldom |solat’ed frém explicit reference and whefl
it is, itgs deschbed by words or phrases hke "This is |mpor1ant‘ ", "what {
| notrcegvyas...., r, "what the therapist did wasMother words, ther'e were |
semantic and grammatical indicators which/ focused the attention-on the

»

D c)%rwew of Indnvndual Sessions . | “*/-Q
ow that | have grven an overview &f the general organrzatron of the
terms used in the analyses of the” transcripts, 1 will offer séme comments on,the

~ individual sessions. During the course of. these comments it will be necessary

torintroduce some ney terms, and these will be descnbed in the course of the
‘presentatrpn As | said earlier, these comments will combine elements ot both
‘tghe textual and the lexical analyses. Followrng these comments an the
individual sessions, some comparatrve ‘comments on “the similarities and

i dlfferenoes between these sessions will be presented.

As% preliminary to.these segsion anal ses, | think it may be useful for
the.reader to have an ovdsview of the sessiohs which were presented for the
observers to review. - The reader will recall that all five observers selected brief
(abaut four minutes) examples of therapy sessrons they had conduoted The

“observers selected the particular intervals themselves For the purpose of this
overview, | have simply prepared summaries of my |mpressrons of the
consensus of the five observers about each’ sessron S OV

There is an aspect of all these sessions which | h{ave not commented on
in detail, but which the reader should keep in mind while reviewing these
summaries. In the last paragraph | stated that the therapists selected their own
video-tapes, and | have said etsewhere ’that the theraprsts were grven the ~



freedpm to select the segments whr%h they wanted to show. My comment hese
is thay the th rapiss selected "very different examples 40 show. These

counselling, but also in terms of the”intentions that the counsellors had for
- choosing the_segments that they’ did. For example, Devon selg
-that she‘used in other contexts to demonstrate- her style of; counselhng
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differences’ stted not only iR’terms of the types of clients, and the sty 2s of

ed a segment

Srmrlarly Gary chose a segment that he, had used for instructional purposes

both before and after this study. Tim had to arrange a special vrdeo tape
session in order to prepare his segment. Therefore, he was aware in advance

of conductmg the particular session from whrch his segment was taken that 4

some part .of the 'session would almost undoubtedly be used. l%erl was a late

addition to the’ study. but his video-tape was among the first to be recerved L

‘asked himv for a tape one week, and because he had video-tape facrhtres
~ available &t his,place of work, and because he simply provided a segment of

the first'sedsion that became, available for taping, he“had the segment available

for me the next week. Gisela, who worked in'the same séttgg as Neil, although

not for as many hours as Neil, took about three months to prepare a video-tape. -

The aspects of choice which | have just described originate from my

" perspective as the researcher. | did hot ask the therapists to describe why they ‘

had selected these particular segments. Neve ess, | would suggest that
‘there’ is a radlcal difference of intention betwe yh Neil's choice of a~segment and
Devon's choice. Neil made no effort to choose a segment o.f which he w)as

especially proud, or which he felt exemplifigd the highest qualities of his "

~counselling. | would suggest that both Devoy and Gary id make the g
provide exemplary segments. . They~ |cated as much to me ¥
_ conversatrons The possible effects of these vanous mtentronal choices, and
‘the reasons whyhess chorces were made,!or whay these choices mgén wil
not b4 elaborated here, | make these comments s6 that the reader is alerted to
this aspect and so that the reader can make his or her own interpretations

,;’ .
Ndrrative sesslon summaries

)

—— -

Session 1, Gary - : J

In the first example, the theraplst spoke wrth a srngletmother ard’ her
flfteen year old son, regarding -problems she was having in getting the boy 10
cooperat)wrth her at home: The observers were in general agreement about

—

P 2 .
i . : -
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several events and Jnteracttons They sald thﬂ"the theraplst was 'ver)f
mte’ractnonal %cause he used himself, hts vo“nce and his .body - rn.any
mteraktrons with the chents They spoke about how- he moved torwards aad

- backwards in his ohalr abou -he shook the' boy's hang, a‘bout how he -
modulated his voice to. make points emphatically. \They spoke about he used
a  key words like 'mother' and mounmyk@een years otd‘ and ‘ttve ears old". ©
" They spo how he asked the son and mother to mteract and tattfw:th each
.a«r;oth‘er ’W> C ' t

:} . They. spoke of how he affurmed and Validated the boy by c/omphmentmg -
' htm for-giving his mother a full-time job as a mommy. They corrfmonly referred

4 . tothis as\rocess of reframmg or relabelling the boy They talked about how :

. the mether at first seerned cool about this suggestron but became more recep-

_,-i_ftwe to Garyé)y the end of the session. They mentpned that they could tell she.

o 3 flad becd‘me(more feceptive' by the way she was nodding her head in

" shohrony with the theraplst‘s head nods, and by the way she was Taughlng
re@xmg and enjoying herself by the end. “

“During the session, they mentioned how Saryzhad talked to'f boy
about giving his mommy a pmk-shp, and* how the boy had not at ftrst under-
stood what a pink-slip'was. Thev said that Gary mtro*uced the ldea th A

"boy could have a pa 1y when his mommy became a mother in order Ao join ~
with the boy and’ build- his desire to cooperate. They said that this joiping with
the boy seemed to make him stronger, so the.therapist geeded to-f6in with the ™
mom and get her support. Th’ey said he did not get her agreemeht right away,
but that by validating her as a mother and talking about
experiences with the boy when he was a child, he had gaine
agreement with her by the end of the session. They spoke of how the t
was trymg to help the boy-grow up.and be more in control. e

There were several theorettcal explanattons which the therapnsts
-. commonly used in descnbmg this session. These terms included: reframmg
relabelling, the ‘theme of maturation, enactment, decentrahzmq rnteractron
validating, joining, . pacing, and control. Co ) -
' In general the theraptsts were saying that the therapist was: -1 - ¢
Reframing the boys misbehaviour as giving his- mother a fult-time ]Ob as*a 1’
mommy; 2 - Interacting with the boy and.the: mother in such a way that the boy

and his mother spoke directly with each other; 3 /The)aoy began 10 speak

Al



more maturely and more strongly as he began to tell his mother how she could
" stop being a 'mommy’; 4 - Although the mother seemed to have some initial
'doubts about this plan, the therapist seemed to have her support by the end.
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The genergl theme of the Drocess was that Gary was: 1 - trying to help :

the boy grow up\and separate from his mother, and; 2 - trymg to help the
mother recognize and aler tha role she was playlnq in keeping her son young

" and dumb. They said that the maJor shift was that by the end of the segment the

boy was talking louaer and being more assertive, and that the mother was
- more receptive to Gary's suggestions. . ' '

Sessnon 2, Devon
In this session, Devon was workmg with a. snngle woman who had
presented problems with weight control, -and whosspoke in this session about

her television watching habits. The conversation revolved around the theme of |

motivation. The therapists spoke about how Devon mirrored the woman's
‘motionlessness and that perhaps she was inducing trance through this
stillness. Some therapists said that Devon's stiliness reflected the woman's

passnv:ty in her life, and that thls mirroring seemed to be part of a general .
process of. pacmg the woman, joining' with her, and entering into her world-

view. They spoke about a high'degree of cooperation and about how gentle,
playful and unintrusive Devon was: They sald that the client was enjoying
herself and having fun: ‘

In some fashion, most of them talked about the way. that Devon asked the

paradoxncal quéstion, "How can you keep yourself stuck for,the next twenty

'years’?" Several mentioned how this question was crucually different from the
'questlon "What would you not have to do?" They said that by the end of the
segment the chent had mobilized her energy, as evidenced by the way she was
~giggling while talkmg about the effort she would have to make to stay stuck in
front of the TV. They suggested that while she was talkmg about the efforts she
would have to make, she gained a new realization that she was actually really
mottvated butin a way that she had not known before.

Theraplsts pointed to several changes: the woman's louder voice, " Her

laughter, her increased physical animation, and the way she spoke with -

excitement and interest about TV ‘watching.. Thesé indicated that there had

fbeen an important change for her. This change was referred to as a sudden
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shift or click, when the client realized how motivated she was to watch TV. This’
click coincided with her laughter. There was some mention of how the prablem

had been subtly reframed and recontextualized. They said that although the
client had resisted the realization, eventually she had to give in. They said fer .

surrender was facilitated by the gentle, humorous, playful way that Devon
interacted with her. :

o~

Session 3, Gisela
In this session Gisela was working with a young couple.in an initial
session. The wife was. talking about an incident during Christtnas at her
parent's home when her husband had expressed some anger in a way that |
troubled her mother and father. The observers generally agreed. that this was
largely an mformatnon gathering session during wh ¢ 3isela remained a little
dnsté’nt but also open and receptive. The observe:s felt that although she
asked circular questions which encouraged information about how the couple
interacted with themselves and the wife's parents, Gisela remained central to
the interactions which occurred in the segment. C 2
~ Several observers commented on the incident when the wife started
2rying and Gisela stood up, got the kleenex and handed'it to her. Most of them
also mentioned how the husband did not really participate except when he said
that he was married to his wife and not her family. They also Spoke about how
Cisela'had asked the wife whether she had told her mother to stay out of this.
One observer said that this suggeetion was the major interventio thers
suggested that the major change was the clients' increasing ﬁbnh\xj talk
openly with the therapsst '
" The observers suggested that the general process involved Gisela's
focu_s on the pattern of communication. They said that she gained important
information about why the clients had come for counselling. In particular, she

learned about the disguised fact that the wife's mother had asked her daughter
to attend. -

Session 4, Tim

In this segment Tim was working wih a young man who was lacking
confidence and direction. ‘The sequence was excerpted from the end of the
second session. The observers commonly spoke about how Tim prepared for
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an intervention by first describing the unsuccessful péttér'n of problem solution
behavior. Then he asked the boy if he would be willing to ¢ - 2ine*hing

different, dnd the boy agreed. They said that Tim then increas: .1e - :nt's
anticipation and potential to respond to his suggestion by diverting 2 & diife-ant
topic, and pacing the boy through his normal experience of get: ~ 7 °1 a bus,

sitting, and waiting for arrival. . They said the boy was atténtive, and focused on
what Tim was saying. |

4 . They spoke- about how thlS process mvolved the boy at an |mag|nal
level, and they said there were aspects of hypnotlc trance induction in the way
that T|m spoke slowly, softly, gently, and created an internal search process.
They also suggested that Tim was creating confusion in the bof because he did
not know why he was talking about the bus; and that he was utlhzmg this
confusion to make the boy more receptive to what he' was about to suggest.

They said that. Tim delivered a paradoxical intervention which was
essen;ially a symptom prescription. They spoke about how the boy seemed to
accept the ridiculous notion of making himself as depressed as possible, even
though he was probably perplexed. They suggested that the intervention had
hit the bulls-eye and was effective because they saw the boy nodding and then
laughing. o '

*  The observers commonly said that from the dutset Tim seemed to know
more or less what he was going to do and that he was direotihg the process in a
~ certain W_ay. Most observers suggested that at the end of the intervention, when
Tim-saggested-that the boy should stop being depressed when he got off the *
bus, that Tim was giving the boy the control over his emotions by showing him
that he could both bring on the depression, and bring it to an end.

Sesslons Ne|| o *

‘ In this session, ‘Neil was working with a young woman who was talking
about her relations with her family, particularly with her sisters. One observer
described a distance between Neil and the cliewt, m the way that he was
positioned further from the client physically than most of the theraplsts in the
other examples. Some also noticed that they could only see his feet on the
screen and they said that this made it difficult for them to comment on.the
process.
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Some suggested that Neil had good rapport wnh his client because she
seemed comfortable talking to him, and he seemed to know a lat about her.
" They suggested that Neil was gathering mformaWerhaps in preparation for
‘an intervention. They said-he was focusing on her, and that he seemed to
have an idea in his own mind about some of the different ways of thinking that
he would like her to have. They suggested t#t he was leading her to consider
variqus cognitive alternatives, particularig that her sisters, whom she felt were

“superior to her and excluded her, were perhaps vulnerable and less than
perfecf. The observers said that he used questions which were directed to
obtain certain responses and that he continued to ask those questions until he
got the responses that he wanted Once he got the responses he wanted he
affirmed them by saying things Inke 'that's right’, or 'uh uhn'.

The most common description of the process was something close to
‘entertaining alternative perspectives'. They said that Neil knew what he
wanted, that he challenged the client, that he was focusing on issues, and that
he p1‘9‘bably did help_ her entertain some alternatives. There were some
suggestions that maybe this girl, who had been sexually abused as a«hild, was
codtinuing to treat Neil inthe same way that she treais ather men in her life,
namely by giving him, or them, what they want. Some b,L\}rs felt that she
may have been trying to give Neil the answers thfafh’e was looknngTOf They

did not refer to a major change, although they thought that maybe a begi‘nnmg'
“had been made in some areas:
E S

E Analyses of individual sessions

Gary's Session

LeXicaI Analysis v

Words used in all descnphons of Gary's session that were not used in all
descriptions of any, ‘other session: _ |
boy, change -good, right, voice

Words used in all descriplions of Gary's session that may also have been used
in all descriptions ot other sess: ons

Q

"?", difference, mother, not, say, talk, think
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‘ Lexically, Gary's session was notable in being described- with' five
primary distinction words, and together they were used with greater frequency
than in any other s&as.on @esc fiption. . ,
The following words were the 20 words most frequently used to descnbe
Gary's session: mother 72, not 40, kid 39, think 38, boy 29, say 31, talk 28,
~want 27, know 26, frame 22, mommy 19, change 18, problem 18, right 18, °
drfferent 16, agree 18, party 15, therapist 14, shift 14, | behave(iour) 14.
This list lees us the predominant lexical consensus about Gary's
sassion. -Notice the set collocated with age and famflial position (boy, «id,
mommy, mother). Observers of Gary's session spoke often of talking, saying,
thinking and knowing.  As wnth other sessions, Gary's sessron is identified by an
emphasis on verbal expressron and thought. There is a lot of intentional activity
indicated by 'want’, and much distinction ns conducted with the modal operator
'not’. The frequent use of ‘change’ and shn‘t suggests that observers at least
described Gary's sessions in these terms. The absence of words in this list that
/CO&Q: categonzed as 'internal states is notable. ~ ' ,
v far this sessional description has mdrcated areas of similarity
between the lexical consensus about Gary's session and the lexical consensus
about all sessions. | S
« The following words were used most frequently in descnptlons of Gary s
session: age, agree, assume, boy, change, engage, experience, express, '
frame, good, important, join, kid, language, mother, positive, process, receptive,
refine, relabel, right, role, success. o |
Here one can notice scme &Bthe words that distinguish Gary's session
from the other sessions. These differences do not necessarily indicate that all
observers were in agreem-t. They simply show that when all observers are
~ considered as a grqup, tnese are the words they used most frequently to
describe Gary's session. ‘Nctice the existence of words having to do with age
(kid, boy, mothér); the qualitative modifiers (important, positive, good); the
existence of a set that is largely technical (engage, experience, express, frame,
process, teceptive, refine, relabel, role, \join)' and the individual importance of
the words agree, assume, change, and success.
‘The following words were used ‘less frequenty in the description of
‘Gary's session than ln the description of other sessions. (words have been
included here which were commonly used in descnptnons of other sessions, but
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were used less frequently in' descnptrons«’ot& Garys sessxon) focu‘s, fon -
- information, lead, listen, look, open, 1ais6; respond strategy word work.
Among the words least frequently used ﬁ'descnbe Gary's sessien there seems "

to be one notnceable set that might be collocated' with observatlon (look, listen,
focus). .

The words in
some of the words i

logst frequ}ently used category seem to conflict with -
the most used category. We will probably need to look at
the textual analysis fo make sense of the comparison of least used words with - ’

- most frequently used words, but perhaps | could suggest a tentatlvev

mterpryetatnon here. In Gary's session, the observers spoke frequenjly about

~ distinctions of age and familial position, and they spoke frequently about

- therapeutic techniques that were initiated by the therapist. ‘

The words that were notably absen't:Eéve to do with focused attention,
openness, responsiveness, and strategy. Ai'though this is tentative at this point,
| believe we will see this'‘comment corroborated in the textual analysis. Gary's
session was directed and controlled by a thHerapist, who sometimes appeared
not to be-observant of the responses of the clients, and who appeared-to lack a ‘
strategy. A ,

At the same time, one should also notice the frequent use of the words
success ‘good’, 'lmportant' ‘change’, and 'shift". With these items available,

one could say that in the larger lexical perspective, we have mdlcators that
Gary's session was.well recelved

The following words were used only in descriptiog\of Gary's séssion:

- Mommy (19) Party (15) « (full-time)Job (15)
Grow (10) Youhg and dumb (9"  Pink slip (6)
Bought(6) - " Age (5) Learn (4)

Angry (4). * Punctuate (4) Dyad (3)
Enthusiasm (3) - - - Refinement (3) - Problem-solving (3)
Horn (2) Stern (2) . ' Receptive (1)
Balance (1) Adjusted (1) Anchored (1)
Bugged (1) Consultant (1) Differentiation (1)
Compliment (1) Digease (1) - Fuck you (1)
Lighter (1) Mini-segment (1) Ploy (1) .
Softened (1) Status (1) Struggle® (1)
Liveliness (1) Hooked (1) : Driver's seat (1)
Hierarchy (1) Decentralize (1) Young and dumb (1)
Real ass (1) Firing (1) : :
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- "tSOme of these words collocate with the sets generated from the most frequently '

used words list. The use of words like hierarchy, decentralize, problem-solving,
differentiation, and statUs indicates that the technical set suggested earlier

~ could be further described ag a set havmg to do predominantly with structural
therapy.

It is difficult to collocate most of these words among themselves because

| they are mdnvndually unique. Perhaps a few general comments can be made.

Notice the colloquial nature of many of the words. There is a strong 'street'
influence in the lexis that observers used to describe Gary's session. Notice
the polarized pairs of words which relate to oppositional interactions (firing-job,
fuck you-compliment, softened-stern, angry-enthusiasm, recept’ive -bugged,
li\'/eliness-disease) The opposition between these pairs is similar to the
complements boy-kid,.and mother-mommy

Let me summarize how the findings of the lexical analysis might reflect
on a consensual descrlptlon of Gary's session. There is a strong emphasis
here on many structural therapy distinctions, .a careful distinction of familial
rales and posmons much discussion of change and shift, frequent use of thi

quallfters good important, ard right. The session involves ruch agreement

and joining, ‘much thinking, talking and saying; perhaps less focus, listening,
looking, openness,.and strategizing. The session seems to be typified by

~ colloquial polarities. One half of these polarities refer to very positive treits and

interactions, and the other half refer to negative traits and interactionis. One

- might suggest that one predominant consensuat inference is the existence of

an opposition between cooperation and antagonism.

14

Textual analysis R

At the elemental behavioral level of simple actlons t/here are some
similarities between the descriptions of Gary's sessions. The one event which
all observers referred to, was the request that Gary made to the boy to talk with
his mother.  Observers talked about this event in reference to different
concepts, but this is the one event that was described by everyone as being
important.. |

The second most trequenw:élscussed event had to do Wlth the way the
mother was more receptive to Gary and his suggestions by the end of the
session. Three other events were discussed slightly less frequently. These

™

*



- v e vx”_\?l

included: the repeated and deliberate ude of certain key words, or: key word
phrases; the story that Gary told, about calling a child in with the last stern yell
and the story the mother responded with about using r@n car-horn to call the
- child in; and the strongly interactive pamc:patory mvolvement of the therapist in

-

the session. =

Other behaviors which were mentioned mcluded Gary told the boy he
was goog son; Gary asked the boy if he wanted to grow up; Gary used the
idea of the pink slip; the boy was talking stronger at the end; this session was
just one example of digging the groove; the mother was more relaxed at the
€hd; there were toco many interventions; the assessment of whether there has
been a change will need to wait until next session; and the boy agreed that he
was doing a good job. : 4
_ At the level of explahations there is very little convérgende. The
observers generally exhibited different styles of reference.
individual observers later, but it can be noted here that the obs'
different aspects of the prqcess they observed, and different fmensions of their
own cognitive processes when they were explaining the simple actﬁ)ns For
example, it we consider the snmple action which all observers mentioned, we
notice that each observer” explains it differently. Gary says about it, "I
unbalanced the dyad and caused them to shift the hierarchy of their

| wil] discuss

interaction.” Devon said, "Rather than the mother blaming the kid, they were

led to see it as a mutual interaction in which they were both being bugged\’
- Gisela said, "The boy acknowledged Gary's request, and agreed with hi
about it.". Tim said, "The boy was put in the driver's seat, and began working i
a direction that was defined by the therapist." Neil 'said, "The boy started out of
control, and then ended up telli'ng hi$ mother what she should do to take care of
"him - it's-almost paradoxical.”

b .
,51’9.¢ Dore s

My purpose is not to split hairs, but Fthink one can see some impor_tant' ‘

distinctions Wetween the referential patterns of these observers. For example,
Gary's explenation‘is overlly conceptual. His references are thgore:ical, or
more particularly, structural. Devon's reference is to the mundane (as indicated
by the use of the colloquial term 'bugged’) nature of ordinary relations between
two peaple. Gisela refers to the interaction hetween the boy and the therapist,
and she does this in simple, slightly formal. precise terms. Tim's reference Is

metaphoric, and deals with two aspects of control -'the boy's contrc. over his
. | : .
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behavior, and the therap|sts ce: xtrol over the boy Nenl also refers to control,
but through referring to the cognitive struciure of control'in this situation.

Let us.move on tb consider the cor ceptual statements which were used
to describe Gary's session. At this level, there is about as much convergencs, -
as there is at the level of simple actions. There is one concept about which all
~ observers similar views, which was that Gary reframed th#® boy's behavior.

One might suggegfthat the (concept of reframing functions as a category of
- actigh in the language of th observers. The observers converged in their
~use of certain behavioral events, and they converged on certain conceptual
events. In the sense that they are similar in these respécts, there is some
similarity between these levels. | ’

The similarity of these levels, which | am suggesting is indicated by the
observers' convergence on elements at each level, is extended because there
are other, consensual aspects. For example, Gary, Devon, and Gisela, felt that

the mother héd-changed by the end of the session betause she felt good about
'~ herself and was more receptive to Gary. Gary and Devon spoke about the shift
' to a relational focus. Neil and Gisela spoke about Gary's use of himself (voice,
posture, stories) in the interactions. Devon and Gisela said there had been
some change in Gary's relation with the mother, but not yet in tr{e mother's
relation with the son. Tim and Neil said Gary p'ut the boy in more control.

There are also considerable divergences between the obsernvers, but
these are not the focus at this moment. The idea which | would like to develop
“here is that for observer$ who are therapists the conceptual descripfions of
therapy operate as a language. There are in this language, lexical elements
which are used repeatedly and sometimes they use the same concepts to
. describe the same events. This is to be expected be‘ca_use therapfsts receive
similar training, and therefore are literate in the same language.

Although the observers may use the same conceptual terms, and
although they may refer to the same behavioral actions (and this seems to be
~true 1o a limited extent), they do not typically generate textual meanings for

‘either thebehaviors, or the éoncepts through si_milaf methods. | would suggest™
“that this is because the mechanisms for generating the distinction of concepts
and behaviors depends on unique individual structures. When we investigate
the level of reference we find many different pattervns. | would also suggest that
these individual referential patterns are i:pplicaied in the ma y different

-
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behaviors and concepts th’ét the observers described. It is true that there were

‘some sumnlarmes among the conce‘pts and among the_behaviors they

descnbed but it is also true that there were many differences.

Devon's Session

\
Lexical analysis -

Words used in all descnptlbns of Devon's session fand not used in. all

- descriptions of any other sessxon

continue, motivate, TV, laugh ,‘_ s

( Con
Words used in all descriptions of Devon's session that may also have been . -
used in all descnptnons of other sessions:

-~

talk, think, client, question, woriy"”" not AN

1: Words used more frequently to descnbe Devon's session than any other
session: )

attend, client, continue, create, embedded metaphor, enjoy, explicit, fun, /
game, gentle, gestalt, humor, hypnosis, implicit, insight, laugh, fead
manoeuvre, mirror, motionless, non-verbal, paradox, fattern, pleasant,

probing, process, provocative, realize, rigid, sequence, sense, spoke,

unmotivate

2: Words used less frequently to descrxbe Devons session than any otﬁer
session: ' e

o

agree, answer, clear good happen, right, seem, shnft specmc try, want.

3: Words used only to describe Devon s session:

¢

Motivate (55) . TVitelevision (17) Energy (10)
Twenty (6). . . Hobby (4) Sacrifice (4)
Bullfight (3). . * Animate (3) Humor (3)
Pursuit (2) . Cooperate (2) Hypnosis (2)
Rigid (2) | Unmotivate (2) Click/Flip (3)
.Essential Sword-thrust =~ Fuel

Gas tank Revelation Sincerely
Sabotaging Skin color Rubbed into o
Unthreatening Dead guck Manoeuvre -
Ownership Slip ard slide " Over the edge
Over the edge Discover ‘ Closet soaper

Entering Activate » Drifts
Playful .
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] .
4 . - -

4: Words used most frequeutly to describe Devon's session:

. rat 63, motivate 55 chent 35, talk 34, think 3Q say 29 work 25,
know 22, therapist 21,/ problem 18, TW/television 17, little 16, ‘sense 14,
change 13, "?" 13, same 12, process 12% »

In the descriptions of Devon's sessidnsAthere are lexical-patterns which
. are quite different from those found in the descriptions of- Gary’s session.
Notice that the word 'not’ was the mostfrequently used word in descriptioris of .
Devon's ses,snon and that it was used more frequently in descnptxons of her
session thdt in any other session.” In this case the word is. used especnally‘
frequently because observers often quoted or paraphrased Devon as saying, )
“do not want you to tell me what you do not have to do, | want to hear what you
would have to do to stay stuck in front of the TV, or to stay unmotivated fo?the
next twenty years." Devon emphésized the negatien of the client’s“negaﬁvﬁely
formed response. For th® observers, this was\a central event: " Tﬁey\
unammously spoke about how the negation of the né’gatively formed response
forced the client to respond with a positively formed statement about what .she v
would have to do. When she framed her response positively, she became
aware that she was already- actlvely engaged in TV watching. “The inevitable:
|mphcatlon of this for her was that she was already 'motivated’ as a TV watcher.”/
The awareness of this implication was a shift from her presenting image of
herself as 'unmotivated'. i

The reasons for the frequent and exc.luswe use of the wdrds motlvate
and 'TV' in descriptions of Devon's 'session have been explicated in the
previous discussion of 'not'. Notice also that the words 'client’ and 'talk’ are
used most frequently in descriptions of Devon's session. The high incidence of
the these words might imply that in this session, the therapist's interlocutor is
most clearly identified as a ‘client’. This could be the case for a number of
reasons; perhaps because there was no other availableSidentity. Notice the
distinction between the personal identities in Gary's session and Devon's
session. In.Gary's session the interlocutors were identified more frequently by
their familial position, or as 'Gary". Perhaps in Devon's session, there is little
emphasns on family, and moref emphasis om the. professnona} relation of
therapist and client. Devon's session also clearly relies on talking, as opposed
to other modes of communication or interaction. '
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Notice also the frequent use of 'think', ‘say’, 'work’, and ‘know'. The

word 'work' is used more than twice as often to descnbe Devon's session than '
any other session. These occurrencas in effect balance the frequent use of . °
‘client' and strengthen the evidence for argurng that-this sessron ,by’consensus ’
% of the observers, invgives deliberate professional effort. Thrs work also seems

to involve a hrgh degree of thought, and this thought couid ba.on the part of the
~ observers. . . -

- The words 'sense’, occurs more frequently in descnptrons af Devons
sessions than glsewhere. SEEIE
. synonym for * rmpressron A
response which is based on perceptlons gamed mturtrvely or through éngut
reaction. The aspect of the word which connotes 'intuition’ collocates with
* similar aspects of the words, 'hypnosis', ‘implicit’, "insight’, 'non-verbal', -and
perhaps ‘embedded', 'metaphar’, 'humor mirror, and 'paradox’.: Oné n’ht
suggest that the- observers collectively presented a deéscription involving much
non-verbal, uncenscious, or intuitive communication. - Ay

The set of worc. which collocate with therapeutic technique (game,
gestalt; .implicit, explicit, sabotage, hypnosis, embedded metaphor, motivate,
insight, paradox, manoeuver, ownership, -mirror, non.-verbal, pattern,
provocative,”*probing, process,' lead, reve!atio'n, §acrifice, discover,
unthreatening) is diverse. Perhaps the most obvious comment 1o m&ke about
this 'set is that Devon's session was described by theoretical terminology that
" comes from many orientations to therapy, such as, gestalt, reality, insight, NLP,
_naturalistic hypnosis, instructional, transactional-analysis, strategic, and
Systemic. It is also clear that the observers described many tec niques: This

. session was similar to Gary's in.the sense that the observers ddscribed it with
many technical terms. ' | s ol

\ 3

There were many mterestrng lexical items in the descnpténs of Devon's
session! Notice the incidence of words coliocated with 'play’ (game, gentle,
hchby, humor, afimate, energy). There are also some distinct metaphors (slip
and slide, over the edge, closet soaper, rubbed into, fuel and gas tank, dead
duck, bullfight, sword-thrust, click/flip). One " .ght sugg}est that observers were
. provoked to extend their language into imaginative and creative forms.

The words which were commonly used to describe other sessions but

which were used least often to ‘describe Devon's session-are difficult to
. [}

»
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organize in sets, pr to comprehend For example although the observers i
Aspoke about (hrrro rnq and pacing, they did not ‘say much about agreement
Although they spok often ‘about the question Devon asked the client, they -
‘sqldorh mentioned ‘Answer'. « This was also true in Gary s seéssion in pyhich the
observers frequently. _spoke@boot the questrons_ Gary asked :Fe mother and
'son, but seldom talked about 'answer’,.® My suggestion in this caseg, ig that
sometimes the words which are seldom used in comparrson to the|r> usage in
descriptions of pther sessions, are‘word}}wmch indicate the implicit referential
context. By this | mean that it was obvious to the observers that the client was |
, answenng Devon tions, Just as it was obvious that. Garys tamrly,;was
answenng his qugstions. catlon of thrﬁsthaf sometimes the rele&;.nt
jmformation is assumed, and nat explicitly expressed v ek
Perhaps one point which cah be noticed in the list of words least used to
describe Devon's session is the inclusion of the words try', and ‘want'. The low
incidence of these words here can be contrasted with the high incrdence of the
word 'want' in Gary's session, and the high incidence of 'try" in Tim's sessron
"Whether these words are used in thosesessrons to describe the 'purposive but
frustrated activity' (or however one might describe these two words) of the
therapist or client, it is clear that the observers did not describetrying or
wan_ting on behalf of the client or therapist in Devon's session.’ This'is notable *
in light of the heavily used 'professional-work' set. One.might suggest that in
Devon's session, actual accomplishment was more notable thah attempted |
accomplishment. - | '

-

"Textal analysis
the behavioral level there is one event during the course of the
sess/on about which all observers spoke about. As | have said, the/ all
cribed the questron which Devon asked the client: "How could you <eeg
“yourself stuck for the nextstwenty years?" There is little deviation in the
descriptions. AII"bbser-vérs reported the question, with one or two variations in

wording. Clearly, this questron represents a nodal behavior-in the process of
therapy. - - '

oS

oo R R
All observers also spoke about the woman's response to this question,

although they described the response in slightly different terms. For example,
Gary mentioned the statement, "I notice that when you talk about the TV shows

A
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you seem to get a {ot.pf er*ergy, and that you have a lot of motnvatlon ‘when you
pay attention to that.” n, observed, "And she started to say she would
have to check the TV ide.:.and as she did that she leaned fdrward... and
became more animated...” Gisela said, "Just followi~~ tag, teps of what she is
doing to do nothing makes it clear to herin a ver mce% unthreatening way
that she |s domg something very positively." Tim xepurted Devonéstatemem’
that, "You really have to be quite motivated to watch these shows, and I can see
‘that you really become quite lively talking about it Neil observed, "She
begins to see it, not consciously; but she pegins to say to herself that this is a

helqf a joke, "You'know what I'm doing to myself is really funny. It's really . '
funny theway | am screwing myself up.™ ' .

These observations are all about what happened within a time bound
of no more than- thlrty seconds. Notice that Devon has chosen to describ
moment in tirpe just previous to the moment that Gary and Tim are describing.
Devon observed the woman's specific behavioral response to the question
whereas Gary and Tim observed Devon's response to the woman's behaviorat ,
response?“; Notice here, as M/the descriptions of Gary's sessions, that the
observer who is also the therapist, tends to make fewer references to the
behavior of the therapist. In part, this could be because the observer who is
also the therapist views the tape partially as if he or she werg still pamcnpatmg
|n the session as the therapist.

Gisela's and Neil's behavioral observatnons of this event :llustrate
categories of behavior/’ Notice that Gisela focused-on the behavior of the .
therapist (followmg the steps makes it clear to her in an.unthreatening way), .
whereas Neil focused on thé behavior #+the client ("what I'm doing to myself is

teally funny"). Gisela spoke ‘about the actions of the therapist, although in all

~ the descriptions that Gisela prov’ﬁed she never used the word 'therapist’. One

* might, suggest that Gisela saw the actions of a responsnble person, without
identifying that person wnh&the professuonal position.

Neil's comments, on the other hand, illustrate gnother style of
observation. In the example above, Neil is- recountmg a fictionalized version of
the client's internal dialogue. This practice was found to be common among

;,sorr)e observers. Notice that Neil presbnted this fictionalized dialogue as if it
were true. When I‘question'ed him about this later, jfe readily acknowledged

that the Woman had not said this, but he gaid that stte had behaved as though
. s R \

S
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“this is w12t she was sayrng ) herself This practice of frctronalrzrng internal
' monologce or in other cases, fictionalizing external dialogue, indicates, from a .

behavior descnptron tevel something of the: referentral structure of the therapist.
In this case, Neil refers to the imagined internal cognmve processes that he.
supposes the client to be having. .

All five observers converged on the idea that there had been a change in

the chent during this session. Four of the five observers said that the behavior

' which indicated the change was the client's response to Devon's question,

-

,—“)

""What do you have to do to stay stuck?" One of the observers, Gary, referred to

a future behavior when he described the change that had occurred. He

‘suggested that the client might pick up the TV guide and then remember that

Devon had said she would do that, or she might nct pick up the TV guide at all,
or she might spontaneously do something quite drfferent in relatron to watchmg
TV. o

The relationship was typically charactenzed as’ playful unthreatenrng,
comrc enjoyable, himorous. The observers suggested that Devon was gentle,

" and the client was able to make a change without having-it 'rubbed into her'.
-They suggested that both the client’ and the theraplst appeared to enjoy each

other's company. -
Explanatron At the level of exelanatlon the observers varied widely in

their comments. Two observers, Gary and Gisela, said that they could nct

. determine from the available information just what the implications of the
change wouJ.d\be in the tuture Notice that the referential structure of these two
observers, in the context of the word 'change', relates the vision of current

‘behaWOr to an imaginary future situation.

Gary explained the reference of present to future wnth the use ot the key
words ‘cutting the groove'. /He suggested that he saw. the session as an ‘

:example o,f cuttmg the groove and that he had no way of assessing how deep

the groove was.: He felt that'the woman would probably leave the session and

o contmue%omg what she had been doing with some slight alterations, and he’

* felt that these slight alteftrons which would probably be |n her TV watching

by the therapist.

habits, would be>significant. In this explanation,. one can also notice Garys
|nterence that personalrty is7a concrete -su{tance which can be slowly sculpted
t - [ y .

3 -
=) 3 A N
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Gisela's explanation, whrle similar to Garys in form is different in

: referentral substance. Gisela suggested that, "Knowing Devon and her work, it
[the shift] will probably be useful.”, and, "at least she doesn't have the excuse

-any more 1. at she doesn't know how to’ motivate herself". Gisela's references
are to her own personal knowledge of -Devon's.professional capacity (whi;h
indicates very positive regard), and"to- her inferences about the client's patterns
of cognitive processing Notice the connotation of an authOrity-sub‘servient
polarity (excuse) in Gisela's inference about the client's cognitive process; the
inference that self- knowledge of causal explanatrons for self-behavior i#
rmportant to the woman; and frnally, notice the use of 'not' (doesn't) in
formulating the possibility of change through reference to the negation of an
mferred current pattern of coghnition.

. The other three observers' comments were each different. Devon
suggested ‘that "I saw where her motivation was." Notice the reference to
'motivation’ as something which could be seen and identified - in this case with
certain behaviors (leaning forward, smiling, Iaughrng talking louder, changed
skin color). In this instance, Devon is comparing the existence of motivation
with the absence of motivation. Motivation itself is identified with specific
behavioral events, so it can-be said to exist, or not ekist to the extent that the
charactenstrc behaviors exist or do not exist. | :

Tim' s explanation of the change refers to the client's cognitive
~gscription to herself of her behaviors. He refers to her cognitive self-
descriptions, and infers that the client had been describing herself as doing
nothing, whereas at the end of the session she described herself doing
something. The basic reference is to cognition ind the inferential distinction is
made by contradistinguishing one self-description (or name), with another. -

Neil's eXpIanation of the change is, "The client is taking ownership of
what she does to have the problem.” The basic reference here is to ownership.
'Ownership' has strong connotations for many therapists. While | am not very
knowledgeable about how the word is usually used, my own impression is that
it has to do with being responsible, being in control, having influence over, and
having exclusive possession. Notice the implicit negation in the last instance of
usage. 'Ownership’ implies that many people do not,have control over that -
which is owned. In other words, part of Neil's pattern of distinction involves
inferring distinctions of those who have control, power, influence or 'ownership'.



o , 115

In the specific case exemplified here, it is not clear who the other person is who
would otherwise 'own' the problem. Perhaps the distinction is simply being
made between owning and not owning. In either case, one can see that this is
a comparison of States of possessing power, influence, or control.

These examples provide a glimpse of some of the referen'ual and
inferential patterns which can be generated at the level of explanation in the
context of-the word change in the descriptions of Devon's session.
Unfonunately, there is insufficient space here to review all the explanatlons in
Theo‘escnpt:ong, of Devon's session. My intention here is not to analyze for the

sake of analyzing, but rather to exemplify. how referential patterns can be
dlstmgmshed at the explanatory level by applying the concept of binocular
vision (comparison and contradistinction) to observers’ explanations. '

At the conceptual level there were a wide variety of descriptions, with
only two or three overlaps between observers. Here is.a brief summ’ary of the
concepts which were mentioned: ) “

Gary obse'n)ed: Devon's body is trancelike, she's mirroring and pacing
the-woman, her body is a metaphor; Devon is making the implicit explicit; this
can be described as_information that makes a difference; she uses an
embedded suggestion; it's like putting fuel in the gas tank. |

Devon observed: | was joining her; | was highlighting the problem
maintenance pattern by exag‘gerating it; | was making the client the source of
her own motivation; | was eliciting her natural curiosity; | was harnessing her
natural curiosity; | was affirming her motivation. |

Gisela observed: Devon let's the client have fun; the realization’is there
for the client without having it rubbed into her; it [the intervention/question]
clicked [for the client]; | don't think anyone could pull this off.

Tim observed: the relationship doesn't jump out at me, it's not center
stage; Devon reframes the*problem; the client experiences a flip; it's like a
bullfight, and there's one moment of truth when the sword is thrust that can not
be missed.

Neil observed: the therapist is telling the client that she is just
sabotaging herself; there is a certain process of enjoyment between the

therapnhst and client; the client begins to have a sense.of humor about her
problem :
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This variation among concepts is a source of cunoslty for me, because
there was a relatively high deg‘?!e of consensus between Qbservers at the
behavioral level, at least relative to the consensus that occurred in descriptions
‘of other sessions. So | looked once again at the lexical analysis to find out if
perhaps there is a level of convergence that neither the explanatory nor the
conceptual statements revealed.

In this review, | first looked for words that all observers used to describe
Devon's session, but which were not used by all observers in descriptions of
any other session. The words, 'continue’, 'laugh’, and 'motivate’, were found.’
Then | looked for words tha_i were used. by all observers in descriptions of
Devon's session and which also may .have_been used by all observers in
descriptions of other sessions. This review found the words, ™2™, ‘client’, 'not’,
'‘problem’, 'say’, 'think', and 'work’. While these words do not in themselves re'u S
us what the observers were trying to say, they do provide a clear pictUre of one”
aspect of consensus. The first set indicates a unique consensus, one the
existed only in the descriptions of Devon's session. These words may have
disappeared in the textual analysis of behaviors, explanations, and concepts
because they were not key elements in statements, or because they appeared
at various levels between observers. |

The word,pontlnue was used by observers to described Devon's
persistent effortsto make the woman answer the question, "What would you
have to do". It is clear that all obsefvers noticed the therapist's repeated
attempts. One might suggest that these repeated efforts were a crucial
component of the process that lead to the changes which the observers
~descgbed. This case is a good example of how the act & notic' 3 was
distinguished through a comparative tempcjral reference, in which cne behavior
(questioning) was compared with another equivalent behavior. in this case,
equivalence was noticed through inferring a change in temporal context.
Perhaps one should not talk about ‘inferr temporal change, because in
normal experience, time is assumed to'be a constant, and therefore, it seems
spurious to observe observers notlcmg one eveght occurring after another. But |
would argue that in this case, comparison (distinction of similar or equivalent
events), depends on distinction of difference in time.

| have included 'continue' as an element of the category ‘'modes of
distinction' because it identifies a method that observers use for noticing. ltis a
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method which is easily overlooked because we tend to forget our reference to
an absolute continuum of time. But of course, the experience of time is relative.
Every therapist has had the experience of listening to clients report their
problem as, "We always fight.", or,"We never communicate.”, or heard clients -
say at the end of an interview, "Is it time to go already?" It seems that the 3
experience of time contracts, as the events being experienced become more .
srmllar For example, | would guess’that if we asked Devon's client what
happened in the session she might have recalled Devon asking the question, -
"What would you have to do to keep yourself stuck?", but | doubt that she would
recall that it had been asked repeatedly. ‘

In any case, | simply wanted to describe here how ‘continuation’ can be
understood as a mode of distinction. It is a mode of distinction through which
similay events are compared through reference (usually hidden) to time. The
observers of Devon's sessiont utilized this mode to identify what may have been
an important aspect of the process that lead to change. At least it can be sald
that 'continue’, and "¢hange' were among the few-words that observers used
consensually in their descriptions of Devon's session.

Another word among tnhe set of words consensually used by observers
which should be commented on is 'laugh’. This word also occurred in some
descriptions of Gary's and Tim's sessions. In descriptions of Devon's session,
‘all observers spoke about laughing, and the use of the word collocates with
requent occurrences of such words as, 'enjoy’, ‘humorous', 'fun’, 'playful’, and
Mareover, the instances of 'laugh’ were textually proximate to the
descriptions of change, namely, near the time when Devon asked the question
and the client responded. The ‘observers' referential processes in notlcmg\
laughter were through contradistinction of the previous absence of Iaught“ér'
with the sudden onset of laughter on the parts of both the client and the
therapist. In some cases, the concept, change, was described behaviorally, in
part at least, as laughter. Neil and Gisela discussed at some length the
benefits of enjoyment, humor, and laughter. Clearly, 'Iaughter’ belongs among
the list of behaviors or words that all these observer -therapists can include in -
their descriptions of change |

The word ‘motivate’ has been discussed. It occurs very frequently in
descriptions of Devon's sessien. | think that in part the reason for tnis high
incidence was that | used the word in a brief introduction to Devon's video-

e
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taped example. However, it $was the observers who found the word
appropriate, so there must be aspect of the word that belongs among the
consensual opinion about this session. In the text, the particular usages of
'motivate’ are best identified in the observer's descriptions of change.
Typically, the observers associated motivation with the client's response to
Devon's question. - |

Some of the behaviors, explé‘nations and concepts that were. associatéd
with ‘'motivation’ have already been, described: One notable feature of the
usages of 'motivation’ was that the observers varied widely on how they used )
the word. For example, Gary talked about how the insight derived from making
the implicit explicit would prévide motivation by making previous behaviors
impossible to continue; Devon's definition seemed to be both very abstract and
very behavioral - on one hand she said that everyone has 'motivation’, and on
the other she referred to the specific behaviors that indicate the presence of
motivation to her; Gisala did not really explain 'motivation' - she simply
indicated that the client had become aware of how she was motivated in one
‘part of her life, and that she could therefore be m&fivated in another part; Tim
talked about motivation metaphorically as a hobby or pleasurable pursuit; and
Neil talked about motivation as the result of being in control of one's own
behavior. » @
. One comment which can be made about the use of the word 'motivate’ is
that all observers used it frequently in their descriptions of Devon's session, so
obviously, theré was something about this session that all observers would
describe with the word motivation. We have an idea that this relates closely to
the change that observer's said the glient made. Despite these forms of
consensus, it is very difficult to describe a consensus between observers about
what the word 'motivation' means in termas of how it is used. | would suggest
that this lack of consensus indicates different referentiat patterns in the
observers. Gary referiad to a theoretical orientation involving gestalt and
insight. Devon referred to an inference that all persons are métivated, and to
certain behavioral indicators. Gisela referred to isomorphic transferability of
motivation. Tim's reference was‘th(ough analogy to the common experience of
motivation; and Neil's reference seemed to be through the theory o! reality
therapy.
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The notable feature of these diverging referential patterns is that the
‘observers were in consensus about the use of the word ‘motivation’ to-describe
this session, and yet they were explaining the use of the word through different
references. ‘ _ -

The words, "7, 'cliﬂ',_ 'not 'prdblqn', 'say’, 'think’, and 'work’, which
were used in all descriptions of Deyon's se_s,éion and which may also have
‘been used in all descriptions of othe sessions have mostly been discussed
earlier. However, perhaps a few comments on their relevance to determining a
consensus about Devon's session, would be useful. The importance of the
question, and the use of 'not' in Devon's session has been noted; as have the
emphasis on a professional clignt—therapist working relation. This relation
seems to have been typified by 'saying’, and 'thinking’, in the context of a
'problem’. | g |

The general consensus about this session could be stated as: This is a
therapist working with a client to help her with problems of motivation. After.
much talking, and continued questioning by the therapist, the client changes
‘her behavior,’noticeably, and seems to become aware that she is already
motivated. In particular, the client changes her understanding of her TV
watching habits. She had considered that these demonstrated her lack of
motivation, and at the end of this sequence, she saw that her TV viewing habits
kequired a lot of motivation. This came as a surprise to her, which she
expreésed through laughter and more animated physical and verbal activity.
Throughout the sequence, the therapist demonstrated a diseiplined focus on
helping the woman make this shift; and her style of-interaction was consistently
- gentle, playful, and non-threatening. Both the therapist and client appeared to

enjoy the process. This is a successful sequence of therapy, and a good
" example of a professional therapist providing a service to a client. N

This summary would, | think, be generally acceptable to all the
observers. At the same time, | am fairly sure that if | asked the observers to
explain how these processes were connected, or why the sequence worked,
there would be much discussion and divergent opinion. |

-

r
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Gisela's session

Lexical Analysis

120

1. Words used more frequently to descnbe Gisela's session than any other

session:

angry, assertive, aware, challenge, clear, contéxt, convince, credibility,
establish, expand, explanation, family, happen, information, interaction, open,
perception position, power,brelation seem, specific, support, therapist, want,

! o

2 Words commonly used in descript :ons but least often used in descriptions of

Gisela's session:

control; define, feedback, “follow frame, interpret, little, mature, nod,

positive.

3. Words most commonly used in descriptions of Gisela's session:

think 54,
family 26, talk 25,

4. Words used only in descriptions of Gisela's sassion:

Apologize (9)
Emotion (6)
Kleenex/tissue (5)
Disappoint (4)
Husband (3)
Laid-back (3)
Pushed around (2)
Torn

Style
Non-response
Expanding
Double-bind
Questionnaire

say 45,
" 24,

not 38, mother 38, want 34,
therapist 23, different
18, relation 17, try 13, posture 12, feeling 12. clear 12, work 12,

Daughter (8)
Embarrassed (6)
Boundary (4)
Pressure (4)

Markers (3)

Convipce (2)
Paper/pen/notes (3)
Major

Stress

Walffling

Network 0
Sandwiching
ApprovakDisapproval

information 27,
23, know 21, happen
look 11

Distant (8)

Married (6)
Communication (4)
Wite (4)

‘Map (3)

Personality (2)
Risk {2)

Guilt

React
Antagonistic
Inaudible
Soliciting
Constant

5. Words used by all therapists to describe Gisela's session, and which are not

family, relation,

used in all descriptions of any other session:

L

- 6. Words used by all therapists to describe Gisela's session and which may
_ have been used in all descriptions of other sessions:

different(cé), feel(ing), know, look, "%ean, mother, say, think, want

'
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There are several séts of lexical items in the descriptions of Gisela's
session which can be identified fairly readily. Firstly, notice that the only two
words used by all observers to describe this session, and which were not used
by all observers to describe any other session, are 'family’, and 'relation’.
These two word distinguish the consensus about this session, and establish a
lexical distinct:on between this session and other sessions. Apparently, there
is not a large lexical consensus about this session, and the consensus which
does exist appears to be at a general level.

The list of least used words is not easily divided into sets. Individually,
the words suggest that the observers do not talk about reframing, interpretation,
defining, control, following, maturing, nodding, or positive. These words}'-iwere

used fairly frequently in other sessions, so their lack of use here sugges'ts"
'something abcut the distinction between Gisela's session and others. Mostly,

we get an idea from these words about the techniques that were probably not
used in this session. .

There is a substantial set of words which collocate, fairly generally, with
relatlon. This set could include: convince, credibility, distant, open, married,

communication, wife, husband, bourdary, daughter, react, approval-t"

disapproval, antagonistic, non-response, soliciting, challenge, interaction,
power, assertive. This set could be entitled, confhctual commumcatrons in
relations’.

'Famnly’ could be collocated with daughter, mether, husband, and wife.
The indication in this set is that this session involved these identities. Notice

the two pairs of collocations; husband-wite, mother-daughter. The first set

distinguishes relation by birth, and the other distinguishes relation by marriage.
The relation between these two categories of distinction is often conflictual.
- There is a set that can be collocated with the nodal item 'emotion':

angry, feeling, embarrassed, guilt, disappoint, stress, and pressure. These

words indicate a general area of emotion; they seem to suggest the kinds of
feelings whuch occur when relations between people are strained. The number
of items in this set, and the degree of similarity between them establish this set
as an important area of consensus between observers.

Notice the absence of a set which would collocate with therapeutic
technique. The closest that could be obtained to such a set might be: aware,
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challenge, context, convince, credibility, expand, explanation, information,
interaction, perception, open, position, power, relation, support, therapist,

-posture, work, boundary, map, marker, network, communication. Of these,

'information’ is-the most frequently used. In comparison with the other session
de‘scriptions. the word is used about twice as often in Gisela's session
descriptions as in any other. The relatively frequent use of ‘aware', and
'perception’, which relate to.the reception of information, emphasis the
consensual importance ‘of ‘information’ and its coliocates. Most of these words

" are not actually related to technique directly, they have more to do with the

. » .

language that some therapists use. In this case, | would suggest that this
language is most closely identified wrth the language used by therapists whd
work at improving communications, although there are hints ot structural, and

AT

- Of the words listed drrectty above, 'information’ is the -most frequently

“used. In comparison with the other’ session descriptions, the word is used

gbout twice .as often in Gisela's session description as in any other. The

- -.__,",4rel.‘=tt|vel%r fr@quent use of 'aware’, and ‘perception’, which relate to the reception
: b"l mforh&a’gongﬂemphasrs the consensual importance of 'information' and its

7y, IR Qrcurs in Gisela's session descrlptlons is posrtlon and
%eﬁ_m these descriptions than elsewhere 'Distant’ could

a'xnsus about this session. .
& Mmoare entrres in tfte category of verbal expressions'

(] o o j;talk response) This category IS related to the
lexrcal set descr%ed earller”%ntltled ‘conflictual communications in relations'.

descrlptlons of Gisela's session are focused
, family, and distance.

o
SR
SE :’ . ) » )

W'.Generally |n the descnptrons ‘of this session, the e were two major areas
ot-l&rs One was about the nature of Glselas relation to the husband and wife

-

: “?oaclé' ‘and 'expanding’. Thess words form an important -
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that ‘she,g,% working with, and the other, pertained to the nature of the relation
betweeM#he husband and wife and the wife's mother. . ’ o
< & 28¥he first area, the observers typically said that Gisela was: attemgtijng
with the couple, to create some trust and openness (and the comments
.‘""S about the degree of success she was achieving); gathering information
4 t-the prablem the coyple was having, the relations between those
:'i}iiglyved, in the problem, and why they had come for counselling. '
'_ "In the second area the comments varied, but were of the following
. nature: the husband asserted hifiself twice during the interview, \{he wife
needed to assertfpe_rself more - especially with her mother, the husband and
wife had problemsabe‘tween themselves that were masked as problems with her
mother; and the mother was intrucing too much so the wife needed to tell her to
stop intruding.

XN

o

In terms of the words 'relaticnship’, ‘process', and “change’, several
summary comments can be made. ‘

In general, the observers described some distance in the relation
between Gisela and the couple. They also said that the couple was opening up
o her, and that by the end of the session they seemed able to talk more freely.
One observer suggested that Gisela had not established credibility. '

The process of the session was often described as either ‘information-
gathering’, or ‘joining'. One observer suggested that the main proces$ was that
the couple was avoiding the real issue of the problem between themselves.

None of the observers said there had been a change per se, although
several said that the fact that the counsellor and the clients were participating
together indicated a situation that was different from before the clients came for
counselling. This progress towards a working relation was the only indication
that the observers had that there was a change. One observer felt there was no
change, unless gathering information could be counted as a change.’*.

Now that | have described the basic textual consensus at ut Gisela's
session, | will describe some of the precise similarities and differences between
the descriptions that observers provided. ‘

' At the behavioral level, there was very little convergence among the
descriptions. ' i )

‘Gary generally described specific questions, statements, behaviors, and
some fictionalized accounts of what he would have done differ_ently, such as:
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(direct questions requmng unilateral cognitive responses) "How.does that affect
you?", "What do you think?"; Gisela listens to the complamts and the reasons

lhey are in counsellmg the - _sband interjects; Gisela hands the woman the

kleenex; Gisela asks the woman if-she has told her mother to ‘stay out.of this; |
would say, "Do you want your husband to interject? How is that famlhar to
you?". . |
Devon described the emotional behavidrs of the husband andcwife,' and
the relationbetween Gisela and the clients. She made behavioral comments
such as: they were both pretty open about their opinions and reactions; the
husband raised his voice at the end of the session and said, "' ~ arried her, not

-her family."; the woman dlsplays a needed release of emotion v.hen she cries;

and, they were definitely opening up to her.
" Gisela described the behavioral level in terms of: the couple’s relations

with each other; her relation with the couple; the woman's emotional

expressiqn; and the kind of information she obtained from them. Her comments
included statements such as: | asked, "What happened? When?"; they sat '
apart but he showed caring for her ih the way he picked up the conversation
from her; | asked a question and she started crying; | was smmg back. taking
notes, my body position was not rgflacting theirs;  I'm not readmg off a
questionnaire; it was the only time % rfed and showed some emotion; he

said he married Tina and not her famil ¥ that he doesn't like to get pushed

- around; |found the reason they came was that her mother told her to.

Tim described Gisela's quesuons Gisela's intentions, the couples’
intentions, the probler the couple lsjnvolved in, Gisela's strategy, and the
couples’ behavior, with comments such as: Gisela asked, "Is it normal that
your parents' haven't called, what would be more normal?"; Gisela probes
more deeply when she says, "You feel they're really disappointed in you."; the
couple already know what the problem is 2 they are explaining it to Gisela;

the wife's parents freeze her cut, cr put pressure on her'if she is not.doing well;

the guy speaks once or twice, and the woman has the same emotional tone
throughaut the session.

Neul s behavioral descriptions pertain to: what he would have done; the
wife's statements; fictionalizations of the wife's statements; and, inferences
about Gisela's behavior. Examples of his behavioral descriptions follow: |
would have said, "Iéont want you to tell me why your parents sent you here.
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Tell me what you want to happen for the three of us.”;- the wn‘e said, "l went to
see my family doctor, and he said that { should tell my, mother.”; the wife says,
[fictional] "You be nice to my parents.” Mike says, [fictional] "Screw that."; she
‘ says, [flctnonal] "I'm afraid that mom wili get mad and....., and Mike wili get mady~
and ...., and I'm afraid- y dad because he is dlsappomted ", the
therap:st has reinforced tha the parents stay out of this. : *f » |

Although there are syme s@rlarxe;between the obseﬁ}ers desdnptrons
of the behaviors they notice iNGisela's session, it is difficult to? say wsbaut theY
are without altering the text Meself. This ditference between %5haueral P
descfiptions arouses”sbme questjons, especially bed%use there is at least
some convergence dn -crucial behaviors in other sessions. { would like to offer
some comments on why Gisela's session 4s described differently'at the
behavioral level than other sessions. i
‘ Firstly, and .perhaps most importantly, Gisela's session was poorly

recorded. Most obsérvers had to watch it twice before they could make out all

the words. The inaudible quality of the tape was mentioned by Devon. | would
have suggested that Gisela prepare anot. or tape, but this tape took a tong time
to prepare, so fmally | decided to consider the poor sound as.an artifact of the
example, just as Neil's visual absence from his tape was a_artrfact of his .
example. Despite the poor visual quality of the tape, all observers reviewed the
tape as often as they felt necessary in order to dascribe it. Therefore they had
the opportumty to obtain whatever information they felt was necessary ‘

Secondly, | would suggest that when there are no obvious shifts or-
changes in a videa-taped example of therapy (observers generally agreed that
there were none in this ca,se), obser\!ers tend to look for t_hing.\,s:_s;tfo comment on.
When they look for things’, they become more involved in their own referential
patterns and therefore their descriptions are divergent. In some cases, they
present their fictionalized lnferences of the clients" cogmtlve processes, or:
describe what t ould have done instead. ' N

| would suggest that in order for these observers to converge-in their
desqriptions about the events in therapy, g certain level of pr'ocess needs to be
presented. | am unablé to describe this lev .@xactty but it seems r<elated to
evident change. | realize this sounds ke a e
This is something like the process of cryst,thzatuon in a super- saturated
solﬂn Once the saturation reaches a certagn pomt the crystallization begins.
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‘referential patterns.” In a sense, this session was treated like a proje

3

IA the descriptions of therapy there ‘appears to be no form, until therg is'a form
to describe, and we only know there is a form to describe when the form is )
described convergently by observers. aerhaps at the conclusion of this paper | ,'
will be able to make some commeats about {he identifying features of therapy .

~ session exg@mples which indicate that a set of observers might converge. Von .

Foerster's discussion of eigen-values may be relevant S

To get back to the example at hand, where we are at the pornt of
consndenng the level of explanation in the descriptions of Gnselas session;
there are certain necessary prefatory remarks which follow naturally from the
comments on the behavioral descriptions of this session. The major comment
is that the explanations vary widely. ltis useful to examine them, because they
revea) rather clearly the extent of the diff_ere‘nces between the obserwer's

assessment device. | will present some exemplary explanatlons togeth_ with
some comments, rather than a thorough discussion of this level in this ession. .
I will present this discussion by observer, one at a fime, rather than att mpting
to compare one observer with another. There are insufficient Rehavroral
similarities here to use a focus for comparing explanations across obsérvers.

In Gary's explanations of Gisela's se_ssron his basic referentidl pattern
involve: 2 comparison of Gisela's session with Gary's thoughts about
structurai Laerapy. - On several occasions, he descnbed what Gisela did from a
structural perspectrve and then he suggested what she should have done, or
what he would have done. He suggested that Gisela talked with the clients ™
instead of havmguthem talk to each other. He explained that he would have
asked the husband to give the kleenex to his wife, or he would' have let the wife
getﬁt herself, rather than handlng it to her drrgctly as Gisela drd ,

Gary analyzed some’ of the content-from his understanding. For .

“example, he said that the woman's statement “I'm" afraid of hurting my

moter.”, should have been separated by”fhe therapist into the two statements, '
"lm afraid.”, and,” "l dont warit to hurt my mother.” . o
At one pornt Gary explicitly stated that what he saw in the sessron had
more to do with what the therapist was nd’fdomg than wnth what the theraprst
was doing. ~Gary's entire structure of reference involved comparing the ‘session
with his own nations of therapy and therapeutic theory. We can see that Gary
might have focused on specific behaviors and ysed them as mitaphors for the

126 .7



] o . -
- L . 127

/. -

ouples normal pattern of relating, or he might have initiated an enactment
between them. o .

* Gary's referential structure is revealed here as authontatrve or perhaps
iudgmental. Clearly, when he sees therapy that is not especrally notable, or
effective, he advances his own notions. The referential. stance is one. of the
instructor to the student. In the absence of a strong presentation he applies his
own notions.. He appears to have had little doubt about how he would have .
p.roceeded in this situation. Of course, numerous comments could be made
about ‘the nature of structural. therapy, or gestalt therapy, or whatever
technrques Gary would have applied. | will leave these cbrnnt%nts for the
reader to fill in. & ‘ |

Devon's explanations are more variable than Gary's. Fomexample, at
one time she said, "l doubt that there was any change other thanvtt:i?;at:they had
engaged the therapist.”, and later she said, "Gisela provides a cortext for them
to open up in. You could say this was a difference in behavior.” - Devon’s
opinion shifted slrghtly between these two statements. Perhaps this shiit is

- clearer in" the next example. first, "For me there is a quality of distance.

(betwegn Gissla and the cnehi’); and then later, "Another way ot(‘.descr,jbing

" Gisela's behavior would be that she is quiet and steady and provides a context
for them to open up in. This is an alternate description to my earlier statement

that she seems distant.” Devon made an dttempt to reference Gisela's -
interactions with her clients with different patterns In the first half of the first
example, Devon was referring the events in” Gisela's sess:on with her own
ideas that the client needs to exhibit certain behaviors before change can be
said to have occurred. In the second half of both examples, Devon has shifted
to a referential system in which the quality of relationship is important. The shift

-is not complete, and there are aspects of both referential systems in the -

examples before and after the shift. ,

4 am not attempting to argue for the existence of dlscrete referential
ﬁelds. | am-suggesting that when Devon could not say something positive
about what she had noticed at f"st, she shifted the way she noticed, what she
was comparing with, and in doing this, she noticed something different. The
point here that this act of shifting referential structures is clearly distinct from
Gary S explanﬁory process of becoming more extensrvely |nvoIved in
describing his own referential system. '
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The distinctloon between the referential processes of the twa observers

‘was not as clear as | have described. Devon actually became involved in a
~ short description of how the events in Gisela's session did not provide her with
thelmarkers;of; change that'she normally uses. She ex'plaineo' this by saying
that expressions of affect,,particul‘arly when they occur as necessary releases,
do not necessarily indicate change She suggested that the relatively
" consistent’ verbal and behavioral expression of the couple suggested to her that
nothrng had changed for them. Clearly, she was referring to a referential

| system in which certain behavioral and verbal alterations are required before

ch[‘ange can be said to exist.

Gisela's, references were of an entrrely different order than the previous

_ two. Basically, Grsela was referring to a referential system which was in
accordance with, and which explaine‘d and justified both her behaviors and
“those of her clients. Gisela explained that her apparent distance from the '
clients represented a deliberate attempt on her behalf to mirrof the hesitancy of
‘the clients to talk either with her or between -the_rnselves. Gisela was
particularly aware of attémpting to join with the husbahd who had sat quietly .
with‘ his arms crossed,_letting his wife do the talking, throughout the session.
Gisela was aware that he was angry and did not want to be there. She did not

want to force him to participate for fear of alienating him further. - :

Clearly, the referential structure which-informed Gisela's observations,
was largely constructed out of her expenences of havrng been in the session
with those people. Gisela did not compare her actions with what she could
have done, should have done, or mrqht have done, because she had done
what she had to do. Notice here that the referential struagmwe of the observer
who was also the therapist has a different character than the references of
those who are only observers. ' .

- Of course, we could describe Gisela's work, or her theoretical
perspective, and perhaps several comments should be made, but | think the
important .characteristic of Gisela's explanatrons is their different quallty from /
the other explanations. |

| As far as Gisela’s referen;ﬁal system is concerned, we can notice the
importance of joining, the importance of getting a clear description ot why the A
clients came for counselling at that particular time, the importance of assessing
the network of felations involved in the problem, and the importance of-
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affective expression. Gisela'actually made each of these statements, but in-her
own words. o ) | .

" 1 would like to point out here a compaﬁson between Devorrand Giseia.
Notice that Gisela said that she selected this segment because in it she felt they
were getting to the boint that really ﬂmattered‘ (they were extending the network
of people involved in'the problem to include her mothér); and because this was
the only only time the woman showed some emotion, by crying. Recall that
Devon said (hat an affective release did not necessarily in itself indicate a
change had occurred. Now Gisela's description is slightly different. Although
Giséla did not diréct‘ly suggest that the crying indicated a change, she did say

“that she selected this segment m part because the woman showed some
emotion for the first time. o

. The difference between these two descriptions wu!l require the Ttilization
of the word 'threshold'. .| would like to suggest that Gisela thought the woman's
crying was sufficiently notable to warrant the selection of this segme'nt for
viewing by others. Devon on the other hand did-not. think that the crying was
panlcul’\%‘zotable They were talking about the same event, but with slightly
different references. Gisela was referring to the experience of having been in
the session, and Devon was referring to her personal practical and theoretical-
ideas about what constitutes change. We do not have sufficient information to
determine whetrfrer Devon and Gisela had similar references with regard to the
constituents of change, but we do know that they assessed this one event
differently. This difference could be described in terms of gradation. Devon
graded the event as low in importance. Gisela graded it on the high side of
moderately important, at least by my evaluation.

I would suggest that we can refer to this sort of graduated difference as.a
difference in threshold. However, in order to use the term threshold, | need to
make some distinctions about it . | am suggesting that the determination of

f threshold depends on the characteristics of the scale; and the characteristics of
the scale depend on the referential structure of the observer. In other words,
two observers may seem to be d'escribing and evaluating the importance of the”
same event, and they may evaluate the same event slightly differen'tlly, very
differently, or similarly. We could say that their thresholds of observation are
lower or higher. 'In the case described here, Gisela would be said to have a
lower threshold of observation of affective expression. Thus, it took less
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exp»ression_'to demonstrate to her that something notable'had occurred.
Devon's threshold was higher - she was’less sensitive to the expression.,
However, if we keep in mind the proviso | descnbed earlier in this paragraph
about the dependency of threshold on scale, and the dependency of écale on -
referential structure, then it becomes apparent, that Gisela an/d/Devon may
have Heen referring to different referential structures, and so the companson of
their a§sessments of the crying incident may actually have: involved e’ntnrely
different'structures of reference. _ ,
lternative method for describing the different evaluation between
Gisela about the meaning and importance of the: waman crying in
~ the session could be based on Bateson s ideas of drtterence and the, drfference
that makes a difference. 1f | undesstand: these ideas correctiy, Bateson is
suggesting that the elemental unit of perception is d drttenart;ce ThlS |s similar
to Von Glasersfeld's notion of ecomparison. For eiample Y6t mlght say, "lt's .
warmer out now". This is a ditference generated through a temporal reference
This statement would likely be made as part of a ‘standard greetrng in the
hallway The same statement, in a different context, e.g., among mountam-
climbers bivouacked during a cold snap, might constitute a drtference that -
makes a difference. The advantage of this conceptuahzatton is it rnherently "
includes the referential system and context of the speeker In other. words, a
difference that makes a difference can not be described except through
descnbtng the system which is involved. The concept of scale and threshold
Jn the other hand, are more easily objectified and rertred as separate from the
relevant participants. This alternative explanatton~warrants further attention.)

- This may seem like splitting hairs, but i thrnk that both the concepts and
the actual events in this situation are worth consndertng For example, suppose
that Gisela believed that it was important for people in therapy to express pain
through crying; and suppose that Devon felt that it was important for people to
make changes as demonstrated by certain beha\nors (among which crying was
not one). While it would certainly be possible to say that Devon had a higher.
threshold for crying, this could bury the more relevant distinction that they were
operating with different referential structures On the other hand, if we had
reason to{think that they were following similar. patterns of reference (perhaps

we had discussed therapy with them before), and then we noticed that Devon
~ described gne event as being unimportant; ano Gisela described the same
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event as quite important, and if they behaved in a similar fashion on several
occasions, then one might find it very useful to distinguish' the threshold of
observatioh of these therapists according to a particular referential system. |
will return to this discussion of threshold later. | '

Let me return to the observers' explanatory déscriptions of Gisela's
session. Tim's basic opinion about Gisela's session was-that tpﬁe therapist was
gathering information, and clarifying the nature of the involvement of other
people in'the family. He said that Gisela was listening past the woman's words
to what she was really trying to say. He did not think there were any changes.

7’Tlm s description provides a good instance of the u’se of the word same' -
. iqjdnst_mgu&shmg therapeutic process. In .this case, Tim said that he observed
“t‘t‘ie w;ﬁman’maintaining the same emotiona' tone throughout the segment. Tim
explained this,to mean that the woman had not changed. He was inferring that
change could not be ascertained In L\the absence of change in emotional tone.
The strong lmplw:atlon of his suggestlon was that change in emotional tone is
an lmponant consmuent of change. Tim appeared to be utilizing a scale of
threshold for. assessing change that was vgg similar to that used by Devon
" and Gisela® | said that if we decide that the referential siructures cf these
- Observers are sufﬂmently similar, and if they dre using the same scale, then one
“" can compare their thresholds of observatior.. | can not say at this point whether
Tim, Gj’§e1a, and Devon have similar referential systems, but it appears that they
‘are uéi'ng a similar scale. The scale could be entitled, Change, and the
_'gradattons would be markers of emotional expression. Evndently Tim did not
observe the woman crying, so his threshold for this behavior is higher than
Devon's. ’ s ‘

(It appears that each -person's scale is c°ahbrated uniquely. Our
""descnptlon of calibration depénds on our reference ' other, calibrations. | don't
/thmk there - ns any way of creatmg an absolute reference .for cahbratnon
fecause in each instance of usage, there are two people mvolved the
'server and th\)ﬂbserved who would understand the -absolute calibration
©a cordmg to their own referential systems | suppose that at best, each person

involved can try to clarify their standards for distinction of mpﬁr\pm@gs) <

~ Tim also explained that, "If the guy did shift we don't know where he

: shmed from." He cited the behavioral observation that, "The quy . speaks once
: or twlce This is a clear example of how an observation depends on a
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-reference to something else, whether in time, space, or in a personal system of
inference. Tim's reference in this case was to the man's previous‘behavior. Tim
was inferring that he assessed change on a scale of behavior. His scale was
calibrated in such a way that his threshold of observation (or distinction) was
set too high to register whatever differences there may have been in the man's
behavior between the beginning and the end of the sequence. Therefore, Tim
observed 'sameness', which on this scale, meant that no change had occurred.

Notice that Tim's threshold on this scale was different from Devon's.

Devon observed, "l suppose the fact that the husband raised his voice at t’h'_e
end of the interview and said; "Well, I'm married to ﬁer and not her family”, and

had an angry voice tone 'was'a difference- in that when he was speaking =
initially he was pretty inaudible.” | would suggest that we have sufficient reason
“to compare Devon's and Tim's thresholds. They appear to have been using the

- same scale (Changé), and they both calibrated this scale with behavioral
differences. Because their methods for calibrating this scale ot change were

L)

similar, both Devon and Tim seemed to infer similar referential systems. -In this_
‘case, one could say that Tim's threshold for distinction of behaviors, on the¥

scale of change, was higher than Devon's.
Neil's referential system was ot a drfferent order than Tim's or Devon S,

and therefore, one can not easily conypare his threshold for distinction on any -

scales with those of Tim or Devon. In one respect, Nerl d’emonstrated .

references which were similar to Gary's. Neil suggested, "l would have said, "!
don't want you to tell me why your parents sent you here. Tell me what you
want to happen for the three of us.” 'Neil was similar to Gary because he
“ referenced Gisela's interactions with hrs own imagined alternatives, One could
describe thrs mode of reference as instructive. : R
Most of Neil's explanatiorfs of Gisela's session were generated Lhrough
reference to his inferences about the clients cognitive procgsses. 'This
statement is supported by a lexical consensus as well as g?’the textual
analysis. Observers of Neil's session used more words in the cognmve
category (mean know, idea, interest, understand, sense, define, anernatwe
" think, assume, agree, conscious), more times than in descriptions of any ‘other
session. , :
- Neil's system of reference is difficult to describe. H’e appeared to notice
statements made by the clients which related in some |mperceptrble way to his

(g9
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own ideas about what the client was thinking (either consciously or
unconscibusly). It is difficult to .describea pattern in Neil's observations or
explanations. It was not clear what inferential system he was following in
himself, nor was it clear what the pattern was in the behaviors he would notice
or how he would explain them. -

For example, he citedsthe behavior; 'Because the wife said, "l went to

see my family doctor, and he said that | should tell my motheg.™ He explained
this by saying; "She is saying that what her doctor said is more important than
what the therapist said. | think it's a very subtle way of telling the therapist tnat
she is not powerful.” Perhaps if one had the opportunity to hear more of Neil's

explanations it would be possible to describe the pattern inférenceg about

clignts’ cognmve activity. One observation here mlght be that it is unclear
whether the observation was made before the inference, or whether it was the
other way around. | say this only because the connection between the client's
‘statement, and the explanation is sb indirect that it is not clear to me that there
is any connection; and if they are disconnected, they could have arrived in any
sequence ' | , ’ “
| | have described earher how Neul (and others), sometimes fictionalize
internal or external monologue, or dialogue. This style of explanation further
- complicates the problem of description that was just described. For example,
Neil reported; "She says, 'You be nice to my parents." Mike says, 'Screw that."
As Neil admitted himself, these word were not actually spoken. In a sense, Neil
is confounding the explenation with the behavior. His explanation of the
behavior is very similar, except that in the explanation, he also infers intention
on behalf of the woman; "She wants Mike to go and ‘apologize to her parents.
This is the dynamic.” In this case, the ¢xplanation is clearly tied up in the
description of the behavior. I'm still unzertain how to describe Neil's inferences;
he seems to organize them around notid'ns of power ('l think it's a very subtle
way of telling the therapist that she is not powerful.’, 'She wants...
nice..."), but this is just a guaess. ’

| could provide more examptes of how Neil refers to his inferences of the
clients' ‘or therapists' cognitions; how in some cases he creates fictional
verbalizations; and how he confounds confounds behavioral descriptions with
his explanations and inferences, but the previous examples are representatlve
and further discussjon is unnecessary.

»

, 'You be .
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Tim's Session

" Lexical Analysis

Words used by all observer to descnbe Tim's session and not used in all
descriptions of any other session:

depressed, bus, try

2. Words u?ed' by all observers to describe Tim's session and which may have

been used in all descriptions of other sessions:

-look, say, think, want, not

3. Words used most often in descriptions of Tim's*'s,ession'

kid 24,
16, client 15, happen14 look 14,

think 54, bus 51,

talk 23,

feel 19,

little 18,
nod 13,

answer 17,

right 11,

try 17,

work 11,

‘know 41, say 39, depressed 33, not 32, boy 29,
want.16, dnfferent'
)control 11,

Y

4. Words used more often in descrlptlcns of Tim's session than in éther session \
descriptions:

~

accept, answer, bus, conscious, consensus, control, curious, difference,
experience, feeling, follow, instruction, know, little, leok, nod, obtain, pace,

paraphrase, rappor, relax, set- up solve, strategy, suggest, think, track try,
utilize, word,

5. Words commonly used, but used least often in desériptions of Tim's session;

central, direction, explore, position, process*

Words used only in descriptions of Tim's session:

Depress (33)
Induct (6)
Prescribe (4)
Internal (2) .
Absorb (2)
Imagery (2)
Bump
Compliant

. ldeo-motor
Technique
Monotonous
Little squint

Confus() (7)
Instruction (6)

Anticipate (3)

Pact (2)
Incidental (2)
Eyes
Potential
Expert
Shitty

Tools

Sleep
Perplexed

Conversational trance De facto control

, relation*

Image (6)
Fish/hook (4)
Wrestle (3)
Strange (2)
Devil's pact (2)
Blah

Comlc@
Puzzled
Tangent

Boycotting grapes

Feeling biue
Readiness

Positive-transference

3
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_The first glance at the lexis involved in the descriptions of Tim's sgssion
should begin with the words that were used only by all observers in
descriptions of Tim's session. There were three: depressed, bus, try. These
words distinguish the descrilptions of this session from descriptions of other
sessions, while simultaneously indicating a consensus among observers
about this session.*’!Although these words do not collocate in normal usage,
they do collocate in this particulér population's descriptions of Tim's session.
These words appéar similar to that pattern of words used by all observers only
in descriptions of Devon's session (motivate, TV, continue, taugh). 'Motivate’
and 'depressed’ describe the general nature of the problem, 'bus', and TV',
describe something of the specific context of the problem and the context of
problem resolution. 'Fry', 'continue’, and 'laugh’ describe an aspect of the
therapeutic process. This parallel pattern between Devon and Tim is an
indication of similarity between the sessions. Perhéps other similarities exist.

The pattern of words used by all observers in deScriptions of Tim's
session and perhaps-also,in all descriptions of some other sessions shows a
very common spread, although it is partly different from Devon's (talk, think,
<lient, "?", work, not). Tim's session's descriptions involved 'look' and ‘want'.
In this case, the word 'look’ was often used by observers to describe how they
looked at the client to determine how he was responding to Tim. On this
particular video-tape, the visual image wés fuzzy, and the client was at the
extreme left of the screen. As a result, the observers had to look hard to see
how he was behaving. The main comment on this should be that the observers
felt it was very important-to observe how the client was responding in Tim's
session. | \ \

In Tim's session's descriptions, the observers used the werd 'boy’', or
'kid', more often than they used ‘client. The difference between this and
Devon's sessidn is interesting. This may relate to the much lower incidence of
the words ‘work’ and 'therapist' in Tim's session's descriptions than in Devon's
session's descriptions. Perhaps one could suggest that the observers were
describing Tim's session less formally.

Natice that the observers spoke about relation and process much less in
Tf.__t_heir descriptions of Tim's session than in any other. This clearly distinguishes
Aheir descriptions from those of Gary-or Gisela. Similarly, the low use of

‘central’, and 'poSition' distinguish this session from Gary's or Gisela's. In
|
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Tim's session's descriptions the observers spoke about many therape'uﬁtic
techniques more often than they referred to these techniques in other sessions
(instruction, follow, pace, paraphrase, rappon, relax, set-up, solve, st:ategy
suggest, track, utilize), and similarly, they used many words more often that‘
commonly collocate wnh therapy (answer, conscious, consensus, control,}'
difference, expenence feeling). , |
. There is a peculiar contrast between the lack. of formal professnonal :.
lexical mdlcators.-(work, therapy, client) and the preponderance of lexical items
relatilng to therapeutic technique. This.contras{ is pdralleled in the conjunction
of words that were used only to describe Tim's session. Notice the colloquial,
popular, or metaphoric words (fish/hook, wrestle, shitty, puzzled, boycotting
grapes, blah, feeling blue, comic, devil's pact, bump, bus, little squint, de facto
control), and compare these with the technical lexis (depressed, prescribe,
H imagyge ,ldeo motor, anﬂcnpate confuse expert, lnternal conversatlonal trance,
positive transference, technique). o N
‘ This is a different pattern than the street Iangua‘geﬁused'in the description
of Gary's session, or the opposing sets of words invelved the language of
conflicting relations used in the descriptions of Gisela's session. There is only
one item that relates to cohflict - wrestle However, there is a tension inherent
in this lexical pattern that arises out of the strange association of words used by
the observers. It.appears that they described something that was at once
technically therapeutic and commonly human The pecuhar effect of this
contrast resists description. | would suggest that this contrast most closely
relates to the peculiar tension that is central to humor, or comedy.
The désc,ﬁiptions of Tim's session illustrate how observers in a sense
-become that which they observe. Tim's session involved setting up an'
intervention, increasing anticipation, and finally delivering, an instruction which
most people perceived as comic. In the descriptions of this session (as in the
descriptions of other sessions) the pattern of language used b§/ the observers
shifts and becomes like that which they are obs&rving. Just as the observer
participates in creating the event, the event participateg in creating the
observer. A
There were several other notable aspects of lexis in the descriptions of
Tim's session. The first of these was the significanyset of ‘internal (feeling)
state' words.(confused, depressed, feeling, experi(n/ce, internal, conscious,
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" curious, anticipation, puzzled, perplexed, feeling blue, blah; absorb, relax,
curious).” The combined frequencies of these words ol mprised half the total
frequency. of internal state words in all 25 descriptions# Clearly.the observers
converged on the idea that Tim's session involved internal emotional’

experience. ¢ C/‘
: Secondly, there was a significant set of items collocate with the nodal
item 'hypnosigw(induct, confuse, imagery, relax, eyes, anticipate, pace, track,
conversational - trance, expert, ideo-motor, ‘sleep, monotonous, utilize,
conscious). Once again, the observers were clearly in consensus that this
/5es? |on>mvolved some aspect of hypnOSIs It is also notable that many of these
ords wire used excluswely in desc‘ggtnsgof Tim's session.
To summarize this section on th&4exis used in the descnptlons of Tim's
sessxon it possnble to make several statements. For one the descnphons of this
session were dlst:shed from descriptions of other sessnons through the
pervasive incidegce of‘;h &s 'bus', and 'depressed' The word 'try' was
also used consensually _' s of this session, though it was also used ‘
"in other session's descn‘ KB here: were three notable fexical sets. V*The

internal (feeling) state set -Q”’ urred substantially more frequently in descnptiens
of Tim's session than elsewhere. There was a substantial set of technical
therapeutic terms. The set which collocated with the nodal item 'hypnosis' was
much more substantial among these descriptions than in any others. One
might also describe a peculiar juxtaposition of technical words with common
colloquial terms, metaphors, 2nd popular psychological Ianguage The lexical
tension created by this juxtaposition may parallel the incidence of humor which
was described in Tim' s session.

Textual Analysis ' “

In general, there was not much verbatim consensus about the natur£a of
the relationship in the session with Tim, but four of the observers seemed to be
'descnbmg similar events. Gary said the relation was much like the relation
between a com! gand the audience. He said the main aspect of this relation
was Tim's increasing the level of anticipation n for the punchline. Gisela said
something similar. She said that the major aspect of the relation was that Tim
asked the boy if.rhe would agree to do something different; and the boy agreed
without knowing what -he would be asked to do. Therefore his anticipation
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increased throughout the session. Devon basically described the relation as a
conversatronal Lrarce induction whicttinvelved a lot of joining and pacing. Tim
felt that the rmponant aspect of the relation was that the boy was absorbed and
focused on what he was saying. Neil's comment was different from the others'.
He suggested that the main feature of the relation could be described as a -
'young man consulting an older man, who was an expert, and whom he trusted.
7 Neil said indirectly‘that there was a positive transference. These comments
about relationships illustrate certain referential patterns which will be discussed
later. < . : ‘ : o
The observers demonstrated a high degree of consensus about the
important processes in‘the session. The one process they all described was
the way that Tim increased the boy's anticipation for the instruction on what he
~ was to do differently. The other comments about change were mostly related to
this pfocess. All observers except Gisela described how Tim spoke with the
'rboy about how his previous methods for resolving the problem had not ‘worked
All observers said that Tim had adked the boy'if hdgwould be willing to try
something» |fferent All observers descnbed%‘éq im paced the boy's
experience gt getting on the bus, and sitting down and thirxing. All observers
/ Tim asked the boy to make himself as depressed as possible.
Devon, Gisela, ar Tim described the boy's response to his instruction as one
of puzzled or amused agreement. There Were other aspﬁects of the process that
“individual observefs described.

The only othex description of process which | will descnbe here was that
the observers all suggested that Tim knew seemed to know where he was
dorng in this session - that he knew what he wanted {0 do with the clrentQThese
statements were closely connected with tne use of the word ‘set- -up'. .

As far as the question about change was concerned Gary, Devon, and
Tim said there was a change. Gary and Devon felt the change was indicated
by the boy's Iaughter in response to Tim's suggestion that he make himself as
depressed as possible! Tim said that the change came about earlier when he
told the boy that he would give him somethipg different to do, and the boy
exgerienced curious anticipation (in place of depression) about what he wduld:
be told. Gisela said she would reserve judgement about whether there had ,

, been a change until the next session; and Neil said that he ‘did not think there
bad been a change, only a demonstration of a technique Tim uses.

P



\ | ~ ’

~

139

™

At the behavioral level of cﬂsyiption, there was considerable consensus
between observers about some behaviors. They all described how Jim had
asked the boy if he would be illing to, do something different, how the boy said
yes, and how-he made the bo wait before telling him what he could do. They
all described how Tim paced t boys expenence of riding the bus. Everyome
, but Gisela described how Tim tnmally asked the boy about how he gets himself
out of feeling blah (or blue). -
, . There were some different behaviors descrlbed by some observers and
they all used slightly different words, but overall, thereis more convergence Qn
~more specific behaviors in.the descriptions of this session than there were in
the descriptions of any other séssion. Notice that hisés the.case even though,
this session involved more, 'internal (feeling) state’ words than any other
session. Perhaps this sessron involved the presentat|on of more clear- exphcrt o
behaviors tﬁan other sessions. Perhaps, this session demonstrated a style of
~therapy w(hlch the observers were more knowledgeable about, and about
which they shared similar knowledge. Whatever the reason, there is evidence
that the observers were using similar scales in their descriptions of this session,
because they were describing similar. behaviors. Whether or not they were
opérating with similar referential systems is another question, and one that will
be<considered next. ' | ' r

At the level of explanation one finds that there were actually
considerable differences between the observers. For example, -Gary's
explenations. were bas‘tcally “the .E{ollowing three: one, Tim set up the
. intervention intentionally to create anticipation in much the same way that a .
comic does - so this espect of timing and anticipation was crucial; two, the boy
chuckled, or laughed at Tim had given the instruction, and this indicated that he
had shifted, because anytithe someone laughs in therapy, something important
has happened for that person; and three, Tim was making the implicit aspects
of the boy's ways of maklng himself depressed, explicit, and thlS prevents him
) trom continuing to do the same thing. ] ]
' Gary's references were: one, through metaphor to the popular tradition
of stand-up comedy; two, to his own belief that laughter in therapy is significant
(which is also based on the reference of laughter to the temporally previous
non- exlstence ofaughter), and three, to his pwn belief or meorgtncal stance in
gestalt theory particularly about the value of insight (which also degends on his
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/ infarence that the boy had become conschus of a sngnmcant pattern of h|s
behaNthat had previously been hldden) ‘
Devon's explanations were largety metaphorical. She explained the
seéston through the metaphor of a therapist going fishing, getting-a bite,
keeping it on the linédapd finally catching it. Within this metaphor, her explicit
explanations were mostly in reference to conversational trance induction. In -
this referentlal system the most important scale for noticing and assessmg
behaviors was a measurement of the behavmral consensuahty between the
theraplst_and the client - the higher the consensuality the higher the success of

_the interaction.. For example she explained that ‘ﬁ%j only way that Tim could
successfully make such a patently absurd suggestion as ke did was if he had
"good rapport”, and a "good consensﬁal reality”, with the ciient, which she
determined that he had because of the way the boy was noddlng in agreement

. 'ané finally chuckling in response to Tim's instruction. ; :

\_ There were many other very similar examples. For example, she said, “l

rwas watchnng the head nods as Tim was talking about getting on the bus,.. o\

{ see if he was getting that non-verbal affirmation, that what he was saying was
on track.... and he was getting that head nodding.” Devon's referential system
was cJe'arly' relational, or interactional. She noticed the client's behaviors in
reference to the therapist's behaviors and the therapist's behaviors in reference
to the client's behaviors. (i.e.., "Tim seemed to be sensitive to the ieedback he
was getting from the client. For example, when Tim asked, "How do you get out
of feeling blah?", and then came back wjth, Or maybe you don't.", ob\)io.us'ly he
was reading something off the client that suggested that maybe he_didn't’khow_

" how he got‘hirmself out.”) | | ‘ |
- | would suggest that the explanatlons Davon browded |llustrate fa:rly'
clearly how an observer is typically operating with a fairly cgmplex multi-
levelled referential syster& ¢ln-an analysis such as the one beihg cond’ucted
here it is really- only possible to illustrate how observers might agree about
behaviors and concepts, and yet e§<plain those concepts ditferently. - To
illustrate the notion of referential systegné | have typically described how one, or
maybe two referential system‘s"might be operative in an observer at one time.-
However a more precise analysis would probably reveal many such

- overlapping- systems in each observer. For example Devon clearly

demonstrated a belief in a particular theoretical approach to thera'pyv- perhaps

4
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naturalistic hypnotherapy At the same time she demonstrated a metaphoric
re@rence tq.ishing, which in the chntext of our discussion, was a reference to a
playful garr?é of hunter and hunted - so there was a strong reference to play -
that is- 40 say that ‘she nottces events in reference. to play. She also
demonstrated a referenfial system structured on subtle behavioral changes.
She would be inclined o notice certain behavioral changes that others, who do
not have the same referential system, ‘would not, There are also a variety of -
generic referential operations such as difference ir time, difference in space,
which are oper_ati‘ye in everyone, but in different’scales and with different
thresholds. "Perhaps the generic referential systems of time and space operate
as part of the operatnon of all the other referential systems.

To get back to the previous drscussron Gisela seemed to offer several
explanations that were similar to. Devon's. Her references ‘were also through -
what | would call naturalistic hypnosis. Thére were slight variations between
Gisela's explanations and Devon's. For example, Gisela explained that Tim
was inducing trance because we, the observers, seemed to be falling asleep
while we ‘'were watching, and she seemed to distinguish some events in_a
subtly different way from Devon, but it would be difficult to describe these

- drfferences

9
I would ‘suggest that Devon and Gisela were operatrng through some

very similar referentnal systems This observation makes it possible to compare
her response to the question about whether there had been a change, to
‘Devon's response " Gisela said she would have to wait until next session to see
if there had been’ a change for the client. Devon said that there definitely had
been a change which was indicated by: the change in the boys voice from
*slow and with a blah tone [at the beginning] .... to speaking more quickly and
!aughlng after he was ordered to be depressed." In this case, Devont
" demonstrated a lower threshold for behavroral chamge than Gisela did. \
Tim's explanations seemed to illustrate, once again, that the referential;
system of the observer who was also the therapist, were different from those of
the observers who were not the therapist in the session being observed. Tim
‘gave many of the same kinds of explanations that Devon and Gisela proVided,
, especially regarding the ‘rapport’ or 'consensual agreement' between himself
and the boy, as demonstrated by the boy's focused absorption and his own
adjustment of his own behaviors to maintain that absorption: "However, Tim
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also reterred extensively to his own inferences about the boy’s self- tmagmg

@rocesses ‘and the boy's internal cognitive processes. He explained some

ti‘{’do‘tjbts ‘he.-had about whether or not his questlonmg of the boy about how he

got(thmselt out of feeling blah had been- properly handled. He explamed two

, reframes (he-said the boy was a 'great’ thinker, and that the bus ride was

‘ ;,'.'f important); and he explained the self-control which he felt the boy had gained

o+ through being asked to stop being depressed when he gotoff the bus. '

%{ | -Clearly, the referenees which only Tim'used were not so purely technical

as the references that both he and others made to hypnosis.. For example, he

+ described at length his inferences about how the boy was caught in a hall of

' mirrors - watching himself watching himself. I'm not sure what to say about this

at this time, but | think that the topic of the observer who is also the therapist,
bears further conSIderatlon . ’

Neil's explanations were different from the others. He briefly explained
how Tim built rappont, got a yes response, increased anticipation, paced the -
bus riding experience and delivered a,para.doxicat intervention. However, a
substantial portion of his comments were about two other topics. "These two
other topics, had also been substantially discussed by Tim. Neil was

~concerned that Tim had not handled his question to the boy about how he got
- himself out of feeling depressed, properly. He said that when Tim did 'nv,ot'get R
an immediate response, he became uncomfortable with the silence, and broke
it, by saying, "Or maybe you don't.” Neil suggested that this "“let the boy off the
‘ hook", and deprived Tim of'the opportunity to *reinforce” the methods the boy
\O/vas already using. Neil said that Tim should have waited and made the boy
come up with his own response. |
- Tim's statement about this pomt was slightly, but importantly different.
Tim said that his mistake was in saying, "Or maybe you don't." Tim had not
‘intended to get the boy's description of how he‘got himself out of feeling blah.
He had hoped the boy would say that he did not have very good methods. He -
said he had made a mistake in saying, "Or maybe you don't", because this
’ statement seemed to suggest that he thought the boy was incapable.
| It is clear that Tim and Neil were makmg similar staternents about the
same event, and yet they had different referential systems, so they were
actually observing dnfferent events. Neil was observnng an opportumty to elicit a
‘_“,posmve statement from agperson who had been talkmg negatlvely and he

Y
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thought that if the positive response had been elicited (which would have
hrequlred the thefapist to endure the discomfort of silence while the boy
- struggled with a difficult question), then the therapist could have reinforced it
with approval and positive verbal statements. Tim, on the other hand, saw this
event as a sllghtly bungled attempt to have the boy admit that his methods for
resolving the problem were not working. This, of course, would have given Tlm
a perfect opportunity to ask him if he would be willing to do somzo%g different.
As it was, Tim had to terminate tpat little interchange, and then summarize
himself the methods the boy had been using that were not working.

| would suggest that l\'l‘s observations were génerated through
reference to a system of theory or therapeutic practlce in which'the client is .
encouraged to make difficult personal decisions, to achieve higher levels of
conscious understanding; and in which the therapist works as a gentle, but ./
persistent provocateur. Tim referred to the sornt of strategic therapy that
" been created at the Mental Research Institute.

The final point | would like to make in regard to Nell S comments was
about his explanation of the aspect of control which he felt that the boy had
gained by being told that he could stop being depressed when he got- off the
" bus. Curiously, Tim and Neil seemed fo be following very similar referential‘
patterns in their explanations of this aspect of the session. Itis interesting that'
they could be 'so equivalent about the observation and explanation of ‘control
and yet seem to be so different in the prevnous example. Perhaps this
©occurrence exemphfles how observers have multi- leveled referentlal systems
so that some levels can-owerlap across observers while others do, ndt e

~ . : s B SR AR
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Neil's Session ' : . T

Lexical Analysis

Words used in all descrlptlons of Neil's session but not used in all
descnptlons of any othev Session:

~(there were no werds in this category)

2. Words used in all descrlptlons of Neil's sessions that may also have been

- used in all descriptions of other sessions:

client, feeling, know, mean, right, say, think, want ~
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3 Words commonly used to descnbe other sessnons but used most often in the

descriptions of Neil's session: - N

} gmtf/eclose conclusion, concrete, construct cues, - define, dn‘frcult
- direct, dlrectlve enthusiasm, expect, focus, idea, influences, intent, interest, . -
intervention, knew, know, look, mean, notice, raise, reason, remtorce reject, -

remember responsible, subtle, understand, kindly, ' 'T‘

e

4. Words commonly used to describe other sessions but used least often on
descriptions of Neil's session:

~ aware, begin, contmue develop, important”, join, kid, relabel, pace,
pattern, sequence. '

&

5. .Words most commonly used in descriptions of Neil's session:

think 42, know 41, say 38, not 35, want 28, client 19, fact *¢&,
information 15, "?" 15, mean 15, therapist 14, look 14, alternative 14,
answer 13, talk 13; change 11, focus 11, try 11, right 11, direct .
response\to | : o ’

A
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‘ ]
6. Words used only in descnptrons of Neil's session:
Sisters (16) ‘ Alternative (14) Perfect (8)
Vuinerable (6) Hypothesis (5) Elements (4)
Perspective (4) ~ Blame(3) Men (2)
Deeper (2) - Imperfect (2) ' Disown
«  Clarification Self-esteem \ Admit
Father ' - Incest ' Personal
Profound , “Brakes Backtrack
Bouncing «  'Defending. Comprehension
Discern .~ Envy. Self-exploration
Idealistic : Inadeqaacy - Influence
Provocative - Intense . Isomorphic
Long-term - Realistic - ~ Reorientation
Weakness General curiosity ©= ~ Self-deprecatory :
Railroad train * Missing information Kindly father /’

Anetdotal fasfcination Cognitive comprehension

L

- ~ In the descriptions of Neil's session, there was no consdpsugsof lexical .
" items which distinguished the'se descriptions from the composite d@scriptions of.

other sessions. This lack of a lexical set which was &xclusively used only in all

: des.cnptlons of Neil's session, distinguishes these descnptrons from the
. ‘composite descrlptlons of other sessions, because in all other c 03

descripiioris there was dn exclusive pervasive lexical set. This means that

RN
\
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“thefe w%s not a consensus about anything distinctive in this session, whereas
there was somethlngs distinctive about each of the other sessions.
, “There was a substantial set of items which were used in all descrrptlons
~ of Neil's sassion, and also in all descriptions of some other sessions. One
- could-suggest that. although Neil's session did not seem to have any unique
| } rdentltylng features it did fit a basic standard pattern of lexical descnptlong"

* There were two notable differences in the standard. categories of lexis
employed by all observers between the descriptions of Neil's session and the
descrlptrons of other sessions. For one, the descrlptlons of Neil's §essron
rncluded the hlghest freQUency of ‘words in the ‘cognitions’ category meén
idea, interest, understand sense, deflne alternatlve) and the lowest ‘frequency
of words | |n the; 'behaviors” catego\ryt These frequencres rndlcate the general
lexical consensus about the-e descrlptlons in companson wrtlh other
,ldescrlptlons Clearly: the observers consensually dlstrngurshed mare
, cognltlons than behaviors in Nerl s session.

. There were several words whrch were not lncluued in. the category of

; ‘cognitions', « but whrch were “words that occurred more  frequently in

: descnptlons of Neil's session than elsewhere, and which collocate elogély with
’cognltron i(clanfrcatron cognrtrve comprehension, conclusroﬁ ues, define, .

~ discern, hypothesrs mformatron #knew, profound, remember, reason, self- .
: exploratron) The exrstence of -this set” provides evrdence to support the
argument ‘that the observers consensuay ir:lrstrngurshed a substantlally greater ‘\
number of events related to cognition in Neil' S session than elsewhere

' The “low’ trequency of 'behavror words faund in o‘escrlptlons of this -

v;_:gseSSron was paralleled by the lower incidence of words which coIIocate (in the

‘fanguage of therapy} with behavior. (pace pattern, join, sequence)

The word lmportant was’ was not used at all in the descrrptlons of Nerl S
sessmn but it was used between three and twelve trmes in other sessions'
descriptions. . - Co o ' : A

The descrlptrons of Neil's session mcluded the second lowest frequency
of words-in-the category profess:onal action'. (respond dirgctive, frame,
. lnterventron, relntorce work) The frequencres of occurrenoe of these words

were very similar in descrlptrons of Glselas and Neil's sessrons and both
these were substantially lawer than the trequencres of 'behavior' category

" words in other session's descriptions. ‘The 'professional" action" words which
' . A, \‘ . . " ) N . . L

4
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occurred in descripti'ons of Neil's session do not suggest any sets of words
which collocate with a particular theoretical orientation. »
~In the list of words which occurred only in descrrptrons of Nell s session,
there was a substantial set of words which could be entitled 'inferred
descriptions of personality'- (self esteem, defendmg, envy, admit, self-
exploration, idealistic, inadequacy, intense, provocative, weakness, cunosrty
self-deprecatory, realistic, blarne, disown, personal, vulnerable, profound). )
There are many other observations about the lexis used in- the
descriptions of Neil's 'session t)r'rat could be discussed, but | think the major *
a’pects that | notrced have been presented Here is a summary. The
_ Observers of Nerls session did not consensually distinguish this session by
using words which were not used pervasively in other composite descriptions.
They did employ the basic standard pattern of words found in other sess@ons
The observers distinguished fewer behaviors in this session than in most
others; and they distinguished substantially more ‘cognition’ words than in any
other sessroh This session was consensually distinguished from. other
sessrons by the exclusive incidence of a_large set of items entitled mferred
personalrty descnptrons, and by the non- -incidence of the word |mportant.

Textual Analysus | .
Relationship: “Three observers (Devon Tim, and Neil) described the
~ relationship in similar terms.  Devon said that Neil was asking questions and

trying to bring the client into his world-view. Tim said that Neil seemed to have
a partially defined idea of the problem, and he was asking questions to
complete his definition. Neil said he was asking questions that were designed
to make the girl reach her own cenclusions, but that it seemed he knew the
kinds of answers he wanted, and it'seemed that the girl may have been giving
him the answers that she knew he wanted.

Gary and Gisela offered differing descriptions of the relationship. Gary '
said that Neil seemed distant from the girl, in the way he was sitting, and that
maybe this physical distance was his way of JOIﬂIf@Wlth the girl's need for
space. Gisela said that Neil seemed to have a good workrng relatronshrp with

the girl, because he knew a lot about her and her family, and she seemed fairly
open m talking wrth him. '
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Two observers (Devon and Gisela) said that this session was difficult for
them to describe because Neil was not visible. All they could see was his foot.
They said that it was difficult to assess the relation on the basis of only- audio
information from the.therapist. Devon argue that therapy is interactive, and
depends as-much on the therapist as the client. Tim suggested that this
session (like Gisela's), was hard for him to describe, because he could not
understand what the therapist was trying to do. :

" Process: Three observers (Gary, Devon, and Gisela) basically described
the process.in this session in similar words. Tim's and Neil's descriptions ot the
pkocess were similar in theme, but were expressed in different words.

’ Gary characterized the process as, "...gathering information and
‘challenging some of her constrictions.” Devon described the process as a ,
"challenge of the client's beliefs and assumptions about who she is and what
she wants .... at a cognitive level.” Gisela called it, "entertaining alternate
-perspectives about herself, her tamily, and her relations - in & cognitive way."
Tim said, "lt's all just a set-up for an intervention. ... He's focusing on
*how she feels about herself, how other geople see her, and what she makes
out of that.....lt's designed to elicit infermét‘ion " Neil describeﬁ the ptocess in
this way, "I am asking her for clarification. My intent is to get her to thlnkv. o
deeper to have some insight, to reash her own conc!usnons father zhan meé fo -
give her my understanding of what | think.” - Gy ¥
Gary, Tim, and Neil mentioned the aspect of gathering information or .
seeking clarification. Gary, Devon, and Gisela mentioned the idea of directing
the woman to look for alternatives, and this idea seems to be implied in Neil's
statement as well. Gary and Neil pointed out the id_eé of challenging her
thoughts. | | . o
Change: Three observers Gﬁ Devon, Gisela) d'escribved basically the
same change with similar words. Tim's statement was themahcally similar to
these three, but it was expressed in different words. Neil's comment about
change was dissimilar from the previous four. ) |
Gary said, ."There's a very subtle, tiny little shift ... she's shifting away
from blaming (her sisters) to a softer reason why." Devon said, "I haven't seen
anything that would indicate that [there had been a shift] .... except possibly her
cognitive understanding that her sisters might have had something to contribute
to the problem." Gisela said, "l didn't see much change in this segment. Sh_e
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stayed pretty much the same. .... other than that, wnhout much promptmg she
said that maybe here sisters weren't as perfect as they seemed "

Tim said, "I would not say there was a change or shift there, because as
far as | could see, there was no intervention, except for the inward- focusmg
self-exploration part.” -

Neil said, "l believe there was a change. She came in believing that she
was not as adequate and worthy as her siblings. By the end of the segment,
she was beginning to talk as though they hatl some failings, and weaknesses
just as she did. | see the change as she becommg more realistic about herself
vis-a-vis the members of her family."”

~To s®mmarize these comments, perhaps one could $ay that the
. Observers were basically convergent in their descriptions of some aspects of
"this session. There were other aspects, which have not been mentjoned, which =

demonstrated divergenge. Notice that, with the exception of Gisela, the
observers described the relationship in terms that were very similar to the terms
they used to describe the process. Only Devon's and Gary's comments

: pertalned to the interactional aspect of the relation. Gary mentioned distance,

: .
N2
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and joining; and Devon mentioned that there was insufficient information to
describe the interaction 'properly The major variations_from consensus in the
comments .that have been described here appear to have been Tim's
suggestion that the process was still in the 'pre-therapeutic’ or information
gathering phase; which"was contrasted with Neil's statement that the process
was at least minimally successful in helping the woman change.

i Behav&gral I will summanze the individual observers' behavioral
descriptions fzxg ‘and then comment on them.

Gary described behaviors which had to do with Neil's physical dnstance
from the client; the way he used his voice as a brake to stop'her because when
she started talking she was like .a railroad train; the way he questioned her
persistently to obtain alternatives and how he agreed with her when she

responded correctly; and how the client could be said to have change if she

puts herself in the other person's shoes in her future relations. A
Devon described behaviors such as: Neil's questioning the woman

about what failings her sistérs might have, and how he affirmed her when she

got the right answers; the information that was missing because Neil was not
visible; and how she (Devon) had not seen a change because she had not

4

oo
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seen the woman behave any differently i.e.; hand gestures, or how she
described. ‘ ' " ,

Gisela observedthat Neil knew a lot about the client a@nd she was /
wnllmg to entertain his-questions; Neil asked the woman what sacrifices she
would have to make to be like her sisters, and whether shé wanted to be like
them: Neil asked her about 'the other side' of the coin regarding her sisters -
whether they were-as perfect as they seemed; the wo#nan stayed the same
throughout the sessnon

.Tim saw these behaviors: Neil asked her, "Why don't younsnsters trust
you?", and she said, "Maybe they're not as perfect as | thought."; he ends the
session with, "Well, that's interesting.”; and he seems to say, ”Well tf‘ats
interesting. What else?” e

” Neil observed that: "He [Neil] was saying, "Yeah, uh)uhn, that's right. |
think so. You've got the right idea. You're 5n the right track."™; her voice was
softly pitched, especially compared to his more digging voice, and that her
voice was invariant throughout the session; one could only see the feet of the
therapist; he weuld not let her off the hook, unti she came up with the right
answer. ‘ ' ' f

Summary: There was no, one smgle behawor which all observers
descnbed or Wthh seemed to be crucual to what was happening in the
session. The non-existence of a singular, or consensually-dlstmgunshed event
makes this session similar to Gisela's; and this seems to be associated with the
non-occurrence of an exclusive consensual lexical set. In simple ter'ms‘, one
might suggest that the observers reported a non-descript’ session -?m%y
reported nothing about this session that was especially remarkable or unique.

« It would be possible to discuss the differences between the observers'
behavioral descriptions, but | think the major aspect of this level of the
discussion is that when there is no singular behavior which is identified By all

- observers, the observers tend to describe aariety of slightly different events.’
This was also true in the descriptions of Gisela's sedsions. | -

. Perhaps the other aspect which should be described here is something

o about the way that observers tend to identify themselves as individuals with
distinct referentidE¥ystems when they observe sessions in WhICh they do not
descibe the same behaviors. Again, this phenomenon was apparent in
obser\:ers descriptions of Gisela's session. |
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For example: Gary noticed the way Neil used his voice to interrupt the -
woman's monologue. This fitsas part of Gary's view that the therapist should
use himself as a tool for dlrectlng the interactional process in counselling. Gary

_suggested this in his descrlptlon of Gisela as well, when he said that Gisela
'*should have given-the kleenex to the husband to give to his wite. Gary also
described Neil's questioning as challenging, and he described in some detail
how the challenging was conducted. Recall that the lexis ln the descriptions of
. Gary's session indicated some antagonism and opposition. "

Devon noticed how the therapist was not visible, and howlthls prevented
“her from talking about the relation, and how therapy is a relational process.

Devon's own session was described in relational terms. .

| could describe many examples of how each individual observer's

referential sys’terh as an observer, and as a therapist, is substantially revealed

« in their descriptions of Neil's session. One might argue that referential systems
are apparent in all descriptions, whether behavioral, explanatary, conceptual,
or whether about sessions in which a consensuyally distinguished event
occurred or not. Of course, this is true, | am simply suggesting that referential
systems are more easily visible, when observers describe a session in which
nothing consensually distinguishable happens. .

It is true that all observers described one behavior, in sllghtly varying
ways, which was Neil's questioning of his client about whether her sSisters were
as good or enviable as she seemed to think. However the slight differences in

“how they described this behavior are‘important. and indicate major differences
in their patterns of observing behaviors. Gary described a challenging process,
which as | have said, is consistent with Gary's: referential system. Devon
eescribeé how the woma. generated alternate hypotheses, which was
consistent with what she Observed; which was that the woman did not change,
but & shifted her ("cognitive comprehehsion" One can see here the
'ortant dlfference between the word challenge (which is a valid therapist

Jov'

: o _
The toplc of individual observational styles lS not the current focus of this

discussion. This toplc will be consudered at length in the next section of this
paper. | simply wanted to demonstrate at thisime that although there seems to -

.
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T
be. some basic cogvergence of description of Neil's session, a closer
investigation reveals considerable divergence. Although it would be easy to
bury these differences, I think it is more useful to indicatJe that the differences
exist. By indicating the differences, it becomes possible to notice the unique
referential systems of observers. We will return to the discussion of the “s'
drfferences between observers' descriptions of Neil's session later.

Explanations: At the explanational level of the discussiqn it is drffrcult to
compare explanations that pertain to differing behaviors. Perhaps a brief
iIluswtrajio‘n‘ of what can be fogrjd in the comparison of explanations will be
sufficient at this time. '

One interesting comparison is the difference. between Neil's and :
Devon's explanation of the fact that only his feet were visible on the vrdeo -tape..
About this, Neil said: "It was indicative of what the theraprst was trymg to do: to
focus on the client; trying to get something from the client; wanting people to
focus on the client's process; trying to get the client to Ray attention to her
process.” Devon said, "Therapy has as much to do with etheraprst as it does
with the client. It's getting rncreasrngly drffrcult for meo bperate with all the
focus on the client. Therapy has as much to do with the directions therapists
chose@ go in, as it does with anything tha: s innate to the client.”

| would suggest that this comparison reveals substantially different
referential systems. bThese systems are almost spelled out in the explanations.
Neil was 'focusing' on the internal process of the client. The word 'focus' /
implies an observer who is looking at something, and trying to see it c!early’
The imglication of this is that therg is.something to be seen clearly. The notion
of foqusing does not include implication that the observer is involved in
brrngm forth that which is being ob$erved. On the contra%the act of focusing
is an authoritarian pre- e}rptlve manoeuver in which the observer who is
focusing pre-empts all other possible observational perspectrves and imposes
the one perspective (which is not reallyfa perspective from the position of the
one observing, because frZhls pers@n no other perspectives exist, and
therefore, from the perspective of this focused person, there are. no
perspectives - there is-only that which i is being focused on'). ’

When thrs sort of focusing occurs, a peculiar paradox of reference
results. In simple terms, what happens is that when the observetr does not

include himself as part of the interactive progess of bringing forth that which is
_ -



. said to be observed, the object he is observing becomes Wﬁat he is himselt.
it's a funny thing that the way to keep the observer apas: from what is being
observed, is by including the observer. This is a ditficult concept to explarn
Perhaps it is clearer in the example Neil has so kindly provrded

In the example Neil has provided, all the ‘observers suggested in some

form, that he had an’idea -of what hes Wwanted the client to think. Al the -
observers, with the exceptton of Nett atao suggested that minirgal if any chunge ,

resulted. Neil felt he had been s%cce«;»stul in Ieadrng the weman—te think
drtferently The other observers,sat t Mat‘;she may -or may ot have thought
differently by the end of me sessron atThey said they\could nat determine that
because they had msufftcrent behavreral evrdence of change. They also said
'that even if she had altet’ed her cogf'utroos that probably did not constrtute a
significant, or even notable change - ,

I ‘'would suggest that the consensus of observers rndrcated that Nerl was
confounding his thoughts with~those of the client's. And he had no yay of
determining which was which. Neil tends to be oognrtrvely oriented, and that is
why there were S0 many words in, the descrrptlons whrch fit the cognltron
category In effect, Neil observed what he was thmkmg

1.:“

Devon S referential system was quite- drtferent and the differences can

be described both through her general pattern of reter_ence as revealed through

her descriptions of others' sessions, and through. the‘ des':c:‘r'ipti"ons'that other .

» Observers made about her session. In simple terms |- would suggest that
because Devon was able to observe how her behawors related to the
‘behaviors of her client, and because she was able’ to make thie corresponding
adjustments on the basis ef her observations, she was able to actually "focus’

more clearly on what was happening for her ¢\ rather than confoundmg her

own processes with her client's. (“\ "t

Pernaps it would be he\tul to look more spﬁ'crtrcallywn this example at.

the form of the references. There is an important drtterende between Neil's and
Devon's referential patterns and | think the mechamsm of how difference was

- generated should be described. " LS
. In making the comparison between Nerl and Devc “m not suggesting
that the difference exists only between these tawp obsen -« even that these

observers operate exclusrvely through one system of reicrence or the other.

Ch the contrary, the reason | am explaining this comparison at some length is

t

to”



because it exempliﬁes two referential styles which seemed to be used. by all
observers at some §me. The style which' was exemp lified by Neil in-this case
was one that was common for observers\/ho were also the therapists. Devon's
| style was one that Neil also seemed to.use. For examplc, Neil vs’as the only
' observer who said, "lycould be isomorphic to a lot oftrelationships she's had
with men, in which spe tries to give them what they want. If that's what was
happening, then the therapeutic process that | thought was therapeutic may not
have been.” In other wc. dwNnot tryitig to a'rgu_e that the styles of reference
\A{hICh were illustrated above ‘were exclusively characteristic of individual
theragists. Instead, I was trying to illustrate two extremely different styles. At the

same9®ime, | would suggest it is probably true that certain referential systems
are more characterlstlc of some observers.and therapists than others.

Neil's observahons were base \on/compansons of thought procecces

) Within the client. He explamed "He was Iookmg for véry specmc answers and

msughts Wheri he got them he reinforced her. by agreeing.”" Two aspects of his
reference need}o be mentioned here. For one, an insight was defined as one
which.he agreed with. Therefore, one can see that he was comparin
ideas about her initial insights, ‘with the insights which he mtended her to ?ﬁ
Secondly, both the initial insights, and the intended insights were Neil's
inferences. His inferences were revealed in his choice of words. For examp ~.
he said that initially the woman was 'idealistic’ about her sisters, and by the
end, she was more 'realistic’. Bcth these words are mfe{ennal Neil was
companng what he observed abo.?n the girl, with his own unstated assumptions.
| would suggest that his pattern of assumptions were at Ieast partly organized
‘around notions that there is a 'real' world, and there are indjvidual ways of
percelvmg the WO'EJd - which can be accurate realiétlc or inaccurate
(idealistic). - o | .

The referential system which Devon illustrated mvolved the comparison

of behaviors (rather than inferred personahty descrlptlons) For example, when
she was explalmng why she d|d not think Neil's client had changed, she said,
"It wasn't like a shift that said,."Wow! I've got it. | never looked at it that way
‘before!” There wa_.snt that reorientation.” Tim said much the same thing, "It is
not like Gary's example where the guy says, "Yeah! Alright! | got it!" In both
- cases, Devon and Tim were observing by comparing Neil's session with their
own ideas about the'constituents) of :change. The difference between their

.
o'\ .

; «



o compared inferences. : 3

In general, in the explanations provided by the observers, Devon and
Tim demonstrated sugnmcantly different referential systems. Gary's system was
more similar to Neil's, but not the same. Gary explained his observations in
reference to his ideas about challenging, and the therapist's use of self as a
tool to regulate the patterns of mteractlon Gisela explained mugh. of the
interaction in {eference to her ideas about information gathering. Both Gary
© and Gisela sibwed less tendency than Neil to make inferences about the

woman's personality. ]

| Concepts: Many aspects of the observers' conceptual descriptions have
already been presented. Perhaps a bsief review will show some of the different
" conceptual patterns which the observers used to Orgartize their descriptions.

Gary's concepts were made of statements like: QJ think it's hard for her to
-make contact with him."; "She is very protectnv&andeguarded" "He is gathering
information and challengmg some of her constructions.”; "She would keep on
: talking,’lliket a railroad train, then he hit the brakes by using his voice, and she
became more attentive.”; "There is a very subtle tiny little shift, but how long will
it last?" The second comment is inferential. The first and fourth comments
describe interactional patterns. The third comment is a description of Neil's
technique; and the last comment summanzes Gary's construction of change.
Devon's conceptual comments included: "He is systematically
intro‘ducmg some doubt into her world-view. He is attempting to bring her more
into his world:view."; "I'really wanted to see-him. - Not 'seeing' him was like half
the relationship was missing.”; "Neil is more the kindly father.”; "The overall
process would be described as a challenge ~f the client's beliefs and
- assumptions about who she is and what she wants.”; "There was nothing |
‘could discern from watching her that showed she made more than just a
: cognmve shift.” Perhaps the most mterestmg conceptual statement here is
Devon's metaphorlc descnptlon of Neil-as a kindly father. This statement
summarizes most of Devon's explanations and behavioral descriptions.

" Gisela conceptual comments included: "it's very hard to comment on the
relationship, because”you couldn't see Neil.”; "They have a good working
relationship.”; "I think Neil was trying to help her put her feelings of envy about
her sister*sv into perspective."'; "| call it entertaining alternate perspectives.”

W >
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Notice ihat at the conceptual level, Gisela and Devon were similar, aIthoUgh

they used drffere'xt words. One can see that they both oonceptuallze Nell aga
~ advisor - someone who has a more balanced, appropnate perspeotlve of the

grrl s life, and who is helping the grrl to see and accept some of his perspeotlve

wn

Tim's. conoeptual comments included: ™! find it's hard to say anything

' about that."; "He's just asktng questrons "The theraprst has a semi-definition

of the problem and is working to obtain more information so that he can define
that problem more clearly for hlmself and frame it more cléarly for the client.
[Finally] he.. mlght say, "It really sounds fike ..."™; "It's all just' a sef-up for an
intervention.”;~ "l su'ppose it oould be an intervention, but if it was one, it wasn't

N

very effectrve - Tim's. concep\s clearly .reveal how he organized his '

explanatlons and descnptlons within the perspeotlve of a thoraprst who seeks

- Neil's conceptual statements included: "| seemed to be in oontrol of the

" relation.”;. “The therapist knew what’ ‘he wanted from her.": "l was looking for
this lady to see her sisters not as entirely good and she as entl_rely._bad."'; "The

therapist was trying to focus on the client.”; "I had to ask myself if she's giwing
me the answer that she thinks | want, or is she coming up with the answer that

descnbmg the theraplst in the session as if he was someone else. Once again,
we. can see the attempt-o create objectlvrty through imagining that he was not

’present in the session.

1o get a clear definition of the problem and then provrde a clear intervention.
+ One could call this a strategic therapy approach. ’

Summary In the textual analysis, the majority of the observers basically

described the relation as Neil asking questlons The majority of observers-said -
' ‘the process involved the theraplst challengrng his clients assumptions, or

suggesting alt rnate cognitive perspeotlves Most observers said there was no
change X | ' ’

)'l

" At the behavioral level of descnptlon there was little convergenoe except’

responses when he got the answers he wanted. At the explanatory level,

observers tlearly presented and discussed their own systems. of reference for .

~ that most obs rwrs described R\lell asklng questrons and providing affirmative .

explaining therapy. Although individuals shared some aspects. of tl*err .

referential systems, there were two very different methods for explarnrng
preserited by Devon and Neil. Devon observed by comparing behaviors, and

ket

" she really believes is tru‘e for her." Notice that in three comments Neil was

a1
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‘Neil observed by comparmg hrs mferences about personality. At the
%onceptual level, Gary spoke rr?'structural theory words about the therapist's -
use of self-as a tool in therapeutic interacticns. Devon suggested the metaphor

. of the 'kindly father' which seemed to fit Gisela's concepts as well. Tim's

| concepts clearly originated in strateglc therapy Nells concepts showed him -

‘attemptrng to objectrfy hrmself and clarified his view of hrs intentions in the
. session.

F AnalyS|s of the mdrwdual observers - - s
\ Introduction:. Many of.the characteristics of the lndnvrdual observers have
’already been described. In this section | will attempt to summarizé th .2xical
dlstrnctrons WhICh charactenzed individual observers, and | will surnmanze,
some of the textually based statements made about individual observers in the o
prevrous section. 1t will be riecessary to make some compansons across w
. observers as the dlscussron proceeds. |

Gary {
Lex1ca| Analysrs

1. Words that Gary used in all descnptrons
' ¢

know; little, want, say, suggest talk, think, same, shrft not >
‘2. Words used by Gary more frequently than by other obse_rve.rs.

acknowledge alternate‘attend aware, confuse, consensus, digging,
evidence, image, information; join, relabel, language, listen, little, mature,
mirror, motionless, paradox, /process®, provrde raise, response sacrifice,
sense, suggest talk®, tissue, utilize, word

3. Words used less frequently by Gary than by other observers

answer, curious, depressed, explanatro,n, |_dea, job, ceem, speak,
suppose ' _ . : '

4, Words most frequently used by Gary: - , o

Think 45,‘,Little 44 , Know 42, Say 40, Not 36, Mother 32,
Want 31, Information 22, Suggest 21, "?" 20, Motivate 18, Sense 18,
Process 16, Paradox 16, Change 16, Theraprst 15, Respond 15, Bus
13, Work 13 Direct . 12
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5. Words used only by Gary: S
Grow (10) Energy (10) Game (8) "

Create (7). ' Explicit (7) Metaphor (8)
. Central (6). - ‘M Implicit(6) -, . ~Embedded(s) . !
- Boundary (4) -~ Fuel (2) R Probe(ing) (4) Lo
© "Construct(3) . ad:(3) ‘ ,Rigid(2) -,
" Available(2) - - Goal(2) SRR Hypnosrs( )t
.Persongjjisi?) Studk-(2) " Jmagery( )
Stylg. -~ F&* Essential = = - ; " Balance -
Kleenex o -Anchored - ;; “Comic: - '
Fuck you ‘Shitty T 4“ . Cuttmg the groove (4)
Gas tank’ Restructurmg -~ Railroad train
Brakes ‘ Hierarchy-(2). | “ Decentralize (2) -
Young and dumb Boycotting. grapes -+ »Sandwiching
Prggybackmg DOuBIe @,pd j;; Gestalt( ) ,A«;\,r; s
| wrll undrcate first the most gbvrous rdentrfyrrtg features of the,tex’s that
Gary used in his descriptions. o S S ,_, ;}-,_;e

In the  category of 'primary. dlstmctrtms, ,Gary used the WOrds process
and. shrft' more often than the other- observers and-was’ not distinguished
'-through his use of bther words in that category He was the highest user,
overall of words m* this catege)!y ' ‘
o ol the category, mdgs of drstnrictron the on‘ty distinguishing feature of
Garyséé’?rs was that he used the word same more often than the other
observé'rs PP - T N

ln the quahﬂes sub- category of aspects of drstrnctron Gary was only
drstmgufghed by his frequent yse of the word lrttle -Under quantmes Gary
was only drstmgurshed through bemg fhe s@ie user’%of ‘central’..
~ln th‘e ‘mtrons category,apé(ary used substantlally more c@rtron
‘words than any o""' "he,pther obset‘vers (190, 150, 119, 154, 169). He was
notable for more'frequenf or,e’xclusrve use of know, information, paradox

%aware, confused, expllcrt &nd implicit, .
Gary and Trm were notable for being the most frequent users of words in -
- L the 'sensory perceptron sub-category (58 36 33, 58, 43). Among these, Gary
used the word 'sense’ ‘more than others ‘and was the only user of the word
+'energy' (10). .
© Gary was the most frequent user of words in the 'verbal expressron sub-
category (159 79 Lt? 76, 129), partrcularly, the word, talk'
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Gary was a mrd range frequency user of 'behavror and lnternal state’
sub -category words.

Gary was distinguished by bemg the most frequent user of 'protessional
action’ words. , : _
* Notice that in the list of words Gary used in descriptions of all session's
Gary was notable for berng the only observer to use the words 'suggest’, 'shm B
and 'same’ in all descnptrons clearly, Gary is distinguished from the observers
by his habitual pattern of noticing suggestions, shifts, and sameness. |

Gary's lexical. pattern ‘of description is heavily weighted with words from ,
the categories cognmons', 'professnonal action’, 'verbal expression’; - more 'so .
than the lexical patternsv of the other observers. Within these three general
categories, one can notice certain sub-categories, and these have to do with
threetheoretical orientations to therapy'.' These three include; in respective

. order of frequency of use: structural,%tra,tegic_—hypnosis. and g'e'sta,lt.

The structural set includes: shift, join, relabel, mature, direct, grow(up),
central, boundary, dyad, probe; balance, restructuring, bhierarchy, groove,
decentralize. The sirategic-hypnosis category includes: confuse, relabel,
‘mirror, paradox, utilize; anchored, language, suggest, metaphor, embedded,
hypnosis imagery ‘double-bind. The gestalt set includes: gestalt, energy, rigid,
motlonless implicit, explicit, acknowledge, digging. | | .

- One-can |dent|fy a general set of semi-technical; theoretically amorphous
words: stuck, sacrifice; game, process, change, motivate, respond,and aware.
There is also a Small set of words which collocate with constructivism:

.4 gyﬁconstruct consensus, and perhaps, create. | ’ |
- . It seems that Gary emphasizes the distinction of cognmons verbal
expressrons and professional actions. Within these categones there are
srgnrfrcantly large sets of words which pertain to. the theory of therapy,
especnally, structuralism, strategic - hypnotherapeuuc ‘and gestait. Garys
language was drstnngurshed from the language of other observers by the hrgher
frequency of words in these sets. Gary was the most frequent user of 'process’,
and it is clear that he described process in theoretical terms whrch belong to the
theories mentioned. ‘ , -
-I'would suggest that his use of the word 'same' to describe all sessions
relates to hns use of 'cutting the groove Gary distinguished repetitions' For -
~ him, in many cases, a>repeated event was one wonh noticing.. His referentral

s
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| jsystem tnvolves the idea that therapeutrc mterventrons need to be repeated
: several times. Therefore he noticed when one ‘event was the same as another
in reference to’ his theoretrcal beliefs. *One might also suggest that the use of .
| 'same’ is referentially associated with theones of gestalt and strategrc therapy,
' partrcularly Wlth the words 'stuck’, and 'pattern’. - '

- The drstlngurshing pervasuve use of suggest in all Gary's descriptions
relates to his drstrnctron of events with words. from the theory of hypnosis.
Similarly, his use of 'shift’ relates to his use of structural and perhaps strategic

Probably the ‘most characterrstrc feature of Gary's drstrnctrons was hrs
use of technical, conceptual theoretical words. Secondly, he talked a lot about
talking. If one puts the two together, it's possrble to suggest that Gary liked to

~ talk, and he fiked to talk about theory. -

| . There is one other aspect of Gary's Yanguage that is not as fully apparent
“in the lists | have. provided as it probably should be. . He often used colloquially
derived expressions“and metaphors Because he used these rnfrequently | did
“not count all of them. However there is a sampling here: shitty, fuck you, young
and dumb, mommy, kid, boycotting grapes, gas tank and fuel, railroad train
and brakes, sandwiching piggybacking. Notice that the first -five words, or
word groups, are connected by having potentrally offensive meanings, and
rngeed they were dehberately used in context to provoke a reaction partly .
because of their offensive meanrngs g

~ Textual Analysis

- | would like to make a few comments based ona textudl interpretation of -
how Gary drstmgurshed relatronshrp process and change More will be said
about this later when the observers' styles are compared Probably the maJor
point to make\here is one that is closely connected the predominant theorgtical,
- cognitive, conceptual and verbal lexis in Gary's Ianguage | noticed that Gary

telescoped, or conflated concepts ' '
*For instance, notice the raptdlty wrth WhICh theoretrcal concepts were

presented in the following passage:

| start with positive relabelllng in a relational focus - the kid's behavior

as being protective. My goal is to get the kid out of be/ng the problem and
~ instead focus on the two of them - the relational aspeét. I'm unbalancing
~ the dyad of mother and son, and jormng with the son ~in a posrtrve way,

4
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with statements like;. "You've been a good eon, you've _been. trying to help
your mother; you've been trying to help her out.” | am also mirroring his . -
body language, and pacing him physically.

The apparent density of conceptual language in this baSSage was exaggerated ‘
by my editing. of the original transcript, and by the fact that thls was Garys |
description of his-own session. He was mers familiar with what he wanted to
say about it, so his description was more. condensed. My editing’ deleted_
superﬂuous conversational filler, but even before editing, Gary's presentation
was. more conceptually condensed than the others. The only other oescnpuon
which was close to thls was Devon's descnptlon of her own session. Gary S
descriptions were not all'as dense as this, but he did frequently connect several o
concepts in one sentence or short passage )

When Gary connected concefts so tlghtly, many theoret;cal statements
were made without exphcatron or behavioral references. It was generally true
that Gary operated linguistically more frequently at the conceptual level, with
fewer and briefer operations at the explanatory or behavroral levels, than the
other observers. ‘ :

From my perspective, as | tried ‘to analyzg the behaviors and
explan_ations that observers were using, Gary's observations were more
difficult to work with. While 1 knew of, and have frequently used almost all the
expressions he was using, when | tried to compare the behaviors that he was

referring to, with the behaviorze.,that others were referring to, sometimes | |
literally could not distinguish what behaviors he was talking about. Similarly, ¥
g when | looked for the explanations of his concepts, they wers often not there.
' Part of the reason for the situation | have just described could be t}hatr
Gary assumed that | was operating with the same referential system as he was.
However, | do not think that this was the case. In fact, Gary explained, at length,
some of the. theoretical terms' he was'using, which indicated to me that he
thought: he needed to explain his concepts 1o me. These explanatrons were -
made at a theoretical level which was disconnected from the session: we had

observed. The followrng passaga from Gary's description of Devon S sessron
illustrates thls : .

| think of when | used to work with Judith Brown,“a gestalt theraplst |
who, when | first read the book Change about fifteen years ago, and |
used to watch her work a lot, and | would see that she did. all of these.

R T :1‘;“4
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things that were in the book in a quite different way, but still, | think in

- Change they talk about exaggerating scmething, which for me is making
the implicit explicit, -and | would see that through exaggeration something
would shift in the mdividual and there would be some change.

This passage has been edited, but | did not reconstruct it any f’urthér, because |
thought the overlapping of ideas was integral to the concepts that Gary was
expressing. - . o
| am describing Gary's observations in this way to introduce the notion
that one useful method for describing how therapists construct therapeutic
process, is by distinguishing their patterns of travel;between levels of
description (behavioral, 'explanatory,' conceptual). - "SbmeMrs move
_quickly between levels; some reside more often at a particular level; others
typically leave a level unused. Of course, this method for describing observer-
therapists' constructions depends initially on the deseriber's ability to
- distinguish levels. | have'provide‘d some examples, and | should say that from
. =my experience doing thié, it is not a simple task. Sometimes, concept and
~ explanation are difficult to segregate. Perhaps this eventuality indicates that .
some observers conceptualize in explanations. Perhaps it means that the
categories | have sUggested need more development. |
| ‘There are two more aspects of this method for describing observers'
constructions which | will introduce here. Firstly, observer's methods for
' constructing their descriptions tended to mirror, or be mirrored by, their styles of
doing therapy (from the perspectives qf the other observers). For instance,
Devon provided the following description of Gary's session: B

He's introducing too many different ideas. First, there's the
reframing. The boy is helping his mom by giving her a job looking after
him. That's one step. Within the same five minute segment he started
suggesting, not only are you doing that, but you should be putting your
'mommy’ out of her job. Then he suggests moving her out of the 'mommy’
job and into being a mother - giving her a pink slip and a new position.

If | were using a similar kind of reframe ploy, | might have paced it
slower. | might have extended that whole process over a much longer
time, so that they had a chance to actually experignce that difference
between interviews.

L)

In this passage, Devon was describing Gary's session through reference to-
what she would have done differently. She was indicating that Gary's
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therapeutic @deuvers were too closely Iivnke"’c“_ ,,‘ descnptron is very -
similar to mydescriptions of Gary's descriptions of
Gisela also suggested that anotHg: ','\

o,

dtiver therapists' sessions.
rapist might have let the mother and boy

descnptrons of therapy and the methods the dame observershuse for doing

therapy It is not essential that all the observers make this statement explicitly ln
order for this.statement tc be made. '

‘A second, connected concept ls that the constructrons of the observers
- descriptions tended to mirror the construction of the therapy they weré
observing. In this case, Devon's description of Gary's session, was congested
‘with conceptual statements and did not contain ekplanations, or behavioral
references - with the exception of her ex'planation of her own referential system.
Even her own explanation is a condensation of many interconnected concepts
explanations, and behaviors. \i‘ o

When observers described the sessi ""s‘ they partly revealed their
unique individual styles of construction, and 1%y

¢ partly revealed the style of
construction of the therapeutic process they wi 'w\atchmg | have indicated

earlier, that when there was little consensuahty about the behavioral level in the
session, observers tended to clearly manifest thelr own styles of construction.
The opposite also seems to have been true, expressly; when there was a
relatively high consensus about behavroral events ingghe session (as in Gary's
session), the constructions of th observars’ descr%:ns tended to be similar

to the co'nstmctions.of the sessié?s they had observed. |

" Devon | /
Lexical Ifnalysrs

Words used by Devon in all descnptlons

| change dlfference not say saw, thrnk voice, want

2. Words most frequently used byDevon D '

think 35 ‘not 29, dlrect 28, ‘ change 24, kid 23, know 22, say 22,
behavior 20, seem 1%, relatrgn 17, clieht 16, posture 15, voice 15, fact 13,
mother 13, begm 12; bdy i pﬂocess 12, work 12



e R | , 1 6 3
3. Words used more frequehtly' by Devon than by other observers:

-alternate, behavuor challenge”, change®, contrast, cues; curious,
difference, direction, engage, establish, pace, fact, induct, kid, nod, pattern,
‘relatlon saw*, seem*, solve, speak, suppose, tone, voice,

4, Words used less frequently by Devon than by other observers:

O Al
~"?"* conscious, happen®, intervention®, look, right®, same, wrong,

5. Words used only by Devon:. - 5
World-view(6) . Fish/hook (4) ~ Inaudible -
¢ Belief (2) - Tone (2) ~Minimal cues (2)
Reject(2) _ Rate (2) _ Risk (2)
Atility ' Father . Potential
React Adjust - . Bugged
Comprehension - DW#ferentiation Discern
Ploy ‘ Reorientation Revelation
- Skin Color Soften S Status
. Kindly father " Self- deprecatory ~ Entering her reality
Discover - Closet soaper © - . Liveliness "~ \

Missing information ‘Conversational trance cognitive comprehension

Perhaps the frfst aspect to notice about Devon s lexis, was that she was
the only person to use the words 'change’, and, 'voice’, in all descnptlons and
Devon and Ciisela were the only two observers who used the word 'difference’
in all descr/ptions. She was the most frequent user of all three wo’rds
‘especially the word 'difference’, which she used more than twice ‘as often as the
next most frequent user, Gisela. ‘

Secondly, Davon was the most frequent user of words in the 'behavior'
category (ber: ave(iour), posture no@ follow, interact). The word she uséd most
frequently in tris category was behave, or behavior. She also used 'posture’,

. . and’'nod" more frequently than other observers.

Devon was the least frequer{t user of words in the ‘internal (feeling) state’
category - words such as depressed, émbarrassed curious, feeling, and
experience, although she was the most fr&quent user of 'curious’.

Devon was by far the most frequent user-of the words, 'seem’, 'relatlon
'saw', and, 'pattern’. She was a frequent and exclusive user of the words |
'suppose’, - and 'world-view'. o
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In" the E:ategory 'modes of distinction', Devon .used ""lbeg‘in' and
'drfference more frequently than the other observers and was the only“
observer who used 'contrast'.

. Devon's lexis is notably lacking in technical or theoretncal terms. One
could generate a set that collocates (in theoretlcal Ianguage) with.'hypnosis’
(conversational trance, induct, pace, reorientation, entering her reality, minimal
cues, adjust; skin color, world-vigw); and there is a vocel#_aUditory set that could -
be connected with that (inaudible, tone, rate, soften, voice, say, speak).

- There seems to be a _setIOf words which could be described as

- categories of behavior. They could also be ‘internal state’ words. (reject, react,

- ploy, disggver, adjust, differentiatioh, reorientation, comprehension, relation,
soften, challenge, r‘evelaﬁon, bugged, discern, risk). Perhaps these are best
described as words which link several behaviors into one descriptive category.
Some of the words are nominal, and others adjectival, but they all funetion
adjectivally in the sense that the describe behaviors.. These words can be
distinguished from words such as embarrassed, or depressed, which are
clearly descriptors of inferred internal states.

To summarize these descriptions of Devon's lexical usage, one can say -
that she was distinguished from the other observers by her more frequent use
of words in the 'behavigr' category. This distinction was more sharply marked
by a category of words which could be described as 'categories of behavior',

‘The latter category- was highlighted by the word 'relation' which occurred
substantially more frequently in Devon's descriptions that in .all other

“descriptions. Devon's lexis was also the distinguished by the most frequert
'bccurrence, and use in all descriptions, of the words, 'difference’; ‘change’, and
'voice'. Her descriptions were distinguished by the most frequent use of 'seem’,
and 'suppose’. Although she did not use much obviously technical language,
the technical language which did exist, seemed predominantly collocated with

'hypnotherapy, particularly with descriptions of voice and minimal cues.

Textual analysis :

" The comments on the textual analysis of Devon's descriptions are brief. §
" The most notablg aspect of _Devon s construction of her observations was that
her comments were ec’;uallﬁy divided between the conceptual, explanatory, and
behavioral lev Devon's comments were the easiest for me to analyze. (this
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~ probably indicates that my referential syst- 1is more similar to Dev. ~'s than to
‘the other observers') Devon seemed tc 1ave a habit a stating a ccnc-pt, then
an explanation, and then the behavior i re‘arence. These leveis did nct always
occur in this order, but they were ez lly discernable. Occasionally, st would
also weave the levels of descrip' .n into an cverarching metaphc , as is
apparent{n the following instance'

- How would you descnbe tie nznge?
| Rink the change in the young man's zehavicr was from tr- irst pan,

when Tim was talking about him feeling blan, ¢-:d ther .m started
talking about how he gets out of it, and a: tha: point *~s 0 uy's voice rate
was still slow to moderate and had kind of a bia> t~ < .. ... By the end of

the sequence, the kid was laughing, and he was speaking more quickly.
But a'lot-of that was Tim speaking so, a lot of what * noticed had to do with
the kid's head noddmg, affirming, saying, "Sure I'li do something different,
anything, of course". All he said was "Sure”, not knowing that he would:
be caught like a little fish on a hook. But he laughed at the end, and |
would see that as an |nd|cat|on that there had been an internal state
change.

- Can you describe that internal state change”

| can only guess at that. The reason | wanted to see it twice was to
see if | could see the boy's face, but'the picture wasn't clear enough to
see the features of his face. So | dan't have those minimal cues. All |
could go on was the head nods. | saw that he was in agreement as Tim
was talking him through getting on the bus and doing all this nonsense of
being real depressed. You saw him nodding. And then being even more
depressed so that even your parents wouldn't recognize you or
something. Then he laughed, and | can only guess that there was a
change. Hewas now laughing when he was being ordered to be
depressed, in contrast to the initial segment when he was talking about

being really stuck, and blah. How the kid sounded at that time was quite
different.

This example is also a good illustration of how Devon preferred to describe
behaviors rather than internal states. The actual number of words used to
describe the concepts and explanations in this passage was much less than
the number of words used to describe the behaviors. While the distribution of
Devon's statements were not always so weighted at the behavioral level, it was
true that most of her comments about change were proportioned similarly to the
passage above. | C
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Grsela | ‘
Lexical Analysi’s e | .
1.. Words used by Grsela in all descriijﬁr-ions: , | . /H 7
close, difference, know, not, say, think, want o ;‘??
2. Words most frequently used by Gisela: /

think 46, not 39, know 25, say 24, mother 18, ’25?18 look’ 14
feeling 14 , want 13, direct 13, motivate 12, problem 1g‘§ftry 12, work 12,
client 12, nghtH behavror10 change, 10, famnly 10, ormatlon 9
3. Words used more frequently by Gisela than*by other ohservers

’ accept close, distant, emotion, enthusiasm, experience, express, famnly

imperfect, interpret, look, perfect, perceptlon perspective, pushed realize,
reason, reflect, strange,

4. Words used less frequently by Gisela than by other obserx)ers: .

begin, continue, focus, kid, good, lead, little, pace, sense, talk, therapist,\_

5. Words used only by Gisela:

. y&@
Perspective (4) Tension (2) '")Bump
Guilt Stress ' Antagonistic
Compliant Consultant - Envy
Expanding ' Imperfect A Puzzled
Rubbed into Struggles g % - Tangent

5 Torn : Unthreatenin Weakness
Transformed Questionnaire Monotonous
No ultimate place Falling asleep Verbally abused
Obsessed '

Gisela was distinguished from the other observers through being the
only observer to use the word 'close’ in all her descriptions. Notice also that
she used the complementary term ‘distants more often than other observers.
’There may he a connection between her use of this complementary pair and

‘$her more friuent use of another complementary pair, 'perfect’, and 'imperfect'.

Amo% the categorles of the standard lexical sets employed by |
observers Gisela was the ieast frequent user of words.in the ‘cognitions' *
category In this category, she was the second most frequent user of the werd——-

_ H(\
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'think’ and 'mean’. Glsela also used the least vanely of words in ﬁ‘ﬁ q?f
‘cognitions’ category Cn ) -
Gisela was ; also the least frequent user of words in the verbal}'
expressnon category She was the least frequent user of the words ‘talk, and
'voice'. EA : ’ !
Gisela and Neil were'the least frequent users of words in the pnmary
_distinction' category. Within this category 'she was among"two of. the 'léast
frequent users of the words ‘happen’, and 'relation’. . ,
In the .category 'personal identities', Glsela used the least vane,ty of
personal identifiers, and: her overall frequency.of use of words in thls category
was lowest. She was the highest user of the word 'family’; and she did not use
the word 'therapist' at all. ‘ ¥ |
} One can distinguish several lexrcal sets among the words llsted above.
There is a small 'visual' set (look, perceptlon perspective, reflect) and a small
‘rational’ set (reason, reahze) Both these sets are composed entlrely of words
that Glsela used more often than other observers. B
There is a large set of mferred personalnty descrlptors (envy, weakness
- guilt, compliant, antagonistic, tension; transformed stress, obsessed, verbaliy
abused, enthusiasm, motivate, experience, torn), and overlappmg this is ‘a set
of emottons (envy, emotion, feeling; guilt). There is also a small set of
~ categories of behaviors (pushed unthreatenmg puzzled rubbed into, struggles,
reflect). : AN
Notice that Glsela was one of the. two lowest users of words in the: . .

pr0f653|onal action' category; and that thé set of technical of theoretical words  ©

. that she used did not |dentrfy a partl_cular_ theoretical orientation to therapy .

(direct, motivate, work, intervention, relabel, support, interpret, reflect,
consultant). B Lo S )
There,nseems 10 be a set of words which can be identified as
complementary, .or as having polarized meanings. This set was introduced o
earlier, and it can be expanded ( stress - falling asleep, compliant-antagonistic,
tension-monotonous, perfect-impe - close-distant). There is also a
disproportionately large set words with negative connotation (quilt,
compliant, rubbed into, torn, © sessed, tension, stress, rmperfect struggles,
falling asleep, bump, antagonls ic, envy, weakness verbally abused). This list:
is composed entirely of -words that were used exclusively by Glsela, SO they'
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identify her unique lexis. On the other hand there is a relatively small set of
words with ovenrtly posmve connotahons (perspectlve expanding, transtormed,

" unthreatening). C e

In summary, Gisela's lexis was dlstmgwshed from the Iexls of other
observers by: the lowest .incidence of words in the 'cognitions’, ‘verbal
expressions', and 'personal identities' categories; her use of the word 'close’ in
*all descripti\ons; the infrequent use of technical expressions, and the absence
of a theoretical orientation; the existence of a large set gf inferred personality
descripfors; a set of complementary or polarized -pairs of words; and a
disproporﬁonately large set of negatively connoted words within 'her unique
lexis. |
Textual Analysis
" The text of Gisela's observations was easy to read, but more difficult to

o analyze. Giselatended to describe at the level of explanation;. and so it was

sometimes difficult to segregate the concepts and the behaviors.
Corfipounding this problem (which would not be a problem for the casual

reader), was the absence of explicitly technical or theoretlcal language. The _

concepts that Gisela did use were often inferred personallty descrlptlons and
sometimes it was difficult to understand what she meant by these words.

In fairness, | should say that Gisela's unique lexis did represent a variety
of positively connoted words which were used in the text of her descriptions, but
which were not appareht in the list above because they were words that were
also used occasionally_by other observerg. For exarnple, Gisela used words
such as, joke, acceptance, positive eomfortabl‘e, and gently. This analysis is
probably faulty in that it. emphasizes the unique aspects of the observers
descriptions. ., , X

One thlng the lexmal analysis did accurately represent | think, was

Gisela's predominant use of popular lexical items. She described therapeutucil;
- process in ordinary language whnch dnstnngunshed her descnptlons very clearly

from Gary's.
Gisela's referential system appeared to be constructed around

explanatlons both her explanations and the.clients". By this | mean that many -

of her descrlptnons pertained to the -explanatory processes of the clients. For
example, on the topic of relaﬁpnshlp in Gary s session, she said:
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, Not supported so much._| thmk he was trying to support his reframing.
1 think he was not getting enough clear evidence that the -mother had
bought it right away as welI ~The boygave the positive feedback, but the
mother didn't quite. - .
" - Had she bought it by th‘ end do you tr thmx'? :
-1 think she was on her way. to buy part of L : ,
- Are you saying that the mom was still expressnng some hesitancy
about what Gary was doing with her? -
. Yes. Inthe end he did }hls thing with the example from the past about
calling for the child. -When 'she, heard this’ story she agreed with whatever
ary was doing. Whether that was consciously about keeping him dumb
" ornot, | don't know. The rhother nodded and said, "Yes, | had a car that
made a call", but | don't think that's what-he was leading to. But it didn't
matter, at least they had achieved that understandmg, ‘and she felt good-
‘ab ut it, and validated for her struggles ralsmg this kid. :
Thns passage indicates many aspects of Giseld's references, but the asp,ect |-
am referring to here has to do with the mother's acceptance of Gary through
the process of hearing his story,"accépting it as a validation of her, and then
~ moving into a state of agreement with, or-acceptance of, Gary. All this was
- based on a mujual understandmg and understandmg as, it is Demg descrlbed :
_ here, is a process of self- explanatlon The, mother explamed the story to
herself in a certain way, so she understood it, and this understandmg meant
* she understood Gary and could accept him tgo. ' .

- Perhaps the r@asonmg in the last example was tenuous, so let me'give
'another example that is clearer. In this ~example, Gisela is explaining why she
thinks the boy in Gary's session changed during the session.  Notice that the -
explanation of change in this example is constructed with & referential system
_in which change is said to exist when\% behavior occurs for the cllen‘l in- the] .

(inferred) absence of an explanat:on o . I

- The boy nodded and said ! 'yes, yes, yes', to what Gary sard and then '
when Gary asked him to do something he did it willingly.
- Do these behaviors indicate the Eguccess of the reframe?
~ It was nat only that-he didesomething willingly that.he was asked; but
thghwhat he did followed directly from from what-he was asked. This
supRored that Gary was right. Then Gary asked him, "Well, if she is doing -
.that to y?u how would you like tc be treated? Tell herX And he did right
off ‘So it was nothing that he could have made up that q jckly. - .
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Gisela is suggestlng that because the boy did not "make up”, whrch | interpret to
“mean 'cognitively devise', his response to Gary, his response was a valid
demonstration of change. In this case, Gisela inferred that the boy did not have
time to explain to himself what Gary had said, and he did not have tlme to
'frgure out' a response. The absence of this 'figuring out' indicated 10 Gisela
the validity of the change. Notlce that 'absence of figuring out' is just as much
an inference as would be an observatlon of the presence of figuring out.

Gisela's referential system determined that she compared Her inferences ‘
“of the existence (or non-existence) of self- explanatron (making-up, figuring out).
Here is another example in which Grsela explained why she felt that Devon had”

“been successful in helping her client change: g

. .The realization is there for the.client without having it rubbed into her, or

- without having it interpreted to her. Just following through the steps of
asking her what she does when:she is doing nothing makes it clegr to her
in a very nice.and unihreatening way that she is doing something very .
positively. This shows her that she knows how ta motivate herseif in one
area, and she can probably do it in another area .... You could just.hear
the realization.click in her mind as she is breaking out into laughter.

‘ . In this example, there is a peculiar conjunction of several Ieveu'ls of self-
explanation or non-explanation. The first statement in the passage, is that the -
client realizes something without coercion. The next sentence suggests that
the process which lead to_ this (clear) realization involved explaining to the
woman that she was doing something positively. -Her realization apparently
implied 10 ‘her, or coincided w\rth the 'knowledge' that she was mohvated in
other aspects of her life. - The Iast sentence illustrates Gisela's metaphorrc
descnptlon (‘click' - as |n clrckrng channels) of fhe change event for the client.
The change event in this description was not mediated by explanatron
Change, for Gisela, was an event that occurred without' the mediation of
change.” Before the change the woman explained herself to herself one way,
and after the change, she erpiained herself to herself in a d'fferent way; but
durmg the change there was no explanatron | = :

-The fundamental role of explanatlon in Gisela's referential system can
~ also be observed in her descnptron of her own therapy session. For rnstance
" 'she descnbed her own. sessron this way:
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It was the only time that she cried and showed some emotion, which
expressed her stress.. | think there was more_tension in this part than before. |
could see that on her part, which meant that it was very important to her. " ltry to
stay on track and figure out the details of the problem, including him. | think'he
makes two significant statements in there; saylng that he is married to Tina and
“not her famnly, and that he doesn't like'to get pushed around.

Here we can see that Gjsela's explanation of.her own therapeutlc
method tnvolved figuring out’ a network of relations. '&D%can also see that
fugunng out involved inferring 'stress’, 'tension’, and 'importance’. lthlnk this
example shows something of’ the |somorphtc connections betwgen this
observer's methods for cons(ructmg her descriptions of therapy, - andfhow this
observer constructs therapeutic process when she is the therapist.

Although Gisela assessed change by noticing the |mmed|aoy of the,
some clients' responses, she was also the observer who reported:on two - -
occasions that she would need to wait until the next session to determine if
there had been a chapge: Even in_her description of Devon's session, Gisela
said that she had reason to expect that there would be a change, but the least
vshe could say would. be that the client could not go on saying to herself that she
was unmotivated. Notice here, that the basic level of change is still described
- in terms of the client's explanation to herself. It is also cléar that Gisela's |
"~°oons'tructions of her state'ments. about change involved . several methods, one
of which cbmpared inferred states of self-explanation over times, and the other
which compared some unstated activities between one session and anotHer.

~ Gisela's c,onstructlons of relationship were largely constructed out of
- relerences to closeness and 'dnstance ‘The method for assessing of
closeness and dlstance were snmllar to her methods for assessing. change.
Basically, she compared the lmmedlacy of the ;Ilent"s' responses 1o the
therapists, across time. - For instance, in her description of Tim's sedsion, she
reported thpt the client was closely attendnng to Tim at the ‘oegmnlng ot the
session, and that he was:still agreeing with Tim at tge end. These comparisons
of attending behavior supported her posmon that the relatlonshlp was
~conducive to successful therapy. '
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Lexical analysis .
1. Words used by Tim in all descriptions:

_"?", know, mean, not, problem, say, think | '

l\/—j, . ‘
2. Words most frequently used by Tim: )
- not 50, say 39, think, know 30, "?" 28, client 26, problem‘ 23, frame'

* 22, information 20, direct 20, intervention 19, focus 16, define 15, mean
15, kid 14, t‘herapist 14, right 14, bus 14, suggest 13, change 12 .

3. Words used more frequently.by Tim than by other observers:

~ bus, "?" character, clear, com " unicate, daughter, define*, definition®,
elicit, focus, follow, frame, interact, intarvention®, mean, party”, problem®,

refined; wrong,
- 4. Words used less frequently by Tim “hen by other observers:

accept, agree”, behavio*’, bov, conneét, direct, laugh, mother, nod,
positive, response, saw, sisters. suggest. track, voice, word, -

5. Words used only by Tim:

Definition. (6) Obtain (£ Elements (4)
Hobby (4) ‘ Stage (¢)° - Map (3)
Bullfight (3) ' De facto ‘ Lost (3)
Refine(ment) (3) - = Ferplexed Problem-solving (2)
Accurate (2) - ' Self-Zsteem - Eyes ' . F
Personal : Profound -~ +-Soliciting

* Furniture Compliment . . Dead duck
Drifts . Self-exploration Disease
Inadequacy [fluences Manoeuvre

" Mini-segment Tools ‘ Ideo-motor '

. Thrust ' - Defending Absorb
Internal search Driver's seat General curiosity
Anecdotal fascination  Over the edge ~ Positive expectation
L@I‘Ie'sqiﬂnt Readiness Approval-disapproval

- Tim's lexis was distinguished from the lexis of other observers by his use’
of the words 'mean’ and 'problem’ in his descriptions of all sessions. He also
used the:least number of words in all descriptions.
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. “In‘the o'bservers standard lexical categories, Tim and Gary were the
'.-.‘most frequent usevs of words in the 'sensory percept|on category (sense, focus,
. ook, listen, clear, seem perspectave, .notice). Of these words, Tim used 'focus’,
“and clear more frequently than all other’ observers In the category .
cognm s', Tim used 'problem’, and 'define' far more frequently than other
observ rs: His total frequgncies of word use in other standard categories was ,
not notable. R o 7

Among the set of words that Tim either used exclusively, or more -
frequently than other observers, thare was a remarkable set of words that
collocated (in the language of therapy) with 'problem-solving therapy'” (clear,
-'define, definition, elements, focus, frame, intervéntion manoeuvre, problem-
solving, refine). This set formed the major identifiable set of techfical
language. There- was a smalfer set colIocated with hypnosis (absorb, ideo-
motor, internal search, posntrve expectatlon). There was another,
heterogeneous, set collocated ' with general therapeutic techni{iﬁe
(commumcate self-esteem, self-exploration, interact).

There was a Iarge group of words in Tim's unlque lexis whrch can not
really be orgamzed into a collocational set, but which is ‘identifiable through
having little to do with therapy. This group of -words is more extensive and
diverse than that found in the lexis of any. other observer. This group contalged
words like: hobby, bullfight furniture, anecdotal fas‘cinetion little squint, tools,
driver's seat, over the edge dead duck, general, curlosuty, ﬁgye facto. -

Tim's lexis was clearly dominated by the Janguage problem-solvin’g
therapy. " The words suggested that his referential system was built around a
theory which involve@towsing on the problem, getting-a clear definition, and
‘maneuvering in thera‘py to present an intervention. It would also appear that
Tim metaphorically uses a variety of common Ianguage words

Bl

Textual analysis . :

The textual analysis of Tim's descnptlons reveals to me some interesting
correspondences between the way he punctuated his comments and the
nature of the session he was describing. For.example, in his description of
Gisela's session, Tim referred infrequently to specmc behaviors, and the
concepts he spoke of had largely to do with aspects of problem definition, e.g., ~
information gathering, focgsmg on the pattern of cont;mu}nrcatnoh, bJegmnmg to

ad .
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map it out. The explanations referred the conceptual statements to the non-\
. specmc (or non-existent) behavioral descriptions through reference to a
problem solving model. : i

~When Tim describes Garys session, his references to problem-solving:
are similar, but the pattern of conceptual, explanatory and behavioral
descriptions is reversed. In his comments on Gary's session, Tim focused .
. almost exclusively on one pamcular event, and this was an event that only one -
or two of the other observers even mentioned. In Gary's session, there was a
lot of activity, and. Tim focused mostly on one-event. Notice that in his
description of Gisela's session, .Tim essentially focused on ie absence of
focus in the session. In Gary's session, where there was a lot happening, he
selected a particular focus. This focus was Gary's discussion with the boy
~ about how he could hafe a party once his mommy became a mother. In his
description‘s of this component, Tim described many particular behaviors, and
balanced these with explanations and concepts. '

| could provide other examples of how the patterns of behavior,
' 'explanat@n "and concepts shifted in' Tim's descriptions according to the
sessrons he was describing, but | would like to-move here to a discussion of
how the particular.form of sexpression within each of these levels shifted
accordlng to the sessrons he was describing. For example, when Tim. was
describing Devon's and Gary's sessions, he frequently spoke in a more overtly
metaphorlc way than when he was descnblng Gisela's or Neil's sessions. This
has to do with Tim's style of expression. . Recall that in the lexical analysrs we
saw that Tim's lexis included a large number of varied non-technical words.
Many of these words were used iri a metaphoric'way in Tim's descriptions of
~.sessions which he felt were productlve according to his problem-selving
referential system. A .
| For example, Tim spoke of a "flip" in Devon's session, vl/hich":he
explained as the client becoming more "ammated" while talking about thev
"sacrifices” she ‘had to make to watch TV, and then he said, "And then Devon -
throws it on her lap "He also conceptuallzed the process in Devons sessuon |

sword, you're a dead duck" Part of his explanatron of thls was ’fTh

the whole‘dance up to that point |s for*, -+ ; SRS
.\ » NP Lo



. 175

"Compare these metapharic descriptions with some examples of his
descriptions of Neil' s sessidn: concept - "The therapist has a semi-definition of
*lthe problem and is worklng to obtain more information®; explanation - "He is
“directing his questions towards self-esteem and selfzconcept”; behavior - "She

says, 'Maybe they don't trust me.' ‘He says, 'Why don't they trust you? Why - |
don't they want to get to know you more? She says, 'l guess they're not as
perfect as | thought.”™ In Tim's description of Neil's session (and Glsela s) he
demonstrates a literal, semi-technical style of expression..

In summarizing this brief textual analy5|s of Tim's descnpttons 1 would
suggest that thre ‘was a peculiar con;unctlon of a problem-solving referential
system, and a metaphoric style of expression. When Tim describ_ed problem_-
soIVing as going well his descriptlons also included overt metaphors. In a
_ parallel sense, when Tim thought problem- solvmg was progressing well he
focused on particular moments which demonstrated this, whereas when he
expressed,that there was no particular focus, hus‘ .descnptl_ons covered a range
o cofcsepts related to the lack of focus; and often without behavigral referents.

Neil
Lexical analysis’

1. Words used by Neil in all descriptions: L f

o

e,

"?", answer, feeling, good, know, right, say, sense, theraplst think, want

¢. Words niost frequently used by Neil:

* 4hink 58, say 57, not 54, want 44, boy 43, mother 38, know 32, client
26, try 25, answer 23, happen 23, problem 19, "?" 16, teellng 16, good 15,
right 15, sense 15, agree 13, fact 12

3. Words used more frequently by Neil than by other observers:

agree*, angry, answer*, awful, believe, boy*, client*, constious, control,
de,pressed enjoy, expect, feeling, fun, goed, happen*, idea*, important*,
incest, interest, job, laugh, mother, not*, positive, punctuate, right, say,
therapist, think®, try*, want*, ¢ .

4 Words used less frequently by Neil than by other observers:

change*, difference®, direction, emotlon ‘experience, family,
information®, mean, position, shift . S

\v«
~'.". . <
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" 5. Words used only by Neil:

Reinforce (10) Apologize (9) . Embarfassed (6)

Conclusion (4) Powet (4) Clarification
Humor (3) Convince (3) ~Men/(2) ..
Cooperate (2) Deeper (2) ‘ nning
Disown - Backtrack - Incest _ .
- Bouncing Expert _ Admit , |
Forcefully Idealistic = - Provocative o
' Intense - Isomorphic Lighter
Long-term - Non-response Realistic
Sabotaging - Sincerely . Technique .
Walttling ~ Positive transference  Slip and slide
! Ownership - Areal ass Feeling blue

Nerl evrdently used many of fhe words in this analysrs ot Iexrs more
frequently than the other observers. He was notable for using more of the
same words in his descnptlons of all sessions., He used the words, 'feeling’,
good‘ 'sense’, 'therapist' in all h-rs descriptions, and no other observers used

‘these words in all descrrptrons | o "

Neil was drshngurshed from other observers by his use of wortfs inthe
‘ 'primary distinction' category. In this category, he used the word 'happen’ far
more times than any other observer, . and used none of the other words except
'relation’-six times, and 'change’ once. PN :

In the 'modes of distinction’ category, Neil used the word 'not' far more -
often than the observers, and he used the word 'difference’ least often.

“'In the cognmons category, Neil was the most frequent user of the words
'think’, and ‘agree’. In the 'verbal expressrons category -he was the most
frequent user of the words ' say and ‘answer’. .

~ Neil was ‘the highest user, overali, of words in the rnternal (fee1rng)
state’, and,” 'personal identities’ categories. He was the highest user of the-
individual words, . ‘feeling’, 'depressed’ ‘embarrassed’, 'apologrze ‘mother’,
therapist',-‘client’, and 'boy". |

- Neil was the lowest user, overall, of wofds .in the "behav\'/iors‘, and,
‘prefessional action” categorles

Despite Neil's repefrtrve use of many words, and his hrgh frequency of-
use of some words, there were few distinct sets of words in Neil's unique lexis,
or in the lexis he employed more frequently than other observers. The largest

set collocates with inferred personality descriptions (drsown angry, beheve _
7/
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- enjoy, interest, power, forcefully, intense, sabotaging, waffling, ownership,
apologize, deeper idealistic, sincerely, posmve transference, embarrassed,
lighter, realistic, feeling blue). '

| Notice that Neil was the most frequent user of ‘control’, and the only user
of ‘power’, 'reinforce’, 'forcefully and 'intense’. .

Neil'was also the most frequent user of ‘enjoy', 'laugh’, 'fun and the only
user of, ‘humor’, ‘grinning’, and 'lighter',

Neil frequently used words which could collocate with 'conversation’
(agree, answer, conclusion, clarification, cooperate, convince, provocative,
admit, non-response, say, interest). .

' The set of words which could collocate with technuque or theory ot~ -
therapy is small and heterogeneous (reinforce, sabotage, isomorphic, positive
transference technrque punctuate) .

' In summary Neil's dlstlngwshmg lexis demonstrates a prevalence of
rnferred personallty descriptors, - personal identifiers, and words coliocating
- with conversation, control, and enjoyment. It also demonstrates that Neil had a
“strong proclivity to talk about therapy in térms of what happened, instead of in
.terms of process, change shifts, or difference; and that Neil did not frequent y
use words collocated with a particular theory of therapy. ' '

Textual analysrs
" From my point of view, the most characteristic aspect of the conceptual
_‘explanatory and behavioral levels in the text of Neil's descriptions, was a
feature which. was .similarly characterized at each of the levels. This
distinguishes my understanding of Neil's descriptions from the others’. The
~ particular characteristic I am referring to was Néil's tendency to talk about
- ‘mferred personahty events or pracesses. In other words, he would talk about a
 different Ievel of event than could actually be seen or heard to be occurring.
From Nells perspectrve this tendency would be described as an attempt to
describe a “deeper level" of what is really "happening™for the client, or for the
client and the therapist.

This characteristic could be observed in slightly dufferent jorms at each of
the levels of text that | have punctuated, but these forms are not very different.
For example, Neil conceptuahzed about Devon that, "The therapist is gently
telling .the client that she's just: sabotaging h_erself. Notice that.at the
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expl&natory Ievel he alludes to the mferences he made-at the conceptual level,
"She's not telling the the cliént that. She's asking a question so the client can,

‘conclude that herself, consciously or unconsciously”. At the behavioral level,
Neil demonstrates his inferential processes by quoting fictional statements by

the therapist. One could also say that he quoted what he imagined the
therapist was really trying to say, but was not actually eaying, to the client: "The
thera'pist. is quietly, helpfully; sincerely, .. telling the client, 'You're doing a fine
job of not b'eihg motivated. You're working very hard at not being motivated™.
As | mentioned before, | am not guessing that Neil was imagin‘ir’\g these

_ statements. When | questioned him while | was interpreting the transcripts, he

said that such statement as these were not statements that had actually been
made, but rather were statements which he felt reflected what was really"
being said at a deeper level.

In a sense, many, not all, but many»o’f Neil's-exptanatory and behavioral
descnptnons were conceptual in the sense that they clearly demonstrated the
mferentg&l interpretations of Neil. One might say that Neil was attempting to
listen m,’the infier conversation which was occurring in, and between the
therapust and client. From my perspective, it is clear that the inner conversation
he was. Iistenihg to was the conversation going on inside himself. Thus, we
saw a lexis which was dxstmgunshed by a large set of inferred-personality
descrlptlon words;. and'a se‘t of words collocated with conversatlon

One apparently Contradlctory aspect of Neil's lexis, was his umquely
high use of the word 'happen’. Neil spoke as though he was talking abdut
what was really happening. | would sey there was some inhefeht tension.
between his-attempt to describe what was 'happening' and his attempt to

. describe his internal conversation about what was 'really happening'. Perhaps

somé of this tension is connected with the set of words he used which
collocated with power and control. He frequently described the dimension of

- gcontrol, power, or credibility which the therapist had in the session; and with

the measure of control e felt the client demonstrated over his or her own life. |
think Neil was also refernng to how well he could organize or-control events.
through his mterpretatlons of them. This last statement is consistent with the
descnptlons which other dbserver-therapists provided about Neil as a therapist.

\ One more pomt may be relevant here. Notuoe that in. my descriptions of
Nenls descnptlons of deeper levels of meamng I have also shifted to

2

b
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describing my inferences about Neil's internal processes. This is another
example of structural coupling. The.longer | interact with Neil's transcript, the
more likely that it will be interpreted in a way that reflects what | understand
about it. At the same time, the longer | interact with it, the more my
descriptions will drift towards identity with Neil's text. In this sense, both the text
and | change. | think this is an example of what Maturana refers to as

structurally coupled unities co-drifting ontogenetically.



V  DISCUSSION -

A Introduction _

) - The purpose of this section is to comment on the d'escri'ptio’ns from a
general theoretical perspective; -and ta discuss some of the implications of that
which has been brought forth in this research. - .

' There are many ways to discuss the descriptions of the sessions that |
have provided. The.particular form of presentation | have selected has been
chosen;because it fits the purposes of this investigation. This form serves .
some ends, and neglects others. Von Foerster suggests that;

Every formalism allows a person to look ...[ at the world] in his or
her own way. Any time you look at it differently, you will get [something] -
different ... Depending on the formalism you construct, you will be able
to aotount for certain phenomena. Looking at it with a different
for Jsm allows you to account for different phenomena.
Unfort inately, this is a somewhat unpopular position, since everyone i
would e to have his or hér formallsm account for everything” (p.115). !

| would Iike to be careful in this di’scussion-not to attempt to account for too
much. This is %ﬂ exploratory investigation which has been designed to look
into the methodsahat observers who are also theraplsts use for constructing
h 35ts on a particular
theoretical perspectme constructlvnsm and so the purpm of thls discussion is
to consider the descnp(@ns of therapy from a cons’trucﬁmst perspectuve The
manner of presentation o’#g{the descriptions in the prevxods chap!er inherently
* indicates some domains of d‘rsunctlon for this doscussuon and there are other_
‘domains, which have not yet been. ‘?h‘@nnened and"whlch will be mtroduced in
' _thls section. & ,%‘ !
| I would hke to remind the reader that the process of conductmg this.
research has involved the progressive changes that have resulted.from my
interaction with the investigation. | started with some general ideds, and
devised a genéral method for exploring those ideas. Adthe work progressed,
those ideas changed, and conséquently, the form of th¥, research has als¢
changed. | am saying this because | think it is integral to the process that has
been followed, and the results which hav‘e' been achieved. This jg

et
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discussion of therapeutic process is a crystallized moment in the ongoing
discussion of psychottherapeut‘ic process. Part of the purpose of this research
is to describe a process, and therefore, a descrrptlon of the process becomes
. part of the concluding discussion. ,
| As | have have been involved in thrs work, my ideas have shifted, so my
perspective on the observers' descriptions has shifted.~ This makes it difficult to
-finally discuss ‘the work and put a form to it. What form should | give? The form
that | had mtended to give when | .started the work? The form that | barely see
now? Or should | wait for next week's, or next year's perspectnve” All of these
perspectrves are different, and can not be combined, or averaged; W
form be held out to be the most correct. Fortunately, time imposes a constraint,
and so | am forced to discuss those aspects which are apparent to me..now,

¥

B Session Descriptions

" n the descriptions of the sessions in the last chapter, | attempted to
indicate some of the similarities and differences among the patterns of lexis
employed by observers, and among the textual constructions of observers'
descriptions. | will begin here by reviewing and discussing some of the
patterns of similarities and differences at each of these. levels.

Limitations of lexical analysis |
Firstly, the similarities which exist; exist through my construction. This is
no small point. Secondly, as | have said before, one must exercise great
caution when interpreting decontextualized lexis. Patterns of lexis by
“themselves suggest semantic patterns, and herein lies the danger; because
semantics are not available through decontextualized lexis.
Wittgenstein, in  Philosophical Investigations, has argued persuasrvely
}that words have meaning according to how they are used, who uses them, with
whom, and in what sjtuations. This argument about the context-specificity of
"language games™ means that there is very little that can be said about the
semantics of the words that were analyzed in this study. |
| When words are taken out of context and grouped, new patterns of
association become apparent in the mind of the reader. These patterns exist
for the reader, they were not present in the "‘speaker, or in the listener at the
'time,‘they were'spoken."_ Von Foerster talks about the need for caution in the

’
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normal procese of understanding: "Every statement, utterance or description is '

intrinsically ambiguous. ... We use the term 'misunderstanding’ to explain our
differences with other people. If we misunderstood each other things would be
a lot easier. No. We think that we 'really' understand each other. That's the
problem.” This is the process which is involved when we have all the

contextual referents at. ‘hand, and the situation is S0 much more -precarious

when we segregate specmc referents sd@h as words.

The tendency to want to interpret patterns of meanings in therapists' (or
clients') lexis is a ‘hazard that has taken many researchers, particularly those
psychodynamically oriented researchers of the school of the Content Analysis
of Verbal Behavior (Gottschalk, Lolas & Viney,.1986). The interpretive

possibilities are extended by the lack of context-specificity. The mode of

\interpretation exemplified by these psychodynamic investigators of lexi‘s, is by
their own description, similar to, but better than projective assessment. | would
argde in favour of Maturana's position on-this issue: "We cannot speak about
the substratum in which our cognitive behavior is given, aad about that of
- which we cannot speak, we must remain silent, as indicated by Wittgenstein"
(MAturana, 1979; p.53). o

Given the limitations of lexical analysis, it is possible to make some

statements about the patterns of words that occurred in the descriptions of the

individual sessions and across all sessions.

Non-technical lexis

One of the first aspects which should be di{scussed-is the non-specific
nature of the words which all observers used in their descriptions of most
sessions. The most @éhent feature here | would suggest, is that the basic
lexical consensus between obsérvers is at’ a very general, non- techmcal
-apparently non- therapeutlcaily oriented level. This is a notable event. One
might think that a collection of therapists who have been extensively trained in
a particular specialized thedry of therapy would be linked by a specialized
lexis. But this is not the case. Instead, the lexis which linked these observers
was a lexis that |- would suggest Danyvliterate persoa- might use.  These
observers do not exist consensually in a domain of technical words. In other
words, the criteria that were used to choose these observers,. namaly, that

they had all been involved in at least a year of specialized, intensive, post-
RV, X ’ ®

e | o 182

-~



'ate tr_%nmg in systemic therapy, are not clearly apparent in the lexis that
By commonly used.

While | was condt}ctmg the analySis I became very perple'ad about this
phenomenon, and $ | searched for more and more words in an attempt to find
the words that the observers commonly used. My expectation was that there
would be some technical words which were consensually used. | suppose |
could have looked for more words, but after 440 words, the possibilities of
"finding w@at | was Iookmg for were very small. Theretore i decrded to. look for
other lexical patterns that mrght emerge. ’ , A

e

Divégq!ance between observers :
Ae major point should have been clear at the time, but it’is oniy in

looking back on it now, that it becomes clear. My rnterpretatron at this time, is
that these observers were not the-same, not even in terms of their theoretical
approach to therapy. One might say they were the same bécause they had all
been trained in systemic therapy, and a substantial portion of their practices
involved working -with - individuals, couples or families from a systemic
perspective, but this similarity was not manifest in the way they described
therapy. | suspect that if | had included therapists from a variety of theoretical ,
perspectives, that the basic common patterns of their lexis would have been no
more nor less consensual.» Therapists who are‘apparentiy identical according
to training, are actually divergent in their methods for constructing therapedutic
processbs. We will see that this statement can be supported in many ways.

~ 1 would also suggest'that what is consensually unique about these —
observer-therapists is not the technical or theoretical language they use, but
r_atiter the ways that they go about organizing and making sense of e_yents.' In
~ other words, perhaps therapy, for these individuals, is a phenomenon cf
\ personal construction, rather than theoretical, or technical description.

C Patterns of Lexis

| Although the interpretations that can be made about lexis are limited, and
_ alth_oug-h there is a limited consensual use of some general words iq the lexis
of these observers, it is possible to notice some regularities in the patterns of
lexis in the sessional descriptions. The word 'regularity' is being used here in
a way which does not imply predictability. -More simply, because one session
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was descrrbed witR a certain pattern of words this does not imply that the !
/theraplst who conducted the session would always -do therapy that v}ould be™ \\
described with these words; nor does thrs imply that another set ‘of observers
would have used these words in this instance; nor does this imply that if the
same session and same observers, but a different researcher were involved,

that the same pattern of words would be used. ) .
“Maturana makes this point clearly: "We can not predict others.  We can
not predrct ourselves. “We can observe regularities, and within those
regularmes we can have expectatrons and we do. And we get trapped by
»them, because we confuse the expectations that we have because we have
seen regularities, with teatures that pertain to something that is independent of
t1983 s.1,p.7). With this attntude in mind it is possible to drsouss the lexrcal
patterns in the sessional descnptrons ‘

AY

Primary distinctions and ergen values
Firstly, notice that the primary drstmctnon words are what they are;
'change’, 'process’, 'happen’, 'relat  :ship’, 'shrft They are not 'transterence’,
nalysis', 'contract’, 'cathexis’, ’congruence" 'self actuahzatron or 'personal
' gowth', or any number of all the vast general terminology that is .available in
the general domain of psychoth‘erapy. Of course, | specified these particular
words in the questions | asked the observeré, and they responded by talking
~ about these words. However, my selection of the words was not an arbitrarily
arbitrary choice. It was an arbitrary choice, but the arbitrariness was
hrstoncally seated in the history of interactions in myself, and between myse
‘ and the commumty of therapists with whom | associate.

" Before the formal research began, | had expenmented with various
words, and in fact, these Pparticular words were not preselected; instead they
became evident through the process of conducting the interviews. These were -
the words that seemed to specify the domain which both myself and the
observers were interested in exploring. This was not true in all cases. For
instance, when | asked Tim about the rel\aﬁonship in Devon's session, he had
very little to say about it, except that the word relationship did not seem to _apply_
to that 'session for him.  When | asked Devon whether there had been a
therapeutic shift in Gary's session, she asked me what | meant by that, and |
asked her if there had been a shift. After some thought she said there had
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been a shift, but not a th'er’apeutic' shift. We discussed this again later, and it is
still not clear what we are meaning by, "therapeutic shift". Evidently, this is an
ambiguous term. Devon also noticed that | had asked the question about
‘change in different ways, with different observers; and | see now that {did. The
other otiserVerS‘~ seemed to assume that they knew what | meant and did not
seek clarification of the questions. Judging by Devon's remark, it is possible
that there were more questio.ns' and uncertainties about the questions | was
asking than were being express‘ed. s

My point here is that although the primary distinction words ‘'seem to
indicate a consolidated class when considered in comparison with all the other
general words used in the general domain of psych_otheraby», a closer
investigation shows that the use of these werds, among this group of observers
has not yet stabilized. In other words, the meanings of the primary distinction
words has stabilized sufficiently that they can be ‘used, but not éufﬁciently that
they can always be used wnhout specmcatlon or.in the same way by a variety
of observers or thérapists.

| would suggest that thi-"*mdicates somethihg of the genesis of Ianguage
among a ‘community of observer-therapists. Language changes concurrently
with the structural changes within and among the people who interact (o
produce that language. Von Foerster talks about the ontogenesis of language
in the following way: "Consider an infant interaction with what for us is a ‘ball’
- After sufficient interaction, he bégin‘s to experiénce the ball as an invariant. His
recursive behavior, operating on the result of his previous operations, reaches
a stability [which is first the behavior value 'ball’, and then the seman‘tib‘ value
'ball]" (p.142). Meaning is not predeterminate, fixed, or final, 'bl;t stable
values do arise. Maturana suggests that, "Meaning arises in the domain of
* recurrent interactions of organisms for the observer. .... Our distinctions are
always changing” (1983). | would suggest that in the case of the observations
1 have described in this research, ‘nt was frequently true that | had had
insufficient interactions with the observers for us to have reached a stable
sense of the meanings of‘;the primary distinction wd{dj At the same time, the
opposite is also true. Evidently we. understood each other well enough to
communicate perfectly. In other words, we completed the specified activity.



: Structural plasticity and language ' Vv
Part of the confusion aout what tﬁ‘ese words meant may have been

- related t¢ infrequent recurrent interactions among myself and the observers
and parRmay have been related to ‘the phenomenon that' Maturana describes;
which is that our distinctions are always changmg So, for example, | might do- .
this research agam d again; asking the observers the same questions, and
they might become yearer about what the questlons mean, or they mnght not.
The point is that thelr understandmgs of the question would be changing at the
same time as my understandmg of the: questlon would be changing, but not -

- necessarily in the same way. At the same time, the nature of our recurrent
interactions would be changmg “1 think that Miuranas discussions about
structural plasticity, and the ontogenetically linked histories - of structurally
coupled unites, relates to my discussion about the unstable stable values.

The idea of language and language users co-drifting through structural
‘changes might be more apparent to an observer reading this report ten years
~from now. Or consider how it might-appear to a ﬁnanc'iaL‘anaIyst, linguist, or

whoever else. The meaning of what is written here will vary according to the
reader's history in language. By definition, |am a participant in a community
which has created the hiStory of the words we usgd in this investigation. This
means that we, in this community are aware of how to use these words, and yet
we are also most blind to the beliefs which are implicit in these words. ’

- Part of the nature of the words we use is that we become blind to that
which’is most obviou'_s_'a_bout them. | would suggest that between myself and
“the observers we created a consensus, but because we are that cohsensu's.A
and because this consensus is both constructed out of our methods for
constructing the world and at the same time is our construction of the worid,
anything we say, or do about that consensus creates more of the same.
Maturana explams the situation like this: "a system is blind to its rules, because
it is closed - we are in a system of beliefs in which everything we do is
confirmatory of the beliefs of which we are part” (1984, p.9, s.4). | think this is
what we-were doing - building up our belief system, so that everything we saw
became part of that.. Someone who is external to this system would have a
different view, so far as it is possible to have a drfferent view while still

participating in the same cultural linguistic history.
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In this sort of srtuatron it is |mpossrble to stand outsrde the system of
beliefs whrch were, or are the situation. The observer in this case myselt is

| always a pamcrpant in bringing fonh the situation. _There is no escape.
- Maturana suggests that, "T/e loglc of the description and hence, of

_ beha wbr in general is, necessanly, the. ’ldglc of the descrlblng_ B
system; grven behavior as a referential and determ/mst/c sequence of states 4
of nervous activity in which each state determ/nes the next one within the same -+ &
frame of reference " (1979; p 52). The history which determined my structure at

oo

.~

the time | spoke with the observers is still Iargely the history which determrnes .

my partlcrpatrons now. Ontogenetrcally,‘ 1 have not changed my organization. .| ™ : X

- have undergone structural® changes - this is inevitable in. the course of
prolonged interactions with these observers' descnptlons but organlzatronally

| am still-the same rdentrty. Maturana also indicates that, "If a change in the :

frame of reference takes place while a-given behavior develops, a new one

develops, such that the states following the change are determined with

respect to it™ (1979; p.52). - In the case. of my panicipation in this investigation,
my frame of reference has shrfted and this report is a behavroral mdrcator of
" that.

My shuft in understandlng R SRR «\

¥

~ The only perspective | can provrde on the descrrptrons is through

~ explaining how | make sense of it now. *mMy position now represents a
~ sttucturally ditferent situation than my posrtron then, at the time | spoke with the

observers. Through interacting with the descnptrons new structural patterns of

understanding developed. As new stru,ctures developed, my methods for
constructing the world changed, so that even the new. structures were
recreated. In a sense, then, what | present here, are the differences that make
a difference to me, at this time now, compared to that time then when | first
spoke with the observers

One of the m,ajor changes whrch | arh aware of havmg made whrle

participating in this process is that | have virtually abandoned the attempt to

compare the patterns of srmrlanty between the characteristics attributed to

theraprsts by observers, and the charactenstrcs that those theraprsts attributed
to other theraprsts | had mmally expected to be able to show that a community

- of observers would consensually descrrbe a theraplst srmrlarly in somev -

{




,'rGSpects to”}*e way the theraplst would descnbe others ln very slmple generdl
terms I had expected to fmd that person A would descnbe others in much the

same way that others would: descrlg}e person A And 1 suppose 1 mrght have’ no

coérced some observatronal patterns to SUppOl‘t this notion. Now 1 would
basrcally say that-our frames’ of reference are too dwerse to support the notion
- of consensually verifiable personalltres We speak the same language blt we
mhablt diverse histoties, and so our descnptrons of each other are divergent.
It's almost a trunsm that one's self descnptron W|ll always dlverge from the
;descnptlons attnbuted by others SR R S |

ey

\ 'Operatlonal constralnts and assumptions :
| could say for example that all of us in this communrty of partrcrpants :
(observer theraplstS) have read certain books; that we ar&generally familiar
“with certain ideas, and | could explam the gheory and olemlcs of systemic
therapy, but this is not.my purpose here. This has already een done, and | do
‘not think it would be useful to discuss the general theoretlcal pnncrples Many.
of tne technical wggds used in the descriptions collocate with the general Qrea
of systems therap%weory, so one can say the observers talked about pacing,
or joining, or reframmg, and so on, but my purpose hefg is not to: catalogue the
" use of the technical systemlc lexicon; nor is it to theorize about technrques Let.
- us accept that these observers spoke about a common vanety of technrques w
| whrch have been well described elsewhere. . o ‘
My purpose is to describe and exphgin how these observers constructed '
therapeutlc reallty We represent a community who operate within a specmed
| general.co_nsensual domain. | have said that | can nof get outside this
community to talk about the rules from a different perspectrve | have also said
that from within t‘hrs community, | am not interested in explalnlng the theoretical
technlques Wthh are part of the rules or belief system which define this
community - this would be tautological. A systemic therapist is someone who
- does systemic therapy, more or less, accordlng to the conditions -that were
specified at the outset of this mvestrgatron l assume that the reader is famrlrar
jth the general area of systemic therapy.
‘ Because | can not describe this consensual community from outsrde and
because | have chosen not to elaborate about the distinguishing belief system
which delines this community, | am left'with describing and explaining the
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srmrlanttes ‘and drtferences wrthm thts communrty More specrhcally Uam‘
‘virtually left with explaining the differences. Thrs is beeause the major
snmrlantres are either maccessrble orhave been accepted as grvent - @,
: ,Selt-referentlal distinctions P g T o
The best, and perhaps only way 1o drstrngursh these dtfferences is selff U
treterentrally that is; how are the components wtthht thrs commuorty n\ernatty
drstrngurshed It's like this. - Suppose someone is. an asptr’tng downhill skr .
'Vracer da%d he goes to: an eht’e skt oamp,» where retrred champm§ are
eoaching He might, aek each ot the- coaches about how to be a good o
downhrller 5a<:h of the. éoaches grves drfferent advrce dependrng on their
styles and therr perceptrone otthe needs of the asptrtng racer Now.if I am atso : :
a profrcrent racer and.l aek ghe aSpmng racer to talk about how the coaches
explained racing 10 hrrtt he wrll not talk about the htstory ot skr racrng, or about
the' basic, technrques everyone accepts nor wrll he talk about gerteratf I
srmrtantres such as, Well they all think it's. rmportant to train, and practtce and
~ pave a wrnnrng sptrrt and so on - these thrngs are erther too obvrqus to be
noticed, or too general to be notabte Instead, .he wilt compare the Specmc
.quahtres of the coaches that were relevant to him. For example "Klaus is. a
 European technrcran he belisves in practrcrng the basics ot slatom and grant
. slalom. Carl is more Amencan ‘he talks about focusmg and lettrng the skis .
run. Bernardis a competrtorw‘g he thinks racers should race ahd he goads hrs
team into competrtron wrth each other o

"The necessity of ]udgements in the dtstmcttons of dtvergence :
This project is sumrtar to the metaphor about descnbrng Ki coachrng rn
. the sense that the purpose here is to explore how observers construct their
~ideas about therapy, and thts report is offered ‘within a communrty ot experts
who are 1nterested in retevant dtsttncttons and not. basrcs Like-the aspiring
racer, | comé" tnto thts wrth a background wrth certatn rntentrons and.a
personal way of vrewrng the wortd Everythrng I say rs relattve to my hrstory
'my ontogeny i t‘hauenot set about this investlgatron in order to say that one
¥ observer ortheraprst is better than another but it-is rnevrtable that I will make
‘ 1udgements about quahty,; and that the reader wrll make ;udgements | hope
“f"these wﬂl be understood relatlvely lwould rather make statements and let the

N SRR

-
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readeﬂ interpret them, than not, make statement and t'ry to (whitewash
everythlng for fear of offendlng someone /- ! .
} In a sense, the similarities can best be rev Aled by talking about their

*_differences. - When we talk about difference$, thlen-we descripe the specrtlcs
“and the details, which are more informative than‘vague geheral similarities.

- The purpose is not to talk‘about differences for the sake of differences“ but to
talk about the differences that are useful in dlstlnagurshlng the characteristic
~styles of construction of each of the sessions and each of the observers:

. - From my position, in this community of language, It i§ difficult to gain a

* vantage from which to have a perspective on the observers'’ descrlptlons One
sort of vantage is obtained by noticing how observers' descri ptrons dlverge
~Some problems of comparison, and judgement result from vrewmg_ the .
descrlptidns,thls way. But some vantage is fiecessary, and no \/anlage can
_provide all the perspectival, shift that would be desired. ihink this problem of
obtaining a perspective exists whenever a community ynember asks; How do
we'go about being who we are? Von Foerster has discdssed this problem and
“partially resolved it through an historical approach:

/

Ontology will not address itself to how things camg. about.
Constructivists argue that this excludes accounting for the appearance
of certain things. For example, if | look at my navel from an ontological
point of view, | am unable to explain that funny thlng on my stomach.
It's a curlicue. Why should it be there? It's useless; it's a joke. There is
no way of accounting for this peculiarity on my body. Ontogenetlcally
it is a necessity for my existing. It accounts for my coming into being.
The ontology accounts only for me being there. ~ Ontologically,
language cannot account for itself. We need to ask not what language
is, but how it emerged. To ask what language is will always invite us to.
presurhe the existence of an objective world. First there were things
and then we learned to name them (Segal,1986; p.149).

- The approach in this investigation is to comment on oor,ontology as therapl'sts'
~indirectly by describing the divergent charagteristics of these observers.

Divergence in lexis

. Within the l.exis of this communlty' of observers and therapists, there are ‘
patterns of divergence. The lexical analysis provéd particularly useful for
distinguishing major differences between the, sdssions, and the distinctions
which llvere brought forth would not nave\been apparent in the same way hac
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other meth}ds of analysis been used. This kind of analysis is something like
the stock mar'u! prices that are listed in the newspaper. ‘The'_nurhf)ers'

themselves say little abou: trends, past or future, but they give a quick review
" of the curent s-uatic 1. The :wean’ings‘that can be obtained are limited, but for
the info- ned o 27ver, the lim ted meaningsnwhi'ch can be obtained can be
_informa ¢ anc u - "iorTation can berobtained rapidly. To some extent, the
lists ¢f words and theiy fraquencias as used in.the descriptions of sessions,

rovice 2 cuick rﬁ‘ethor* for scanning the superficial situation, and for some
prposes, ¢ superficia' readiry is all that is required. -

For exam=le .t s quits easy to notice, by locking at the lexical
frec sencies N the . npusite session descriptions. that Gary's session was not
descrhed with 'internal si7.2' weids whereas Tim's and Gisela's involved
substantiai n"inbers of ir ernal state' words. Gary's session was described with
a lot of 'behavior’ calegory words, whereas Neil's session was described with
very few of these. Recall that we are considering consensual patterhs here. !
These are the differences which we can notice by looking at the composite
descriptions provided by five observers about each session. These differences
lend support to the argument that a community of observers with some similar
training, consensually distinguish major patterns of difference between four
minute sessions of therapy. Although on one hand, this phenomenon seems

to indicate that that these sessions were different, on the other hand it
" indicates a remarkable degree of consensuality in the way that these observers '
describe each other's work. '

It is possible, by looking at the lists of sessional description lexis, to
notice the similarity between Devon's session and Tim's session; to notice the
similarity between Gisela's and Neil's session; and to notice that Gary's -
session is unique, and all these comparisons can be observed in sgveral ways
depending on how specific one wants to be. f :

The categorical hs}s e.g., primary distinctions, cognitions, behaviors, etc.)
of session description lexis can not be used to show that all the observers
described the Seasions in gparticular way. In - * the.more words there are in
a certain category, the g;reater the vanety of de .riptions, and this variety could )
indicate divergences of description. \

| would suggest that if a researchen were to analyze the descnptuons of-
_many sessions of therapy, and if the categories ot words became standard,
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and were based on many observations, and if the lexical analyses were,
performed rapidly. by computer, this could bea useful method for obtaining a
succinct overall impression of the patterns of divergence among session

" descriptions. In this case, | have conducted this study with a smal, relatively
homogeneous group, and | have had to create the method and the categories,
so in this case the method has been very time consuming; and while it is -
illustrative of some possmulmes of this sort of analysrs the costs of labgur in
this particular mvestlgatlon have been hr In some-ways, a simple
eyeba{lmg of the transcripts could have revealed many of these pattern} The
disadvantages of 'eyeballing' are that it is |rretnevablyéubject|ve and many of ‘&
the more subtle patterns would b.e simply lost. - . , ‘ .
Unique session words ‘

. One of the most useful methods. for revealing differences between
sessions were the lists of words that were used only in the descriptions of
individual séssions. One ylotable quality of;these lists was that they show%

* how much the observers descriptions were context-specific. The lexis in the
composite descriptions\ of sessions included words” which were used

'repeate'dly%to refer to specific incidents, behaviors, inferences, or objects.’
These lists suggest to me that the observers' descnpnons crystallized around
certain critical moments, events, objects qr mfere)\ces These mofents w were
different from sessron to session. : #

This is a crucial point in the discussion of the differences betwe)en these
session descriptions. . The patterns of words used uniquely in each composxte
session description suggest to me that these observers were not, in general,
exclusively attempting to describe certain particular processes in the sessions.
Instead, they were observing the particular unique focal elements of each
session. For instance, in Tim's session, they used the word gepressed' 33
times, at least four times by each observer; and they used 'bus' 51 times, at
least 7 times by eaoh observer; and these words were not-used at all in the
descriptions sessions. Clearly, there were some aspects of Tim's
session which wqlll ;e and focal. The important point is.that the observers
were varying thej A .rptlons according to the sessions. This suggests to me
that at least par{" of the ﬁ‘reauons of the descnptlons involved the interactions of
the sessions with the observers; and that observers, in part consensually °
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. drifted towards crystalh;mg their descrrptrons around certain ‘  Thi :
phenomenon is distinctly different frgm formulanc descnptron
The-elements in thé sessions whrcx}h seem%d 1o precipitate

stabllrzed nomma&zatrons_were ‘widely disparate and resist categorization. In
Devon's seSSroﬁ, he words "TV', "motivat\e‘ ‘twenty', and ®Bnérgy' stand out. In

Gary's session,-one ncltigzsrrﬁe'\use of 'mémmy’, 'party' 'job’, grow‘ 'dumb’, . -~
and 'pink slip’. - In Neil's gession, the' words, 'sisters', ‘alternatjve, and perfeot o
stand out, aithough not\as clearly as.do/, hz crystallrzmg words used in the
fdescnptrons of the previous three sessions. Grselas session seemed notable
for not having any uniquely crystallized lexrs, except maybe ‘apologize’,
'daughter and 'distant’. If we compare Gisala's and Neil's session, with
Devon's, Tim's, and Gary's, we can say that Gisela's, and Nells sessions
lacked precipitating elements. One mrght say that the observers did not identify
a focus. This aspect’is notable in Inght“f'\the fact that the observers also
convergmdea that if there werwanges in ttgese twe sessions, they\,,z
were minima e observers also generally converded , (with the noétable '
exceptions of the observers who were also the theraprsts) on the idea that the

processes in these two sessroas were cognrtrvely or rnformatlonalty
oriented. . -

| | will summatize the thres conust described. One, the lists of
words used uniquely in individual sess descriptions were imbortant
rdentrflers of pattérns of drvergent descrrptton among sessrons and observers
varied their descriptions radra.ally, according to the specific contents ot the
sessions they were describing. Two, the observars' descriptions tended to
~ crystallize around a few unique words in each session. - Thre®, those sessions
- which lacked precipitating lexical elements, were also the séssions which were
textually described as lacking focus, anq obvious indicators of client change.
" - Once again, please recall that these are my observations. -My oprmon N
about the statements | have just ade is that therapy sessions in which change
is consensually mdrcated are segsions which are described with a high use of
certain words that ar rticularly germane to the partrcular session. |thinkitis -
'atso likely that unsuccessful therapy would be described the reverge way, but 'I
have no evidence for that at this time.

. RN y / — . : o
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D Textual snmnlarrties and drfferences : Cw
o The discussion of the similarities and differences, at the textual tevel, x

between-the composite session descriptions needs to be introduced with so‘me
of the same remarks that were made about the patterns of convergence and
~ divergence at the lexncal level. | will rephrase these remarks here.
‘ In the }ast chapter | attempted t0 show some of the patterns.of smrlantros
vand differences among the textually -based descnptlons of each of the _
Sessions. Thay (attempt required me to " make some geperahzatlono aboyt the 73
observers' comments, in order to show how they were similar. *Even with these
_generahzatlons the similarities between the obsé\eﬁ} descriptions were.
difficult to discern, and those snmrlarmegwhrch were didcerned were
sometimes dlst(ngwshed at the cost of signoring some. differences. Thrs
problem is compounded when gne attempts to d@ngunsh the srrmlantres
between the c% posite session descriptions (e.g., all descnptrons Bf Tim's
~ session compared with all descnp?ons of Garys session). Each of the
ssﬁns was quite different from any o ‘ther d the’ descriptions of each
session also varied-widely. Therefore, the vana@ns émong sets of composite
session descriptions are complex. - o | o

Divergence and sta'bility' ,
~ ~ In essénce, onge | began attempting to compare sets of. sessional
descrlptrons it became apparent that whatever similarities | found, were mostly
~ the similarities that | had created. For instance, | might say that at the textual
Ie[vel all the sessions were describéd in behavioral, explanatory and
- conceptual terg‘@ - And | could say that this shows something about the way :
\ that the observers constructed thenr descriptions of therapy; and this could lead "
to a discussion of patterns of recursion in descrnptnons according to the
/’7 theoretical toundatrons in Bateson which were initially used 1o generate the
categories. Although | would like to make a few comments on how these
categories can be used to illustrate some patterns of convergence and
divergenceg in the observers' c‘esoriptions, | do not want to suggest that the
categbries themselves cons:itute similarities between the observers’
descnptnons The problemis tt*Kthe categories themselvessare really the only
unifying recurrent constructlo 1in the descriptions.

e

s
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This situatiofi demonstrates Von Foerster's description of the generation
of eigen values He uses the example of the programmable calculator which
continues to calculate the square root of whgtever number is entered: As the
machine calculates the square root of the square root of.... ‘etc., it operates in.
 the samemay, on each resultlthat is generated. The ;esult is that the answer is
always the number one H’he machine operates on its own operations, and
always generates the same’ number regardless of the initial input.

Self- deflnltron : - . ) .
" In other words, the resutt is a tunctlon of the operator t?te initial value

~ disappears. This. example itlustrates somethlng about the ontogenesis of

language through the mternal operations of recurswn m the closgd system of

the language user. Languagehas consensual value because the operators of
\

language have chosen to recogmze the existence éf other like-minded

..@operators who generate stable vélues in a simitar fashion. Maturana seems to

suggest that this choice to incluge the other is represented by our word 'love’

and he_seems to suggesgt that the ‘existence of love is a tundamental given in
thé\human condition. -

o

However, the dlstrnctlon of the degree of will or chOlce that people have in
generating society a d langtiage is not the p,artlcular topic of discussion at this |
point. The topic he @ has to do with my,observation that in order to distinguish
patterns of conyergence .among sets of composxte sessional descriptions, |
need to operate on operatrdns of interactions that | have had with the
descriptions;} and what emerges fram this recursion of mternally generated.
operations afg essentlally the stable values of the operatlons that | have
performed. se stable values are represented by the categories used to-
ofganize the textual descriptions, and these categories have little 1o do with
the initial descriptions.  *~ \

l s/ : |
Behavioral descriptions - - -

It 1 say that all the observersqncluded degrees of behaviors, explanatlons
and conceptlons in their descriptions; Twill have first had tg dlstlngursh certain
words as belonglng to certain categories.. These categories were themselves

: generated through extertsive fecursions of my lnteractlons with Qome literature

and with the descnptlons L

A : . ’ ' ?



196

| can say, based on my understandmg of the behavioral category of text,
that the observers often spoke of subtle behavioral changes (nods smlhng
postural adjustments, hand motions, vocal tonality, etc.), and that although
different behaviors were observed in each session, these behaviors were
often given as evidence of the kind of relationship, the-nature of the process, or
the dégre’e of change, that the client and therapist were engaged in. It is also
clear that these statements reflect my belief in the importance of the
observation of subtle behavioral communications.

Once a category of behaviors has been established | can operate on |t ,
further. My operations on the: category above involved my distinguishing
certain éspects. The aspect§ which | distinguish, are those which make a
" differance to me, and at the same time, are confirmatory of my belief systeméas "
a therapist; which is that behavioral chan'ges are crucial indicators of
therapeutic process. So | notice that which demonstrates and confirms my
beliefs. 1 do not have to distort the observers' descriptions to do this. | have
shown extensnvely in the last chapter that observers described many specmc
behaviors, and these specific behaviors were critical indicators of procegs.

Another observer with a different ontogeny would distin uish different
cate‘gories, and would generate different operations on those categories, and
would 'inevitably arrive at the stable values of the operations irihe're‘nt in his or
her ontology. This is perhaps a simple point; the reason | emphasize it is to
demonstrate. that it is impossible for the observer to -escape the reohrsive'
operations on operations which generate both the observer's being, and the
products of the observer's interactions with others, namely, the stable end-
states, words ' '

——

Similarity of divergence in _exblan’ations
For the purpose of exemplifying my explanation of the self-definiﬁg ‘
- qualities of description,. | will illustrate some of the similarities that arise from
patterns of divergence. Notice that fhe composite session descriptions were
similar in the sense that observers explai;ned the behavior'alv descriptions in
distinctly divergent ways. The point here is that one of the similarities between
the composite descriptions was thai in each set of composite'descriptions
each of the observers explained the specific behaviors described above,

diferently. B Tﬂ
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Within the system'oﬁf beliefs from which | ope'rate, this is an important

observation. It is also an observation which is consistent with the notion | .

described above, which was that observers generated descriptions from within
their closed systems of recursive operations. Observers simply could not have
not explained their observations the same way. Even in the situations
specified by this investigation, where the 'triggers' have been reduced to four

-

/

minute examples of therapy, and where the observers have had similar

histories of training, their explanations of their observations are djvergent.

| would sdggest that this aspect of my discussion of the observers'
‘explanations has significant implications for the conduct of research in
"herapeutic process, and therapist training 51 would suggest that research and
. 3ining should be founded on the preﬁi;ée that individual therapists are
distinct, 'unique, ontogenetically determined closed systems. This méans that
individuals construe the world differently, and no amount of training, or
experimental rigor c’an'sgcceed in exorcising these differences.

Conceptual descriptions

At the level of conceptual desérip't'ithn—s amongviiher Vsetshb;f“c:hb'rﬁpd“si'te_”" |

session descriptions, the observations | have made about the behavieral and
explanatory levels also apply; and one or two other notes can be added. At
the'conceptual level one can see some égrpement bétween observers' within
each set of observ tions, and although there is somé& repetition of concepts
between_coﬁandeScription‘S, the sessions were sufficiently different that
there was a relatively low degree of repetition: Therefore, it is not useful to look
tor similarities in terms ot repeated use of the same concepts. ,| suggest that the -
notable similarity is similar to the similarity which was indicated at the
explanatory level. This is to say that the composite session conceptual
descriptions were similar in the sense that the concepts which were used
repeatedly within composite de,sc_ript\ic’sis‘, were explained di,fferen"tly.

For instance, in Gary's description of his own session, he said that he was
relabelling the boy's behavior in a refational focus; which he explained as: the
boy's behavior was descrivec as being protective of his mother.  Tim
described an acceptably similar concept in his description of Gary's session,
which he called reframing, and he e'xbléined it this way: what was most
important was complementing the son for giVing his mom a full-time job, and
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yet recogn. - ; tnet he was paying a high price for that. Or consider the similar
differens  vet - 30 Devon's. and Gisela's descriptions .of ‘Neil's session.
Devon cor “ep ualiz2d that Neil was introducing alternative directioQs,. which |
she evxpla.." ~d in part, by saying that he was s_yst’é‘maticall,y introducing some
doubt into the client's world- view, and attempting to bring her into his world-
view. Gisela conceptualized that Neil was helping the chent to "entertain
alternate perspectives”, which she explained in part by saying that the client
was looking at herself, her family, and her relatives in a cognitive way.

The ontogeny of dwergence

-lnthese pairs of conceptual and explanatory descnptlons one could say
that the concepts are sufficiently similar to be equwale_nt “If ' had been
summarizing, and thematizing the transc‘rip‘ts as is often done in the
phenomenological style of research in this area, | probably would have
summarized and classified these pairs of concepts identically. | am suggestiag
that what becomes apparent throuigh the analysis that has been corgd_n_;c{!d
here is that the apparent equivalenze of concepts magks the explangtory
differences. :

| have made some suggestions in the previous chapter about how one
can consider the divergent referential systems which generate divergent
explanations, and | have suggesied that divergent referential systems imply
different ontogenies. Different ontogenies mean that people construct the
world differently. In other words, when two observers of therapy agree that the

therapist has reframed something, this only means that they have used the

same wor.  The use of the same word may coincide with descriptions of
similar behavior, but it is unlikely that it will coincide with the same

- explanations. Now it may or may not be important whether or not observers

provide the same explanation; what is important is that divergent explanations

exemplify different ontogenies. The consequences of the recognition of this

aspect are considerable. - A o

For instance, suppose that two observers are behind a one-way mirror

observing thefapy As they talk, they use some of the same conceptual terms, |
and point to some of the same behaviors. Suppose the therapist consults

during inter-session, and between them they decide that one- of the observers

ehould return to the client as a cor sultant. So the two observers talk to decide
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who will go in, and they both say; "Well it does not really métter, because we
both think the same way about this; so let's flip.a coin.” They flip a coin, and

™esne of them enters= Now as the session progresses, it is inevitable that the
observer who remained behind the mirror will think something like; "Oh yes, °
that's good, just what | would have done;. oh no, what's 'she doing now - | don't
understand that, why doesn't she do what we were talking about." The
observers will inevitably diverge ag soon as they act independently.
“Consensual use of conceptual or behavior desCriptLst presents the illusion of
equivalence.  Varying explanation’s indicate divergent ontogenies; and
independent action will confirm that individuals who may use some of the same

- words still operate in dlfferent worlds.

Metaphorism
Another aspect of the differences between the conceptual Ievels of the
composite descriptions which 1 would like to introduce here has to do with the
use of metaphors in the conceptual descriptions of sessions. Metaphw
frequently in the observers' descriptions. These metaphors are sometime v
difficult to distinguish from technical concepts, but any such distinction is not
"'pajilcularly relevant. The point is that there is a type of description which
( seemed at once more comprehensive and specific than many of the
conceptual descriptions which were used. These metaphors were some of the
" clearest indicators of individual dlfferenceQ oetween sessions, and for that
matter, between observers. Von Foerster has suggested the word
"metaphorism” to describe this phenomenon
" Here are some examples. Devon described Tim's session almost totally'
through. the metaphor of fishing. This metaphor was used to serve many
descriptive purposes. It comprehended the aspect of sport, entertamment, fun,
mystery, curiousity, anticipation, thrill, uncertainty, certainty, and much else. Tim
also used a fishing metaphor when he said that Gary "very quickly reeled the
boy in on that one.” Tim described Devon's session with the metaphor of the
- bulifight, and how in a bullfight, there is one chance to thrust the sword in ri'ght
This encapsulated his sense of precision, tnmlng, arus‘ry challenge, and so on.
Gary described Tim's session through the metaphor of the stand-up comic who
works the audience through building a sense of anticipation. Devon described
Neil as a "more a kindly father", which in the context of her description, and
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probably in the context of those who know Devon, says a great deal about
- paternalism, control, authority, benevolent persuasweness and so on.

Gary, Devon and Tim used metaphonc descriptians most often in thenr '
descriptions. Both Gisela and Neil tended to remain more literal. -Of course; to. .
the extent that all |anguage is symbolic, one could argue that there are varying
degrees of. metaphor in all the descriptions. And thls is a relevant point; but if
we malntaxn a more standard literary definition of metaphor it is p035|ble to say
that Neil and Gisela remained more hteral in their descriptions. | would suggest
that this aspect of their descnptuons is connected with the fact that both Gisela's
and Neil's sessnons were often described as being more cognmvely oriented
than the other sessions. You will recall that Gisela was described as gathering
information, and Neil's session was described as helpmg the girl entertain
alternative ideas. :

The distinction of observers by use of metaphor is a matter. of degree, as |
is the distinction of session descriptions by use of metaphor. “All observers
used metaphors, and all sessions were described through metaphors. Some -
metaphors were more focal, significant, and comprehensiye than others. The
one metaphor which all observers used, and oddly they each talked about it
only once, though about different sessions, was the metapﬁor of ‘dance’.
This was fortuitous occurrence because | would have used Bateson's and
Keeney's word choreography regardless, to identify the level ot metaphoric
- description. | ' R

E Chor’eographies, metaphorism, and eigen. values

. The choreographic level of description includes words which have been
generated through many recursive operations in the observers. Metaphors “
identify both the observer and that which is observed, and they perform this
mutual identification incisively, in distilled terms. At they same time, they have
expansive meaning.‘ I would suggest that some metaphors are the, most
powerful form of conceptual description. The peculiar aspect of the metaphor
is that it is so clearly a product of the individual observer. Each observer
seemed to generate characteristic patterns of metaphor, although it is difficult to
define these characteristics.

In the context of the descriptians, metaphors occurred at points when the

- observers were intent on describ.ng fascinating aspects of the sessions. My
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SUbjGCUVQ rmpressmn was - metaphors were initiated out of frustration
with the capacrty of literal m td"describe what they had to descnbe | am T
not suggesting that one can predict when metaphors will be used, | am simply” '
suggesting that one aspect of metaphoric“;description seems to be that it is an
attempt<o say more than can be said through literal conceptual terms. .| am
also suggesting that the metaphor is a good example. of -some of the most
highly stabilized tokens for eigen values. | am not using the word 'stabilize"
here to refer to duration in time; instead the word refers to Von Foerster's
sense of the eigen value - the value that will be computed repeatedly once a
certain threshold of internal recursion has been attained. | .

It is possible to talk about a stabilized value that does ‘not endure in time.

| would explain this by saying that the structure of the person is constantly

“changing. It is possible, that the act of bringing forth a hlghly stabilized value
such as a metaphor, could trigger changes in the sensory system. of the
orgaﬁte‘m which produced the value. Just think for a moment how it is possible
~ to be discussing therapy with someone, and in your attempt to, say just what
| you mean, you express yourself metaphonoally Often the metaphor seems to
emerge wrthout intention, unexpectedly, and yet the expression of it mrght
provoke a ohange in the pattern of the conversation for both persons.

| was, speaking with someone recently, and | was telling him about how |
feel more tired and less motivated sometlmes now that this dissertation is
nearing completion, and | expressed how it's a little like the trip back down the
- mountain, when there's nowhere to stop. but most of the energy has been
'uused to get to the top. Once | sald this, | felt differently about the s:tuat:on -
more relaxed, and the conversation ‘dnfted onto easier concerns. o

©n this topic of how there r’rs change in stabilized values (such as
metaphors) Maturana explains how living organisms are constantly changing,
structurally, while still remaining o‘rganizationally the same: :

So evolution will also be a hlstory of conservation of organization
and adaptatton with ontdgemes in which structure is changing
continuously; in which the unities slide through the realization of their
niche, through structural char/tge - this is what is meant by conservatron of X
adaptation (p.5, s.2, 1984).

/
Seqal, in his interpretation o’f Von Foereter, talks about how the sensory and
. motor systems ard interdependent. That is, the product of one is the trigger of

”
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the other: 'Evolutuonary studies of the nervous system indicate there is a
closure between our sensory and motor systems. Perception ar.d action are
interdependent” (p. 123, 1986) If we consider this statement concurrently with
the following passage which illustrates Von Foerster's idea of the sensmwty of
the organizationally closed system to itself, then it is possible to understand
how a metaphor can be described at once as a highly stablhzed value, and yet
also be of mdetermmate temporal duration:

/

Let's consider the ratlo between our interhal and external sensors.
We have about 100 million or 200 million external sensors. This wpuld
include the sensors in eyes, ears, nose, mouth, and surface of the™skin.

These sensors receive external perturbations. Our brain has 108 neurons

with about one thousand synapses each, i.e., 1013 internal sensors,
which sense electrical impulses from other neurons. This means we are
one hundred thousand times.more sensitive to ourselves than to the so-
called outside world (p. 122, 1986).

- To return to the discussion of metaphars and chereography, . | would like
~ to add that one potentially |Ilum|nat|ng method for understanding observers'
‘constructnons of therapy would be through " the analysis of metaphoric
description.  This level of analysns would provide access to the observers'

t<

‘choreographies. The value of this sort of analysis is that it is inherently - ‘»

- respectful ot individual differences. A metaphoris a unique production which
‘indicates tha re~ursive operations of the observer. At the same time, the
metaphor is the most condensed description of the observer's construction of
therapy - at the time, and in the situation that it was expressed. |
F Composite observer descriptions
, There are several central ideas | would Iuke to consider in thxs discussion._
of theesets of composite observer descnptnons (e.g., the set of Neil's
descriptions, the set of Devon's descnptaons etc) . Firstly, some of the patterns

of convergence will be consndered and this will include a brief discussion of .

differences that make a differences thresholds, scales, referential systems, and
cycles of recursion. These concepts overlap, and as the reader will have
noticed in the discussion so far, it has been difficult to present concepts

separately. Following some notes on convergences, the discussion will shift to
the divergences. '

!



Patterns of convergence in lexis
In the lexis that was used by the five observers, | have noted the 11
'wcrfds that therapists all used in at Ieasgthree descriptions (think, say, not,
know, want, talk, problem, work, look, feeling,’ ont). Thdse words defmathe
common lexical domain of ‘description. This Ilst sa‘ys little' about the contsxtual
meanings of these words, but it defines the basic- !exlcal tools with which this
community was operating. | have shown how this hst can be expanded into
géneral lexical categories which can be used to categorize the vast major#y of
words which were searched for in the lexical analysis. ' }

As a result of this categorization, one can notice how thege observers
commonly described therapy with wards categorized as, primary \distinctions,
modes$ of distinction, and aspects of distinction. Tha sub -categorie§ of aspects
~of distinction included; qualities, quantities, spat ial dimensions, intentions,
cognmons sensory. perceptions, verbal expressions, behaviors, internal states,

personal ldentmes professional actions, and uncharactenzed Within these

_ sub- categonesjb the categories with the greatest membershnp were cognmons
and verbal expressions, followed by internal states, personal ‘identities,
sensory perceptions, behaviors, and professional actions. Notice that the
comman pattern of lexis employed by these observers as a grouprwas.
] predommantly oriented to cognitions, and verbal expressuons
‘ | would suggest that the common lexical pattern indicates & lexiswhich
refers'to a broad range of experience. Although <~ ynitive and verbal
expression words were most frequently used, “there was also Trequent use of
words referring to behavior, internal states, sensory perceptions, personal
identities and professional actions. The lexis was not focalized; nor was it
- predominantly technical. | would also sdggest that these observers operated
from the full ranges of their own personal forms of experience and lexical
expression. Because | can not compé‘re this lexis with the lexis used by
different communities of therapists, or with lay people, it is difficult to make
general distincticns that are not purely personal opinion. '

| think that systemic therapists are geperally trained to be careful
observers, to organize their observations into patterns, to hypothesize
‘methods for interrupting those patterns, to intervene, and to repeat the
prevnous cycle uritil the client is satisfied with the outcome. This general “

method is baSlcally the one that is described by Selvini-Palazzoli, Cecchin,
, ,



A N o - 204

Prata and Boscolo but it is roughly equivalent to the problem solvmg
approach described by several authors in<the area of systemic therapy (FlSCh
Weakland & Segal, 1982; Gurman & Kniskern, 1980; Haley, 1976).
The actlvny of observation is directed towards the description of behavior.
The purpose is to generate clear -useful behavioral descriptions.
Intelledtualizations, generalizations, and technical terminology have limited
value in this process. This convergent aspect of the histories of these
observers results in a language which seems similar to the language that might
-be used by non-experts. | suppose it is possible that if untrained observers
were asked to describe therapy, their observations might sound more
technicai, . and include @ reduced range of lexical categories.
Notice that the behaviors which the observers described often mvolved
“subtle distinctions of head nods, hand-shakes, smiling, laughing, postural
shifts, vocal changes, etc. The language of these observers was oriented to
specific behaviors; yet at the same time, there were many words referring to
cognitions, and internal states. This employment of ‘words in diverse
categories might be called 'palanced’, although no doubt the reader will have
other explanations. o

!

Less frequently used words

It one looks at the words which were used less frequently b); all the
observers, such as those words included in the list of words-used at least once
by each observer, one ¢an observe increasing specificity of ?neaning and a
potentna!ly closef collocation with psychotherapy. When one looks at the words
used most frequently by each of the individual observers, one finds both the
commonly used words as well as many more technical and specific words. AS |
demonstrated in the last chapter, the words that individual observers used can
be further analyzed into collocational sets, and when this was done, some
distinct differences were brought forth. R '

Q

The similarity of ditferences :
' Although one can say that there was a relatively small set of words
commonly used by all observers, and although this could lead one to say that
there was relatively little similarity between the lexical patterns of individual
observers, | think it is also useful to notice, again, that the observers' lexical

P o .
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patterns were similar because they were each unique. This effectively

ampunts to saying that the observers' lexical patterns were similar because
they weére dlfferent.

This sounds like semantic play, but | am trying to indicate that to some

- extent, the observers wsed uniqué}lexical patterns, and that the differences

between the words they used were greater than the similarities. Because this

was a consistent feature of the comparisons of their lexical patte‘fns. one can

say that the predominant simila‘rity of comparisons of observers' lexical

| patterns was that they were different. ‘This is an observation which | have

distinguished at many levels of this discussion, and it is important. It has

important implications. I ‘e%pen therapists, who are similarly trained, use
_different words to describe therapy, then one might suggest that

psychotherapy research should be designed around methods which are-

founded on individual differences:

The obsetvation that individual therapists use unique lexis is consistent
with, and can be explained by autopoietic and constructivist theories. - | have
explained the basic princip?s earlier, so it is sufficient to note here that words
represent stable values,/which, are the end-products of many recursive
operatians in the language us?er. Maturana défines language as the
"éonsens‘us of interactions about a consensus of interactions.” Because each
© person is a distinct organization with a-unique ontogeny, the structural
processes which generate language are unique. As Von Foerster has noted,

the remarkable aspect of language .is not that is fallible, but that we can |

Lﬁm‘de_rstand each other so well. One of the implications of the observations |
have made, which ! will discuss later, is that we mistakenly assume we
understand what others mean because we use words that we all know. These
investigations lead me to believe that we usually only understand each other
well enough to get by. There is a much larger realm of possible understanding

that could be accessed if wa first accepted that we usually do not understand
each other very well at all.

Differences that make a difference, and thresholds

In order to describe some of the differences between the observers' lexis,
it will be necessary to use the .followin'g terms: difference that makes a
difference, threshold, scale, referential systems, and Cycles of recursion. These

v
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wi}l| be described here in the context of the discussion of observers' lexis.The
concept of 'the difference that makes a difference’ is centcﬁl to Bateson's
discussion of epistemology, and it is closely associated with tie constructivist

and autopoietic theories of how we ‘generate knowlec' Herei a brief
example of how Bateson defines ‘the difference that makes a differencd":

We can assert that any ongoing ensemble of events and objects
which-has the appropriate complexity of causal circuits and the
appropriate complexity of energy relations will surely show mental
characteristics. . It will compare, that is, be responsive to difference (in
addition to being-affected by the ordinary physical "causes” such as
impact or force). It will "process information™ and will inevitably be self-
corrective @ither toward homeostatic optima or toward the maximization of
certain variables. :

A "bit" of information is definable as a difference which makes a
difference. Such difference, as it travels and undergoes successive
transformation in a circuit, is an elementary idea (p.315, 1972). : a

A difference that makes a difference is very similarto Maturana's concept of the
trigger which perturbs the system. Von Foerster suggéstsythat the activity of the
sensory netirons is &n ‘all or none' prdcess - either the neuron fires or it does_
not fire. | think this-means that the neuronal firing is a close neurophysiological .
analogy for a difference that makes a difference. In order for a neuron to fire;
"A fixed number of syna{ses must be excited within the period of latent addition
in order to excite a neuron at any time.” (p.111, 1986).

Maturana suggests that a word.is a distinction of a ydisti»hction.‘ The initial
distinction is the difference that.makés a difference, or in other words the -
neuronal ﬁring.. Let me connect this to what is-happening when an observer
observés a therapy session. The observer's ‘sensory system is affected by

- many events. ‘Some events occur with’suffi‘cient frequency or magnitude (l am
not sure what scale is appropriate here), that the sensory neuron fires. In other
words, the event marked a sufficient degree of difference, according to the/
sensory system, that the neuron fired and was nated in the neuropnysiological
system of the observer. When a degree of difference is reached (ana degree is
defined by the system), the difference makes a difference to the system. This is
sensed as a bit of information. These bits of information are prelingUistic. As
bits collect in the system, and as the system operates recursively on the
information, the operations stabilize sugiciently to be perceived as sensory
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'perc'eptiorfé " These may still be prelinguictic As the observer operates on the
. -perceptions, some perceptions will be dnstmgunshed as stable values which are
' represented by words. '

| am describing this amateunsh reading of Bateson Maturana and Von
- Foerster in order to explain how it is that observers can alI be presented with
- the same video-tape and yet all descnbe that video-tape dxfferently 1 think one
can say that observers are unique organizational identities which procesé
information according to their structures. We have no way of knowing what
triggers neuronal fz@&g@ each observer. Therefore; we can not say that
" observers generai«;&i«' fRfame information at the elemental prehngunstrc level.
Similarly, we: can N %row how observers operate on the information, nor
- what thresholds of recursive stabuhty need to be attained before perceptlons
are distinguished gs words.

Operations in language are many times removed from sensory response,
and the internal structural processes of generatlon can not be traced. .
Therefore, when we operate in language, we necessarily operate with tokens
for stabilized recursions. The word$ we use are also semantically dependent
on the ontogeny of the persons Usihg the words. We "each have different
histories for each of the words we-use. When observers observe, and
describe their observations, they dlstmguush those dlstlncnons of distinctions
which pertain to the domain of descnptlon in which they are operatmg In this
case, the domain is the description of psychotherapeutlc process.

Maturana has said that the description of recursive processes can be
-isomorphically applied to various levels of description. For-example, we could
raise it about two or three notches from the level that has just been described
and suggest that words repreSeht differences that make a difference. ‘This |
more useful for the purposes of talking about observers’ obéervations.
|mportant)3rovnso here is that words can also be described as the e
of many recursive operations. If we describe words as the elemental
representations of bits of mformatlgn, then it is clear that all the observers were
operating from differing constructions of the video-tapes. ‘

If we move to the next level of description of the observer's descriptions, -

namely, how they distinguished patterns of bits of information and organized
~ them into more complex patterns of organization, such as change, relationship,
and process, then we can also use the word 'threshold’' to describe the level

~
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\which 'most be attained before certain words are distinguished as the ‘primary
distinctions!. | recognize that my descriptions®may be needlessly complicating
this discussion, but | am attempting to d’istinguish my use of the terms
'diffgrence thgt makes a difference’, and threshoid |n terms of the theories in
which the words originated. : .

_For th purposes ot this discussion, | think if is most useful to use™

" 'dnfference tha makes a difference’ to refer to the. words, or collections of
words, that represent elemental units of perceptions of behavior. 'Threshold' .
can be used to refer to the level that must be attained in each observer before

.. they drstmgursh patterns of differences that make a difference as 6ne of the

primary dlstrnctron% ¢ ‘\;

L For mstance ﬂ::we compare Devon's and Grselas descnptrons of Gisela's ~

~ session, one could say that they both spoke of how the woman' was crying.in
the session. Therefore, the event was a dlfference that made a difference for
each of them. Gisela said that she selected thls pamcular segment because it
was the only time when the _woman showed some emotion, and this
expression mdrcated to Gisela: the degree of tension-that the woman felt; and it

“indicated that she fel} sufficiently comfort le in the sgssion to express hersel{
MOMMQr Gisela, this affective expression was a change Therefore, we
can say that the difference which made a drfference namely the crying, in
recursive interaction with-all the other differences that made a difference in that
context in Gisela's organrza??éh—as a therapist, reached a threshold where the
crying became distinguished as a changeb \

In Devon's description of Gisela’s session, the threshold was not attained,
and the transtormation did not occur. Therefore one camsay that the cryrng
was not distinguishad as a change. -

Notice that the threshold for distinction of change may appear
approximately equ:valent in two observers, while the components (differences
that make a difference) vary. For instance, notice Gary's and Tim' i descriptions
of Devon's session. Bc*h observers indicated that there had been a change.
However, the differences that were relevant to Gary were described as
mcreasmg insight, revealing the rules of the game, and exaggerating the rules
of the game, - among others. The differences that mattered to Trm were the
precrse phrasing of the question, the repetition of the question, and the client's
behavnor‘al change when she finally answered the question. .

L
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I will drscuss this phenomenon in morg detail subsequently so | will
simply mention here that in general the observers demontstrated considérable
similarity of threshold while_ demonstrating considerable divergence in: their
';;dlstmctlons of differences that made a difference. Allen VanderWell suggested.
f% d metaphor to describe this \;N'xenomenon. He suggested that the
obé'g ars can agree on the score, and the r'ule's, and yet have different sfyles
of playing the game. '

&

G Scales, teferential systems, ,and cycles of recursion R

There are three other basic concepts that | will describe here: scale,
referential systems, and cycles of recursion. Each of these Ydeas have been
introduced in the previeus chapter, but | would like to make some modifications
to the earlier descriptiops: ’

| have describe
when their behavioral |

B4

w the observers' explanations varied.gre'atly, even-
nd’ conceptual descriptions were similar. In the
prévious chapter, it was syggested that the concept of referential systems could

be used to explain how observers ‘appeared to distinguish d‘fferences through

' comparmg an event with a- different€®ent in time, space or context
Frequently, observers explained behaviors through refergnce to ‘henr
inferences about the internal states of the client or therapxst. Forargs__tance Neil = .
suggested that he thought that by the end of the session, his cli'ehf'had
changed because she saw herself as belng less vulnerable ‘and not SO
lmperfect when compared with her sisters.

At this point, | want to fake it clear that the concept ot the feferential
'system is simply an explanatory dewceimlch was used to describe the
process of distinguishing differences that make a difference, and to show that
each observer is organizationally unique, i.e., operating out of a unique
ontogeny. Referential systems qua"mechanisms do not exigt. In other words,
the observers distinguish different words because they distinguish different
words. - As observers of observers we do not have access to the structural
operations of recursion through which words, or differences that make a
~ difference are determined. This is a crucial point. The entire discussion of seff-
creating systems is founded on the premise that these systems are closed
Systems. Organizational entities can not be disintegrated and still exist; they
exist as coherent composite unities. In other words, we can not take a person
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apart to find out how he or she observes. The system functions as a system.
Von Foerster speaks ‘eloquently to this point in his refutal of the localization of
neurological function argument. . \

The practical consequence of the mtegral cohere:ice of living
| organizations which concerns us here is that the words whic*. the observers
| present are among the only pieces of evidence that we have for rascribing the

structurall processes of the observer. In the case of this inve 5t gation, | can
also discuss the nature of the particular segments: of therapy tha: the observers
presentéd, and | could talk about the history of my interactions with them as
colleagues, and about their behavior while describing the video-tapes and so
on. | have chosen to focus prirharily on their descriptions of the video-tapes.

‘Although this concept may sound complex, in practice, it is not.; althou‘gh
it is true that one is frequently tempted to forget it. For example, Gary usedthe
. words, insight, implicit, explicit, gestal, hlerarchy structural, paradox, double-.
bind, hypnosis, pacing, and many other words which collocate closely with the
technical therapeutic language used in gestalt, structural, strategic, and
naturalistic hypnotherapeutic Iahguage. | can not infer from this that Gary
operates structurally as all these kind_s of therapists. If | put 75 cents into a coke
machine and get a coke, | can say very little about how that machine produced
the coke. "

Consider this point in relation to the dlversnty of observers' de:~ stions of
the significant processes in the sessions they observed. Consider Harticulatly
the diversity of explanations. These experts'_offered various explanations for
the interactiong between clients and therapists From the experts' points of
view, there was little agreement about how or why the mteractnons occurred as
dhey did, or about why they could be described in certaln ways.. For all practical,
purposes, the structural mechanisms were invisible to observers. This is not to
say that observers can not invent explanations; but it does mean that the
explanations which are invented are examples of the end-products of the
observers' structurally determined processes. : '

The ontogenesis of organizational unities ocdurs through such vastly
| complicated histories, and through such vastly complicated recursions of
~ operations; that'we can never isolate or describe the structural processes
fthro_u,gh which organisms conserve their adaptations in the mediums in which
“they exist. This notion has sig’fr‘tiﬁcant implications for the practice of therapy.
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For one, the observer or th_era;ﬁist is pos: ored as the respbnsi'ble creator of
‘ therapeutid process. .Secondly, a point which has been mentioned prev?ously;
prediction of outcome is not possible. Thirdly, we should use the knowledge
which we generate wi‘h considerable caution. | ,
| have indicated that the concept of the referential system is simply an
explanatory device for discuéISing the indeterminable structural processes
through which observers generate differences that make a difterence. The
concept of 'scale’ is vegy similar, but | think it is a.concept which is based on
more consensually verifiable evidence. To use the coke machine example
again; if | go for a coke every day, and everyday | get a coke for 75 cents, - |
know, with all the certainty that one can practically obtain, that that machi'ne.,will ‘
provide a coke for 75 cents, unless, of course, it is broken. | could say that in
this case, | know the scale (quéners, dimes, nickles), and | know the threshold
on the scale (75 cents). A scale is a higher level, more stabilized recursion of

the processes that were explained as 'referential systems'. A scale is like a
metaphor in this sense. ' -

H Use of scale for distinguishing patterns of convergence

Forinstance, | would suggest that Tim and Devon could be described as
operating according to similar scales for describing process and change (their
. scales of relationship vary). The similarity can be demonstrated in several
ways. Forinstance, in her description of Tim's process, Devon suggestéd that
the client was actively attending to Tim, and that the process was effective

because she saw the boy nodding his head, and then laughing a little after Tim

" made his suggestion. Tim described his ownsession in very similar terms. |f
we look at Tim's and Devon's.descriptions of Devon's sessions, we again find
remarkable overlaps in their descriptions of process and change. On top of
this, both Devon's and Tim's ‘sessions were described“with many similar
technical terms and metaphors by the other observers.

| am not suggesting that these two observers or therapists are identical, or
that they do therapy the same way, . but | am suggesting that there are about
five points of similarity here. This constitutes sufficient information from which
to extrapolate a regular pattern of convergence. For the sake of efficiencyof
expression, it might be useful to say that Tim and Devon operated with similar
scales in their descriptions of process and change in their own, ahq,each’
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other's sessions. Although they did converge in their descriptions of some
aspects of other sessions, the similarities were. not sufflclently remarkabJe 10

indicate similar scales.

In short, | would suggest that the notionr of scale is more practncally useful .
as an explanatory Soncept than is the idea of referential systems. - It works well

with the concept of threshold, and it is an inherently non-judgmental means for
describing.pattérns‘ of convergence between observers' descriptions of

therapy. The trouble with the idea of referential systems.js that it begs one to .
dperate as though such -systems ‘actually exist. Notice the self-referential '

nature of scale - a scale is defined as the relations of components which
constitute the scale. As such, a scale exists in the domain of the observer's
descriptions. '

So for example, if | had noticed that Tim and Devon described snmllar

A behavuors explanations, and concepts in reference to change and process in

}helr descnptnons of each others' sessions, | might want to predict that they
would describe others' sessions similarly. But this was not the case. If |
explained their similarities by saying that they we could describe their
comments about each other's sessions on similar scales, then | would simply
be using a uniform method for measuring the.; descriptions in those particular
situations. A scale is an external measurement, whereas a referential system
seems to imply inferences about objective internal mechanisms.

Cycles of recursion

In the context of this discussion-ef lexis, it is useful to make some
comments about the idea of-cycles of recursion. Cycles of recursion were
mentioned in the last chapter, ana they are more readily identifiable at the
level of textual analysis, but there are some aspects of the concept which relate
to‘IeX|s | mentioned in the last chapter that Gary's descriptions frequently
moved rapidly from one concept to another, so that the listener or reader often
ias insufficient information to determine how he mean. somg of the concepts
that he uses. In contrast, | described how Devon's descriptions cycled more
consistently, and regularly through all three levels of recursion - the behavioral,
explanatory, and conceptual. This procedure provides her interlocutors with
mere information about how she means. l |

9
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The comparison which | have just described is 'my personal judgemaent,
but | would suggest that it is a judge’wnt which would be shared by other
observers; and it can be -explained through some ot the comments that
Maturana has made about language. Up to this point, | have emphasized that
lexical usage varies with each individual ontogeny. At this point it is necessary
to describe another complementary aspect of language; and this is the idea
that language is a social phenomenon. Maturana describes it this way: .

Language does.hot take place in the brain. Without the brain ‘we
don't have languag®, but language does not take place in the brain.
Flying does not take place in the plane. Flying is a relation between the
plane and the medium. Now this is so much so that you can train a pilot to
fly in an airplane without the plane ever flying ... the plane in terms of the
medium doesn't fly because flying does not take place in the plane.
Language does not take place in the brain, it takes place in the social
domain (p.11, s.1, 1983). '

As | have mentioned earlier, Maturana also defines language as the
consensus of interactions about about a consensus of interactions. Because

1
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language is described as occurring in the social domain, we can describe the

operations which generate language through a system of recursions similar to
the internal recursions through which internal perceptions and words are
generated. But in the social domain, ‘unique organizations interact. Therefore,
Maturana- suggests that, "Meaning arises in the domain of recurrent
interactions of organisms for the observer. There is no meaning for the
organism in its operation" (p.5, s.3, 1983). Two participants who converse, or
interact with each other, can be said to understand what each other means
when they can ~oordinate their actions, or behave consensually.

. \ "
Language, consensualify, and coordination of conduct

In discussions between psychotherapists, consensuality is difficult to
achieve, and in practice, it is rarely required. When it is required, the domains
of distinction are usually conceptual. Ogcasionally, when therapists ;work
together in teams, they may attempt to achieve consensus in domains of
beh-~vior and explanation as well. In other words, the function of description of
therapy depends on the domains of coordination. of conduct. If a therapist
works for an agency in which a supervisor ‘must hear all cases and sign

treatment }p'lans,._ the therapist will present the case in a certain way to achieve
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consensus. If that same therapist also works as a member of a team of peers
which cooperates in the generation of treatment pr{qgedures,, the therapist will
present the case very differently. ’ (o .

In the case of the research at hand, the situation is more similar to the
latter example. In this discussion of lexis, my I_Qegsparison of Gary's and
Devon's example, has been generated through the domains of distinction that
| have specified, namely behavioral, explanatory and concgptual distinctions.
My distinctions are generated partially through my history as a therapist, and
supervig’or of therapists. This experienc? leads me to say that if | want to
coordinate\“my actions with another therapist, then | need information from all
three levels of recursion. If | am working with a|student or a peer, and we can
achieve consensus about the behavioral eventf, the explanations, and the
concepts we are using, "then it is possible to co rdmate our plans for future
actions. Even if we reach  some consensus at all hese levels, future actions
are still difficult to coordinate. However, AT we only have consensus at a
conceptual level, it is very likely that we’will not be able to coordinate future
actions. Of course, if | am working with.a peer whom | know well, and have
worked with frequently', we ar—e'.already operating in a consensus that has
been created through the history of our recurrent interactions, - and therefore
we may be able to understand each other by using limited conceptual words.

' The aspect of meaning and language which is being discussed here has
important implications for the practice of psychothérapy, training, and the
conduct of research. Most models of supervision and process research have
been developed on the aséumption that words,once they have been defined,
have consistent meamng for observers. | have shown in this analysns that
observers who have a sumular professnonal hlstory, can use the same words
dnfferently. | am suggesting that in order to improve our coordination of conduct
it is useful to describe the processes of recursion which operate for each
language user. This essentially means describing divergent descriptions. In
- order for a reader, conversant, supervisor, or peer counsellor to understand
what another therapist means - so that they can coordinate their actions - they
each need some knowledge of the how the elemental 'bits of information’ (i.e.,
words for behaviors), are described, distinguished (explained), and finally
organized into comprehensive patterns (concepts).
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Of course, coordinated action may be achieved through many pfocess.es
of description. One effective method involves therapists ob,ser'ving' each other.
This method for coordinating action can occur at an experﬁnﬁ@_@'jgulstic

" level. The therapists adapt to each other through recurrent interactions of
observétion, consultation, and switching roles. However, in the absence of a
mutual experiential base, conversants typically require three points of
reference in order to initiate coordination of action.

Structural coupling

This point relates partlcularly to the conduct of therapy. The therapeutlc _

activity known varlously as pacing, joining, mirroring, entering another person's
\e@jb/, and understanding, essentially involves.the mutual adjustments of
therapist to client, and client to therapist. They calibrate themselves and each
- other to the way they mean. In therapy, this mutuat calibration, when effective,
results in a structural coupling such that therapist and client can drift 't’ogeth'er

- away from an undesired direction.

¢

It we look again at the lexical level there are many examples p(owded by
observers which demonstrate structural couplmg | have already described
how Gary's descnptlons were more difficult for me to understand because | did
not have enough inforfation to know how -he: meant the concepts he was
using. Notice also, that in descriptions of Gary's session, several observers,
particularly Devoﬁ, and including Gary, Mmentioned that when Gary said to'the
- boy, "You should "give your mother a pink slip.”, the boy did not know what he
meant by pink slip. The observers generally said they knew this, because the

boy did not respond to the next instruction that uary gave. In this case,  the term

- 'pink-slip' was not part of a consensual domain.

One of the crucial common elements of the observers' descriptions of
therapeutic process was the process of joining, 'pacing, and mutual
coordinations of interactions between therapists and clients. This process can
be explained througl reference to Maturana's concept of structural coupling.
Words are aspects of the social domain of language; that through recurrent

~ coordinations: of actions inﬁi'}fnedium (structural coupling), which may include
operations in language, consensual conduct may be attained; and in the
domain of the Qescnptlon of psychotherapeutic process, consensual action is

\A_

N



) | | 216

most effectively achieved through descriptions which regularly recursively -
cycle through descriptions of behaviors, explanations, and concepts.

Lexis as componential

In the latter part of this discussion it has been suggested that lexis .
functions as part of the social domain of language. In the next part of this -
discussion, ' | would like to shift the focus to the consideration of lexical
elementé as independent components. Words can be considered in isolation,
as-building blocks. This is a useful perspective for distinguishing some of the .
basic differences between obse'rvers.-' Observers can be seen to use blocks of
different size, shape, and color. The reSults of their constructions with these
compoénents may be.similar or dissimilar. The characteristics of the integrated
constructions are not the focus here Rather, | am suggesting that the
components themselves may. be describec, and these descnptxons inform us
about some distinctive features of the inaividual observers.

In the previous chapter, the individual observers' lexical patterns have
been analyzed and described, so a few general comments are presented here.

If we consider the lexical patterns of individual observers, without
considering how the words are utilized in context, we can gain a fairly rapid
general sense of the histories and ontological conditions of the observers. This
is because the words themselves have been learned_by the observers in the
course of their individual histories of structural adaptations in different
me\dw'ums. Knowledge of history is very useful for understanding how
individuals mean. Knowledge of history provides information about how the
individuals came to be what they are. History, like the internal operations
through which irJ‘d-ividuals generate reality, is dificult t0 know much about.
Therefore, anything which provides some clues, is very useful. .

In the course of daily interactions, ‘knowledge of history is

‘indistinguishable from knowledge of the present. | am making the distinction of
history here to indicate that in the course of daily interactions we Have artifagts
from the past, and we can use these artifacts to generate more complete
representatlons of how individuals construct reality in the present fror
instance, if an unknown therapist enters a discussion with systemically oriented
therapists, and begins using words such as, reinforce, contract basehne self-
momtormg and so on, that therapist will be identified by the others as having a
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history in behavioral therapy. They will probably anticipate that therapist will
. continue to construct his descriptions of therapy from comiponents of behavioral
theory, | )

I Lexis and Style . —

In the context of the observers who participated in this investigation, there
was substantial uniformity of history and lexical usage. One can say tha! they
were not constructing their descriptions from radically different lexical
components. However, some patterns of difference were distinguished. These
differences can be referred to as elemgntiof stylistic di\fergence. The notion of
style is typically used to describe slight variations of presentation. 'If the
differences are substantial, we talk about different forms, or media of
presentation. - —

| think the notion of style is useful for several reasons. For dhe.
evaluation of style can be considered as a matter of individual preference. This
aspect of style is consistent with the responses | have had from the observers
when they have read each others" descriptions. They have indicated to me that
each of tlﬁé observations seems correct, that all the 'observations make sense,
and they éag‘y_n_gerstand what the other observers meant.

Secondly, étyle is used to describe the integral, and perhabs ineffable
qualities of that which is being described. One might say that a person has a
certain style, and perhaps mention a few of the characteristic features of that .
style. But style refers, in pan, to the indescribable effects of the interactions of
the parts; so that no one aspect is the style itself. Consider for instance how
one might describe the stylistic variations between two virtuosos' repditions of
a particular musical composition. -

Thirdly, the description of style inherently describes the describer. The
description of style typically includes a statement of preference on behalf of the
describer. This is not always the case; someone might describe style in an
apparently objective fashion - but in order to do this, the person identifies his or
her knowledge of the topic, and the range of knowledge indicates something
of the perspective of the observer. A knowledgeable observer of style will
usually specify an informed preference. The word style is useful because itis

typically used in a way that assumes the participation of the observer in the '
_description. ‘

T
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Now | can say, for instance, that Devon's lexis has a professional style.

She refers frequently to client and therapist, change, and a wide variety of
professional actions. | can say that Neil's lexis inoicates a cognitive
interpretive style, because he used so many words in the cognitions category;
he used the word 'happen' far more trequently than 'change’, 'difference’, or
'shift’, and he inferred many internal states. One migh that Gary's lexis
indicates a structural style, or that Tim's words indicate a problem-solving
style. “Each of these descriptions provide the observer with a reference in the
past. These descrlptlons tell us about the histories -of mteractrons 'which the

| language users have parttcrpated in. | would suggespthat we typically
generate this kndwledge without expressly verbalizing it. Nevertheless, the
knowledge becomes part of the context through whrch we rnterpret the ongomg
language productions of each of the language users : .,' “
The generation of a stylrstlc context is an rmportant feature of how
observers construct therapeutic process. The stylistic context generated by
each observer interacts with the stylistic contexts generated by each of the
persons with whom the observer interacts. In the proceSs of struoturali

.‘had observed, they chose !anguage which said what they wanteg to say, and"1:r..;3"'.

in a way that | would understand it. Now | have littig. rnformatron about ﬁow,. gty

they percerved my style, but | do know that there were severat examples in the ‘,.--“-v; <o

transcripts when either the observer oi nyself woufd rntroduce a word, an

then we would continue to use that word. One might say tHat we developec;e 3

~ stable value in the process of our interactions. | alse knpw that the otaservers %“ ‘

saw me as a certain kind of therapist, and a certain kind of resea?‘oher person, T

and so on; and therefore, they described therapy in a style that thaey thougbt I

would understand. Had a different person conducted thrs geseaa*ch\i the;;,s..‘,

observers would have described the sessions differently. - ‘ %L, A

J Style, history, structural coupling, and the politics ofhef,:’;
| would like to extend this discussion a little further from thes"’ \ , %@Lﬁpr _

session descriptions, and consider more about the rnteractrons of style hr ry g

4
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and, structural coupling. If 1 say that each observer has an mdlvrdual style : <

o4

the conversation. | would suggest that what we might hear on the tape __,ﬁat at
the start of the conversation they are using distinctly different lexical patterns.
As the conversation proceeds, they will begin using each others' words. By
the end of the conversation they will share a consensual lexis.. It is also likely
that they will have either drifted in the direction of using one or the other
therapist's lexis, or they will use an essentially common lexfs. Recall the
descriptions of ‘how individuals generate their descriptions - how we can not
determine the recursive interactions through which descriptions are geherated,
which therefore means, as-Maturana suggests; "We can not easily claim that
the other fellow is mistaken.” Although one can observe how therapists
inevitably construct different realities, one will often find that when two
therapists discuss, one therapist's style eventually predominates. .

~In this example, does this mean that one therapist is more correct, or
accurate than the other? | would say no. | would suggest that influence and
persuasion have more to do with the politics of consensus than with 'rightness'.
This is a simple, but irﬁportant consequence of the constructivist explandtion.
Just thirty-fii/e years ago, electro-shock treatment was accepted as the right
way b treat chronically depressed patients. Now it is seldom done. At that
time, the consensus of medical opinion supported one form of treatment, and
now it does not. What was right then, is wrong now. In psychotherapy, it is too
easy to forget that consensus determines what is correct. In the case of two
people discussing, consensus will be determined by the therapist with a more
influential style and history. The determination of how psychotherapy should
be practiced is a political event. The individual therapist's descriptions are
neither correct nor incorrect, except in the social domain.

I would suggest that the concept of style obviates some dimensions of
power in the discussion of psychotherapy. The concept of style replaces these
with; personal preference, the ineffable integrity of that which is described,
~and’ the participation of the observer in the descnptlon This should not be

S
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conctrued as a suggestion that there are no standards of practice or training.
On the ‘tontrary, standards are essential components of the social control of
professuonal practice. But standards can not be used to.demonstrate what sort
of therapy is right or wrong. Standards reveal the social consensus.

This is an important aspect of constructivism. Lynn Segal describes this
aspect well: . ' |

Embracing ‘the constructlvast posmon is potentially hberatmg
aIIowmg one to tap his or her creative potential. This position rejects the
belief in one right answer to the. exclusion of all other possibilities. A
richness of choice is the hallmark of an adaptable .or, in the case of human
beings, healthy system. Consider Von Foerster's ethical imperative: "Act
always so as to increase the numb@.of choices.” Or his moral imperative:
"A is better off when B is better off." ‘For the constructivist, life is a non-zero
'sum game: all players win or all players lose. Cooperation, not
competition, is the sine qua non of social existence. The price of this
world view, however, is that one must replace the notion of objectivity with
that of responsibility.

In"the final analysis, constructivism's moral concern is to reduce
monsters of reason - fascism, genocide, nuclear war, and totalitarianism -
by revealing the nature of the dreamer. -

The responsible description of observers' constructions of psychotherapeutic -
process does not require such moral intentions as those which Segal has
ascribed to the constructivists. However, this is a profession in which morality

. and ethics play a large part. The role that therapists play in the mental heaith
systems requires that theraplsts examine the morality of both their practice, and™
their discipline.

| would suggest that one aspect of psychotherapy which needs
. consideration is the methods that are used for.résearch. ~The problem with
some of the approaches that are used is that they impose a system of reason in
order to simplify and explain. Now | am not suggesting that there is anything
inherently wrong with simplification, or explanation.. The problem really only
begins wh on the results of this research are used to determine the methods
that therapists follow. Such simplified rational explanations typically ignore
the responsibility of the observer who created them, and they say little about
the unique complexities of the individual therapist.

My suggestion would be that we attempt to enhance the differences
between observers, or therapists, instead of imagining that they do not exist.

.
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This also entails accepting that each context, and each pattern_of interactions,
“creates. new realities. “In this investigation, the observers clearly described
each session differently, with different words. There were some consistent
patterns within observers' lexis, but the integrities of their descriptions were

quite divergent. | am certain that if | asked each of these therapists to provide- '

another example of their work, it would be quute different, .and yet snmnlar in

some ways to the work they presented here.

| think the notion of style comprehends variability. Consider a hockey

player, Gretzky for example: his style oi play is recognizable in some respects,
and yet = ne never knows what he is going to do from moment to moment. The
actual plays he makes vary from moment to moment, from game to game,
depending on many different factors. Post facto, one can say this or that play

was a classic example of his styie.\Commenta'tors delight in pointing out these’

-aspects. The informed fan also learns how to interpret the commentator's
remarks. The fan learns that one commentator or sports writer has this attitude
about Gretzky, and so cah be counted on to say these kinds of things, whereas
another commentator will offer a different kind of remark.  In sports
commentary, the goal is entertainment, and although most people recognize

“that commentators' styles vary, it is not crucial for commentators to explain
their perspectives or be responsible for their opinions.

In the context of psychotherapy, it is at once more |mportant for
researchers to explain their participatio‘n‘ in creating their realities, and more

difficult. Expertsétend to behave as experts, pahicularly when we invest so |

heavily in becoming experts.

K Style, choreography, and metaphor .

| would like to make one last point in relation to the observers' dlfferent
patterns of lexis. This is the idea that the concepts of style, choreography, and
metaphor can be combined and used to describe divergent lexis, - and many
other divergent idiosyncratic aspects of observers as“wel’l. One prefatory
remark needs to be made before | can explain this.

The prefatory note is that the more that observers make themselves
known, the easier it is for them to take responsibility for their descriptions. The
more that we know about observers, the easier it is to understand what they are
Ssaying. For instance, if | read a report in Newsweek about a problem in the
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‘Middle East, | might know that the reporter is working for an American
magazine, and that both the reporter and the magazine typically favour a

certain political perspective. This is the commonly known principle of bias. *

There.are many ways for observers to make themselves known. ' However,

because we, .are operating here in the domain of the description -0f

psychotherageutic process, | would suggest that the elements of bias which .

concegn the qgnversatron are those which relate to the descnptlon -of.

,psychotherape&ﬁo process. -Consider the example of the sports commentator
again. If aé@mmé tator is being interviewed for a job, | would imagine that the
potentlal emplbpyers would be interested in hearing the applicant commentate a
game The applicant might provide an example of an amateur game 'he
commentated. The employers would not be interested in hearing the
applicant's life_history, or about his marital relations, or about his family of
origin-or whatever. - » . ~ -
| am suggesting that the same prmcxple applies for observers of
\ psychotherapy The best way to know how an observer constructs his
~ observations of therapy is by hearing his observations of therapy. This is &
simple idea. Consider the example of a therapy supervisor who is working with
a team of students or work-mates. On one hand, the supervisor might attempt
10 be oénectlve and non-committal as part of an effort to let the members o
team generate thet[ own styles. No matter how objective the supervisor trie: |

be, the team members will form opinions of the supervisor's style of doing .

therapy, and if they are interested in pleasing the supervusor they will adapt to
those impressions of style.
| would suggest that the supervisor ccujd be more responsible by stating
openly’ how he or she makes sense of thie tears members' behaviors. This
wouid not only give the team members a better understanding of what the
_ supervisor means, it would also potentially permit them to accept, or disagree
with the supervisor's approach. Of course, the usual distinctions whichypertain
to the domain of expression and understanding apply. In other words,
observers will express themselves in ways that fit the 'nedlum This should be
all that needs 60 pe said in order to preface the next. comment about style
choreography, and metaphor. : '
' | have indicated that the observers used metaphors in their desori_ptions,
and .metaphors were described as efficient and expansive vehicles for
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describing both the observer. and the session.. Ql}oreography has.been

described as a high order of recursion of deséripgionf ~Style has been-

described as implying pefrsonal preference, the ineffable integrity cf that which .

is described by-style, and the personal participation of the observer of style.

Now | would like to suggest that it is possible for me to make some comments

about the choreographrc styles of the observers by descnbmg their use of

metaphdt

Thdse-comments are statements made from my perspective as an
observer_of these observers While reading and working with the observers'
trahscnpts | have formed |mages mpressmns or general concepts of each of
the_l observe_rs set of descriptions. These general-concepts can be described
as rhy understanding of the styte-of descriptioh of each of the observers. In this
usage, ' style can be modified by the word '.clhoreographic' because |.am
referring to pattgrns of relations of steps in the dance of therapy. A
choreographic’ style refers to consistent pattern of relations of stylistic
components. This can be distinguished from a particular routine or description
of a'session, which involves specified steps in a specified order. )

The usage . of choreography here needs to be distinguished from
Keeney's usage. These two are not contradlctory but they pertain to slightly
different domains. For example, Keeney suggests that: "Thinking in terms of
choreography provides a-way of understanding the changing behavior and
‘experience of individuals as well as the interactional dance embodying them.
Systems of choreography indicate how lower order patterns are connected"
(p.128). Keeney was using choreography, in par, to describe the interactional
dance between n\{mbers of client families. The domain in which the word is
being used in this investigation is the interaction of the observer with the
observer of the observer (myself).” In this case, the interactional pattern is
simple, whule the components are more complex. | :

The basic interactional pattern between myself and the observers
involved soliciting thgrr pamcrpatnon asking them to select an example, “reyiew
each others' work, and describe to me what they thought was important. So.we

developed interactions based off the researcher-participant theme, but up to |

the point where. | had transcribed the tapes of their descriptions, the

participants were more ective, than I. Once | had the transcripts, | began to

construct my descriptions and explanations. The participants activity virtually

L)
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‘ceased, and | became the active participant. Initially, the participants made .
two steps, first selecting a session, and then describing the sessions. At this
stage | am creating the complementary steps in this dance, namely, analyzing™

~and then describing my lnterpretatrons of the analysis. That is the basic
interactional dance between the observers and myself.

Part of the step | make atthis stage is the description of the patterns of
relations of steps that the observers made during their portion of the research.
When this research is completed, the results will be circulated, - and a third
step will occur The partrcrpants will read thrs and respond in amy of a vanety of
ways.

Sa a?’thrs stage, nog as | desche the choreographlc styles of the
observers; it seems as though | am describing their descriptions as rntegral
constructrons outside of the interaction between the observers and myself.
However, if we take a larger view of the pattern of interaction between myself
and the-participants, dne can see that the comments | make about the.
observers are simply the components, or steps in my part of the ongoing
dance. As Keeney 'suggesis, the(description of recursive patterns of
interaction involves both descr.ptions of circular relations, and components
connected through lineal logic. - | can describe the patterns of relations in the
observers of constructions, which is a crrgular descrrptron but if we examine
these descrrptlons from a higher order of recursion one can see that these -
descrrptrons are the linearly linked components of my Behavior, and that my
behavnor is part of the interaction wrth the observers.

. 1f we move a step higher on the ladder of recursion, then one can see
that the patterns of relations between my descrrptrons interact with the patterns
of relations’ between the observers' descnptrons and the observers' responses
to the results of this lnvestrgatlo‘n. If an international researcher who was |
external to this entire process could observe the process from beginning to
completion and afterwards, that observer might view the entire event as a
component of a collection of research projects. He might view the patterns of
“relations between these projects as part of the recursive pattern of interactions
between researchers and universities, or at another ‘level, between
universities and the commu“nity andsoon.

L My descriptions of observers' styles
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The discussion now moves to my descriptions of the individual observers'’
choreographic styles, .- with particular references to their metaphoric
descriptions. )

Gary .
In Gary's descriptions the metaphor which stood out for me, and which

emed to comprehend many of his other-descriptions was the image of cutting -
groove. | would expand this metaphor slightly, and say that he was like a

sc'Iptor in the way that he described sessions. He was active, always moving
to another position to chisel away some other part of the sculpture he was
: creatlng Me had a general conceptual sense of what he was doing and what
he wanted to create, and he seemed to keep this ccnceptual image of both the
final product and the steps to its realization in his mind at all times.
There was another side to his descriptions which involved a scrappy,
popular language. Although this seemed oddly juxtaposed with his frequent
“use of conceptual language, it also seemed a natural part of his energetic,
informal activity when doing therapy.. Like a European craftsman, he had a
strong sense of tlFadition, and he had strong opinions about therapy done by
other therapists. He was not hesitant about expressihg his opinion; he
seemed to relish an energetic discussion. In the snme way that he'was
physically and verbally active when doing therapy, he was sensitive to the

‘physical and verbal activities of other therapists. He was not a sentimentalist. ) |

He ‘did not talk about feellngs very much. He focused on interactions,
especially verbal mteractlhns
| | would say that for Gery, relationship could be descnbed as the degree of
" active engagement betwden the sculptor and his creation. The more the
sculptor acts - the more thé sculptor appreciates and acts concordantly with the
material he is working on - \the better the relation. Process can be described in
this metaphor, as the sequentlal steps of changlng the shape of the material.
Change is the cumulative product of all these progressive steps. :
In my mind, | see Gary as being characterized by my u‘nderstanding of his
- use of cuttmg the groove'. The metaphor that | associate with this, that of the
. sculptor, charactenzes my descriptions of Garys choreographic style, in the
context of this research. This does not mean that | can predict what he will do
.next; or that this image is fixed; or that | will have the same image tomorrow,
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.or that any other observers would share the same metaphoric characterization.
With this characterization in mind, | am more aware of some of the rec rsive
processes which occur for me when | try to make sense of what Gary says or
does. This awareness represents some of the history of recurrent interactions
which,detér'mine_the preconditions for how we will interact together in the
future.

Devon ' » i

In Devon's descriptions the metaphor which seemed to best comprehend
her style of descnptnon was her own metaphor; thatofthe careful fisherman. In
her descriptions and in the way other observers described her work, it was
evident that she patlently set up all the conditions to ‘catch a fith', and then

when she had caught one, she w& equally careful to play with it carefully to

ensure that it did not get away.

. In my image, Devon enjoyed, and took meticulous, almost ritual care
wnth all the little steps that are involved ln\ensunng successtul fishing. This
attention to specific behavioral detail was apparert in her descriptions of
others' sessions. - It was as though she was wearing polaroid glasses and
could observe the subtle manoeuvres of the fist: telow the water. ‘Devon
focused on the interactions between the therapists :.ad their clients - how each
responded to the other. Patience, and attention (v behavioral detail were the
-~ stylistic tradearks. .

Devon spoke. of relationship as the pattern of mutual mteractlons She
seemed to judge %se patterns according to whether there was a recurrent
responsjveness ofClient to therapist. Process seemed to be judged according
to whether this mutual responsiveness was drifting in a direction that the
therapist intended. Change occurred when the client bit and was hooked into
a new existence. At this point the fatal conclusion of the fishing process makes
this metaphor less than perfect. | will assume that this benevolént fisherman
uses a barbless hook, and returns the fish to a comfortable habitat.

Gisela

| would represent blsela as a communications consultant. This is more of
a literal stylistic label than | used with Gary and Devon, and this is consistent,
for me, with her more literal style of therapy and description. Gisela seemed to

behave as an expert in systems of communication between people. In her
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therapy, she was careful to gather information about the nelwork of interactions

in the client system She preferred tq get a clear prcture belore olfenng advice.

In her descriptions of sessions, she described the patt ernsqof communications .

between therapists and clients, and also stated her opinions about the internal
states of the clients. She presented her com&nents simply, and clearly, without
much jargon. { ‘ ~

For Gisela, relatinnship was described in terms of the degree of
cooperation between client and therapist. She seemed to ask whether the
client, was cdntent to proceed ir "2 direction the therapist was lndlca,hng

- Process was dehned in terms of communications categories angd the inténal

[V
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client's behavior from session to session.

- state of the: ﬁ’llent She would nolxcﬁ if the client-was cofmpliant, or puzzled or

tornq These oprnlons reflected her professional 1udgemem As an expert
etmsultam ‘Gisela estimated change conservatively. She was careful not to
assume that a shift in behavior in one session meant the client had changed
In her opinion,” the evaluatron of change requnred comparatrve apprarsal of the

N

CTim - ~

k)

. The metaphor that seems to me to descnbe Tim is his own, metaphor of
. the bullhghter Tim's sessron by a consensus of observers, and Tim's
- descriptions, seemed to meto indicate a clear focus on accompllshlng the. task
at hand in a graceful and effrcrent manner Just as he had a clear idea of how

_to proceed in his own work, he seemed to have a clear |dea of fiow others‘_,:‘ |
- should proceed in theirs. In general his style was to carefully prepare, and set-

up the client. He carefully assessed the characlenstl_c behayrors and
- expressions; and he observed carefully how the client responded to each
move that the therapist made When he felt.that he had all the infarmation he

.needed about the pattern of the client’ s problem he staned manéuverrng the -

client into a position so that he could’ deliver the intervention, - or ‘sword, in such

-a way that it could not’fail. He beligved |n getting it nght the hrst time. (the

allusion to fatality is again unfortunate) |

Tim described others' sessions in‘reference to Ahese same pnncrples of
practrce For hrm relationship was not.a central word, but he was careful to

notice whether the client was attendrng to the theraplst ' and in agreement
Process involved whatever stages lead to the penultrmate momert.. ~Tim
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appeared to be an eclectic bullfighter stylistically. He preferred to play with, or

describe whatever patterns of interaction generated between the particular
client and therapist. | would say that he judged change according to whether
the client died to previous behavior. He looked to see if there had been an
essential shift in behaviors which indicated a change in the cliet's outlook.

Neil . :

Devon provided the metaphor that seems to me to fit Neil best when she
described him as a kindly father. In this role, he was concerned about the
emotional and mental well-being of his clients and others' clients. He
expressed himself with quiet authority, and was willing to offer advice. He was
especially fond of clear thinking. In some ways, he was conservative - he did
not usually trust that change had occurréd until-the client expressed a new
understanding of his or her situation. Neil had had a lot of experience as a

child, man, husband, father, and person. From this experience he was able to

make judgments, and to state his informed opinions 'ab?ut the internal
cognitive and emotional processes that bound clients into problems. He was
also able 1o figure out how clients could think differently so that they would not
have these problems. Neil was also careful to notice how his own person and
behavior influenced those around him. He believed in developing seltf-

- awareness

Ne|| seemed to assess relatnonshlp by whethgr the client was willing to
engage with the theraplst in a process of honest self-exploration. If the client
was too compliant, it showed too little independence. If the client-seemed to be
ergu‘in"g or disagreeing with the therapist, then the therapist did not understand
Jﬁe client well enough. Neil seemed to prefer a mixture of cooperation and
challenge in an honest and open discussion between adults. Process was
-marked by the h;t!e steps theclients made in thmkmg more honestly and clearly
about themselves and their situations. Neil was conservatnve in assessing
cheng'e He preferred to see evidence oveusucc,esswe sessions that the
clients continued to have lmproved sle awareness ‘and clearer thought
' processes. - ' ¥ ' N

The metaphors which | have used in the examples above ha‘verall been
provided by the therapists themselves, or by observers in their descriptions of
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those therapists. Agéi'n, I will say that these extended metaphors have been
used to show my constructions of these observers' and therapists' styles.
These have been brief thumbh_ail sketches of my view at this point in time.
They are intended to-show th.ev' reader something about how | construct my
descriptions, and the reade;\w'ill- understand these in his or her own way.
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VI CONCLUSION __ .

A Co-mménts on relationship, process, and change
There are a few general comments which can be made about the
* observers' descriptions in relation to some autopoietic and constructivist
explénations, and the topics of relationship, process and change. The
obsemers typically described the five sessions in response 10 questions about
these three topics so some general comments are warranted.

Earlier in this paper, on several occasions | have referred to the unique
ontogenies of individuals, and it has been shown that observers provided
divergent'ndesciptions of the sessions. | would suggest that Maturana has
provided several concepts which can be used to describe and explain the
various descriptions that observers provided in each of these three categories.
| am referring specifically to the terms, structural coupling, orthogonal change,
structural change and organizational 'change.'

Structural coupling and relationship )

In order to describe structural coupling and how it relates to the concept of
relationship, it will be necessary to review a few basic points. | have explained
earlier Maturana's and Spencer-Brown's idea that existence arises with -
distinction. He also suggests that, "The moment in which we specify a unity
through an operation of distinction, we specify a domain in which the uaity
exists ... a unity exists in a domain $pecified in a distinction”, and this leaas to
the idea that, "The moment of distinction constitutes a condition of

- correspondence between the distinguished unity and its domain of existence.
There is a necessary correspondence between the unity distinguished and its
domain of existence .... there is an invariance of correspondence with the
mediUm: Adaptation is an invariant" (p.9, s.1, 1983). |

So for example, it an observer distinguishes a client and a therapist,
these two exist in the medium in which they were distinguished. The domain
could be a mental health agency where person A is known as a therapist, and
persoh B is known as a client.” If we move person A to the soccer field he
becomes a soccer player, and person B at work might be a dentist. But so
long as one distinguishes them as therapist and client, one also specifies the

230
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domain of their existence. If one distinguishes relationship, then relationship'
similar.ly exists in a specified. domain. One can distinguish various
relationships.” There are more possible distinctions of relationship than there
are people to make those distinctions. | might specify a friendship relationship
with a friend, a work relation with a work-mate, and so on. My relationship with
my friend might change many times, but so long as | distinguish that
relationship as a friendship it will continue to conserve its edaptation in the
medium in which it exists.- . If something terrible happens, and | cease to call
that person a friend, then the distinction of friendship can no longer be made.

Notice that the distinction is made in language in the social domain.
There are many aspects of friendship which occur experientially at-a pre or
post-language level, but the distinction 'friendship’, is always a distinction in
the social domain of language. If we consider the distinction of relationship,
we can say that relationship is that which conserves its adaptation in A
correspondence with the medium in WhICh it was distinguished. So the
questron what is relationship?,- could more accurately be presented as; what
distinctions do you make when you use the word 'relationship'?

| would sUggest that there are certain common distinctions that all
therapists, or observers make about the word ‘relationship’, but beyond this, it
depends on the particular distinctions that the particular observer draws. The
basic distinctions involve the distinction of at least two persons, one of whom,
in the therapeutic domain, is distinguished in some way as the helper, and the
other, in some fashion, as the person being helped. Even these basic
distinctions could be disputed. Some therapists will not use the word 'help'.
My purpose is not to quibble about particular distinctions here, but to illustrate,
that relationship exists in the domain in which it is distinguished. Basically, so
‘long as these two or more people continue to meet, in the domain specified by
therapy, they exist in the basic medium of relationship.

" &The point here i IS that relationship can not-exist without correspondence to
the medium |n which it is distinguished. This is an important point. Frequently,
in discussions af psychotherapy, someone develops a definition of
relationship, and suggests that it should be applied in all therapeutic
situations, and people who do this,. typically do not indicate that they are '
making certain distinctions; they suggest that these are the distinctiohs”that are
somehow inherant in the words they are using. | would suggest that these
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peop.le are making power moves in the politics of consensus. They are
involved with the fascism of language. . '

| am not creating straw men. Here is an example of what |-am talking
about. This article was printed in a local newspaper very recently. It was
written by a colleague, a therapist and psychologist. In this article, she begins:
"Last week | referred to a distinction between therapy and couhselling. Often
the terms are used interchangeably, but significant ditferences do exist. | will
describe some of these.” Nofice that there is no reference to the fact that these
are her distinctions, which exist in the domain she specifies. She is clearly
stating; this is what these words mean, period. She continues:

"Counselling is usually a short-term process (a matter of weeks),
whereas therapy may last for years....In counselling, the client is seeking
help or advice for a specific problem. The client desires resolution of a
specific crisis with a dasire only to return to a previous level of functioningg. ..

In contrast, in therapy, the client seeks a new, higher (or deep™
level. Therapy focuses on personal growth, not just resolution of a specific
problem. ... [in counselling] The mode is much like teacher and learner.
Other than good will and basic trust in the therapist's competence, the
relationship between counsellor and client is not a significant part of the
solution. ... . -

[in therapy] The relationship between the person and his therapist is
more important than in a counselling situation. The trust and closeness
which develops triggers deeply-buried feelings, which may be expressed
towards the therapist ... It also requires a high level of skill and self-
knowledge on the part of the therapist, who must be comfortable with
strong emotion and with negativity directed towards him. ,

Most therapists move easily from the role of counsellor to therapist,
but not all counsellors have the skill to be therapists.”

In this example many words besides 'relationship’, are being used arbitrarily,
objectively, without reference to their domains of existence, namely those
specified by the therapist who wrote the article. In some ways, the context of
the article as a whole provides a domain of existence for each of the
components., For example, it is clear that the author believes therapy is
superior to counselling. Actually, in the domain she has specified, short-term
therapy does not exist. Short-term therapy does exist for many therapists and
clients, but not for this author. She is not saying that short-term therapy is not
as good as long term therapy; she simply does not dfstinguish short-term
therapy, so it does not exist. This style of distinction is something like saying

-
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that lawyers who can take care of bu iness quickly and efflc:lently are not

lawyers.

Of course, | would draw distinctions about the ». = the author is using
very differently. | am not arguing whether she is rignt or ' rong, so much as |
am saying that she should be clear that these are he: distinctions, and not
everyone makes the same dlstnnctlons. The politics of consensus are very
important in psychotherapy. For example, the author of the article is attempting
‘to develop a private gractice, and clearly she sees that it is in her benefit to be
known as a therapist who has the 'high level of skills',. and to have her
audience believe that therapy moves one to a higher (or deeper) feval oﬁ
‘personal growth, and to have long-term clients. This preference does ot makei
her distinctions the 'correct’ ones, but so long as some people acceptmer
definitions, those will be the most powerful definitions for them.

. When Qeople play with the politics of consensus they often treat words as
though they had objectlvely defined meanings. This author would have us
believe that relationship is ummponant"m ‘ounsellmg and very important in
therapy. But 'relationship' does rot ha 2 4§ S this, ay. ‘It can be
distinguished this way, but it does not have toy t'_"oﬂanguage uses
hidden imperative .declarations, the Constructmst attemp& to make statements
in a,langu.age that is conditional and self-referential.

In this investigation, the- observers seemed to define relationship quite
differently from the author described above. Their descriptions of relationship
typically pertained to degrees of consensus between the client and therapist.
They cited examples of mutual responsiveness of the therapist to the client,
and the client to the therapist. Although each of the sessions they described
was different from the others, the word relationship was a word that most
observers could talk about in reference to every session. In other words, the
word relationship seemed {o be distinguished by whatever behavnors existed in
the interactions between client and therapist.

Coherence consensuahty, agreement

The use of the word 'relationship’ by these observers was similar to the
way that Maturana uses the term 'structural coupling’. He defines structural
coupling as the necessary correspondence between the unity that is

distinguished and its domain of existence (p.9, s.1, 1983). In the domain of

I
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human existence, my inter'pretatibn of Maturana is that he describes three
aspects of structural couphng between people. One aspect is coherence. This
is'the fundamental, ineffable, expernentlal 'glue’ that brings people together.
Without this, society would not have occurred. He suggests that people may
» cohere, but not structurally couple. ¥For example, two people meet at a bar,
exchange plgasantries and depart separately. When people get to‘gether and
a recurrent coordination of action occurs, then they make structdral changes
and adapt to each other. ‘ |

The processes which the observers described ag exemplary of
relationship in these sessions were similar to the processes of mutual
adjustmerit which constitute structural coupling. The second aspect of
structuralz,‘coupling is consensuality. Consensuality is partially achieved
through recurrent coordinations of language and partially through recurrent
coordinations of conduct. One could say that some of the observers thought

" "that Gary was not operating in consensus with the boy when"he asked the boy
if he would give hivs mom a pink slip.‘“; They boy did not know what he was
talking about. Later, when @ary was telling tHe mother the story about how she »
might recall the last stern yell she used when she really meant that the boy had
to come.in for dinner, the observers noticed that the mother was nodding each
time Gary nodded, or Gary was nodding each time she nodded. They noticed"
she was smiling, and then she told her own story which was very similar to
Gary's In this situation, one could say that the observers saw that Gary was
operaung consensually with the mother. _ '

The third aspect of structural coupling is agreement Agreement is the
mutual coordination of conduct which occurs after operations of consensus
have reached a certain threshold. Agreement does not require language, but it
may operate through language!. For example, when Devon was working with
her client, the observers described how she was physically moving and

K]

1" The dcfinition of, agreement, in this context is clearly different from the
definition that Maturana has described (1986). 1 am using the word to describe an
advanced state of consensual coordinations of actions. - Maturana suggests that
agreement requires language.  Agreement, for him, is the process ofy verbal
interaction which occurs in the production of consensuality. I have chosen 1o use
agreement to dcscribc the stage of coordinated 'ACliOD which an observer of therapy
might describe as "very good communication”, or "a close bond". This distinction
scrves certain purposes in the description of psychotherapy which are not served
by Maturana's dlslmcuon !
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speaking in synchrony with the client; whichkshowed some Consensus i‘n"th'e
mutual coordination of conduct; and they noticed how she asked the client
several times what she would have to do to stay stuck for the next twenty years.
The client was trying to answer her question, so we could say they were
operatlng consensually, but the pattern repeated several times, which showed
they were not yet in agreement about the meaning of the ‘question. Suddenly,
the woman started to explain what she would have to do, and then she started
laughing, and Devon started laughing. Now at that moment of laughing, +-
suggest one could say that they were operating in agreement.- |

Operation in agreement is more evident between.old friends. Old fnends
ansyver questions without them being asked. Small behaviors become
shorthand expressions that speak volumes. Old friends can walk down the “
street in pace with each other, mutually moderating their steps for obstacles,
without speaking. | |

In my opinion, and my interpretation of the observers' descriptioné
-.gupports this, these/thefrapist,s were all ,attemptin'g to,develop a level of ¢
,‘j§nsensus and hopefully operate in some agreement wifh their clients. The
criteria that | have described Maturana as using to define these three aspects

of structural cdupling work very well for distinguishing the way these observers
used the word 'relationship.’

: Pgocess

This discussion now shifts to a consideration of the general comments
that can be made about the observers' descriptions of process. It is difficult to
ge'neralize these observers' Hescriptions of process because they referred to
such a wide variety of techniques, sequences of interactions, and methods for
aséessing the processes. Although they were all prompted with the same
perturbations, they were each mapping out different Lepresentatibns. Bateson
has said that if one tries to find out exactly what the event, or territory is, "What
you find is an infinite regress, an infinite series of maps. The tarritory never
gets in at all. - The territory is Dlng an sich and you can't do anythmg with it.
‘Always the process of representatnon will filter it out so that the mental world is
only maps of maps ‘of maps, ad inifinitum. All phenomena are literally
‘appearances™ (p. 454, 1972) Because the terntory is inaccessible, one can
not describe therapeutic process itself.



Punctuation : %

In this investigatio'n, | have atté:mpted several methods (consensual,
lexical, textual, stylistic) for talking about how observers construct their
descriptions of therapeutic process. There is another method which has
become apparent in the course of this work, “but there is insufficient space in
this endeavour to do more than mention it. This method has been indicated by

. Keeney and Bateson in their discussions of punctuation.” Bateson asks;

What circumstances promote that specific habitual phrasing of the
universe which we call 'free will' and those others which we call
'responsibility’, 'constructiveness', ‘energy’, ‘passivity’, 'dominance’, and
the.rest? For all these abstract qualities can be seen as various habits of

» «punctuating the stream of experience so that it takeg on one or another

sort of coherence and sense. (p.163, 1972) «

in this investigation, the discussion of lexical sets, and how observ;e’rs cycle
through behavioral, explanatory, conceptual descriptions has been aftempted,
and certain aspects of these discussions have been similar to the ngng:ept of
punctuation; but | think Bateson is pointing towards something Iérgiéf/here.

Markers , .
In reference to this idea of punctuation, Keeney (1983)‘suggests that we
consider Spencer-Brown's concept of 'marking' or.'indicating' which of two
sides of that which is being distinguished is important. This could be an
interesting point from which to explore_the observers' descriptions. For
instance, Tim isolated a particular event in Gary's.session and made it the

- focus of his discussion. He spoke about how Gary had engaged the boy's

enthusiasm in having a party, and for Tim this was the crucial process in the

- session. Other observers mentioned the party event, but none indicated that it

was eSpeciaIIy important. The question one might ask is; ‘how can one
describe Tim's markihg of this particular process? ”
Keeney suggests that one can describe process markers by
distir{guishing their levels on his zig-zag ladder of orders of epistemological
analysis. This ladder was used as one of the bases for my generation of the
behévioral_, explanatory, and conce'ptual levels. There are some merits in the
disti,nction of orders of recursion that observers indicate in their markings of
pro@bss@ and | admit to having attempted only a rudimentary description in this |
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investigation, but it seems there might be other ways of describing cbservers'
or therapists' -process markers. -A particularly interesting aspect to explore
would be the markers that define observers! thresholds of change.

‘Markers of thresholds of change

For example, notice that in the descriptions of Devon;s s2ss19n there was

considerable consensus among observers in their markings of the moment

when both Devon and her client started laughing. Similarly, when | asked the
observers if there had been a change in Gary s session, most of them marked

~ the brief sequence at the end of the session when Gary and the mother were - _

nodding in unison. In the descriptions of Tim's session several observers
marked the brief sequence just after Tim had made his unusual suggestion to

_the boy, and the boy laughed a little ‘and then continued to nod his head in

agreement. Gisela's and Neil's session were not described as ‘having

particular moments which indicated the client had changed. .

- The question of how we as therapists distinguish bhange. is an important
one. All | can point to in this investigation are these three moments. These:
moments can be characterized as indicating operations in agreement; and |
they can be described as representmg the requisite threshgld of difference
which was described as change by these observers. From my perspective, the
notable asnect of the marking of these moments is that they Seem so subtle;
not at all what one might expect to find under the headmg change ina.
textbook on psychotherapy. In any case, thrqwst:on of how to explaln or
describe how theraplsts mark change processes is one,that should be

investigated further. - , , /

Ortﬁogonal intéractions

One' entrance into this investigation might be through Maturana's concépt
of orthogonal interactions. He uses this term to describe those interactions with
a unity which cause.it to change He describes the concept like this:

An orthogonal interaction ‘would be an interaction with a component

of a system which entails different properties than involve this as a

.component of the system. ... The organization does not specify the

characteristics of the components It only demands that the characteristics
-be such that certain relations be satisfied - those which constntute{,,.a

Every system that: has composite components has many domains of

possible orthogonal interactions. This is one of the dimensions through .
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WhICh these systems can undergo dnfferent histories of - conservation of
organization in different media, and can have ditferent -dongains. of
existence. [as.a result of this] They seem to be from some perspe: A the
same entitieg"and yet they’ integrate different systems because#F ygare
involved in“a different manner in the composition of the composzte unlty
(p-5, s. 4 1983).1 :

e

-For example, in Devon's sessien, ! would say that Devofgiteracted with
the component of her client which saw herself as unmotlvate /At first Devon
created a situation where the woman believed that D on accepted her
unmotivated part. (The terms unmotivated or motlvated or component are
being used here to describe the womans domain of \- cnptlon and bellef
system) They were operating consensually about thﬁ@ aspect, so they were
moving together. However, at the same time Devon was generating a
redistinction of the unmotivated component -as motivated. This was relatively

easy for Devon because although she was operating in consensus with the

woman, she also maintained the freedom to dlstmgwsh different domains.

(V3]

- Once Devon had determined how to ensure that the woman would accept her:

redistinction of the unmotivated component as a motivated component she
initiated the behavior which triggered the transformation.
This transformation of one component into a different ccmponent-created
a ch'ang'e because Devon had interacted orthogonally with the unmotivated
_ component in such a way that this component could no longer relate to the
other.compopents or the woman in the same way as the cld one had - it no
longer satisfied the relations of components which constntuted her unity.
Perhaps the woman could have been led to see herself as smarter; or more
disciplined than she had thought she was, but these componential transforms
would probably have continued to satisfy the relations of components in the
unity of the woman. The point here is that this particuiar orthogonal transform
forced a shift in chS relations of components such _that the woman's
* organization as-an unmotivated person could no-longer be sustained.

Organizational and structural change

1 Vor Foerster suggests that the term. "orthogonal interaction” is a descriptive
" term denoting angle of incidence (1987, personal communication). . Heinz reports
that he suggcstcd this term to Humberto as a way to describe interactions which
- impinge at right angles with the relations of proccsscs of producuon which
constitute autoponcsns :
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At this point | am introducing a second set of distinctions which Matbra-na
has described.  These are the concepts of organizational and structural
.change Organlzatronal change is defined as loss of class identity; or the
disintegration of the composite umty which constituted the organization.
,O’rganiiation is an invariant which can not change unless it disintegrates. So
for example, a living organization can not change without disintegrating as a
living organization. However, an organization is a composite unity composed
. of other composite unites. A student can disintegrate as a student by
graduatrng and still be integrated as a living person

Structural change is ongoing. We are undergoing contlnuous structural
| change while preserving our organization as living unities. So for example, a
', person may: age and yet the person who was Bob at the age of twenty is stnll"
the same unity, Bob, at age sixty. . .

The drstlnctlon between what conshtutes a structural change and what
constitutes an orgamzatlonal change in the composlte unities which compose
another composite unity depends on our domain of distinction.. For < xample,
one might also suggest that-Devon's client underwent-a structural change,
~ which attained a certain thre_shold, and a behavioral change became. apparent

10 the observers in their domains of description. ‘It is not clear which description '

is ‘more -accurate. Maturana hii. self appears ambiguous on how these
concepts of structural and organlzatnonal change can be used to explaln

| therapeutic processes

| Perhaps one ‘can distinguish between organizational and structdral.
k changes through reference to the idea of the difference that makes a
-difference. ‘In other words, an organizational change could be described as

. the drsmtegratlon of a composite unity WhICh makes a difference to the

composite unlty which incorporates it. - For example, one man mrght"‘

disintegrate as a husband and yet this would not make a difference to his unity
as a person. Another person might disintegrate as an alcohollc and thrs would
~make a tremendous difference to the unity of the person

This explanation begs the questlon of how one determines the difference
that makes a difference. This queshon may best be answered by exploring
‘mdnvrdual therapists' thresholds of constructidns of change. Maturana's
explanation does not directly explain how to determine the threshold of the
observer, but it does provide an efficient explanation for illustrating the

9
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distinction between a difference that makes & difterenr:e, and a difference that
does not. The determination of threshold of change depends on observers’
descriptions; and thus the answer is in language; or as Wittgenstein might
suggest; itis grammatical question. : o

B Comments- on the relations between this research and current
psychotherapy process research
Rice and Greenberg (1984) prepared one of the few recent and
comprehensive texts on psychotherapy research. In their introduction to this
text they consider some of the major issues in psychotherapy research, and
| they present a new paradigm. There are some aspects of this paradigm which
" are consistent with the method and product of this investigation, and some
which are clearly divergent " ' ‘
- They suggest an approach which, "... involves the intense scrutiny of
particular classes of recurrent change episodes in psychotherapv, making fine-
- grained descriptions of these moments of change together with the patterns of
client- therapist interaction that form their context’ (p 13). This aspect of their
paradigm appears consistent with the approach taken in this investigation. . -
They go on to- consider the question' "At this point one might well ask
how this fine- grained almost microscopic level of understanding couid .
posSiny have a substantial impact on the broad, strategic issues that currently
- confront the.field®* (p.13). Their reply to this question indicates the aspect of
’ -their approach which diverges from the one taken here:

P The : dal 03“ this new paradigm is to understand the essential

mechanisms of client change. What is most needed in the field is the
identification and specification of mechanisms of client change at a level
that transcends the particular situatiori in which they are initially
recognized and studied. ... Preoccupation with the role of the therapist and
the theoretical orientation used have led investigators to lose sight of the

" mechanisms af change within the client, and yet it is these that we: need to
understand Itis the client who changes (p 14)

e They go on to identitv three Ievels of abstraction which can be used to
"understand what the client needs t6 do in therapy in order to achieve change”
-(p. 14) They give an example of the second levei operations through
reference to. Meichenbaum s (1977) method for cognitive behaVior -
modification in which clients are trained to. substitute positive self- statements
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. for negative self-statements. Rice and Gré'e':berg suggest that this method

involves five operations, which 1 will abbreviate, for the sake of exemplification, - |

. focus, recognize, stop, construct explicitly repeat The important as’pect of .
thls example is their comment about these operatlons "Such a senes of
operatlons can be transferred and used in the context of-a.very drfferent
therapeutic orientation” (p.15). ' o R

My interpretations ¢f-the observers' descnpttons of therapy in thls
investigation, lead me to believe that operatlons such as Rice and Greenberg‘ ,
specify, can not be isomorphically transferred: eve?ﬁﬁr‘nfng theraplsts who
ostensibly fit the same therapeutlc orientation, unless one also consrders how
the individual therapis:s interact wit~ the individual cltents to create umque-‘

context-specific situat.ns. Thisis a crucial dlfference between the approach -

suggested by Rice and Greenberg and the apprdach ] have attempted to
describe. :

Failurs to make this dlstlnctlon can result in sbme of the problems Wthh
chronically plague - sychotherapy research. Horan (1980) descnbes these
problems as "classic examples of self-deceit" (p 5) He suggests that "We,:

know what's wrong with our data, but to0 many of us pretend to our students .

and to our public that there is solid emplncal evidence behind our vaned" '
-proclamatlons (p.5). He describes. the perpetratron of t}ree myths c;,he .
appropriate treatment myth, the treatment deployment myt

group myth. His descnptron of the treatment deployment myth is most srmllar

to the distinction that |- would |Ik§ to make here regardlng ches ‘and
Greenberg's approach. -~ = = : AR S '

Horan addresses three deluﬁtons in - hlS discussion of. the treatment
deployment myth. He- suggests that, "We are vastly mistaken if we think that
Lour treatments are standardlzed that they; necessanly correspond to the
theorefjgal pinciples on w‘nlch they are supposed to be based, and that they
are in faet received by the subjects” (p.7). |'would add to this list of delusions '
the mistaken idea that similarly trained therapists qgnduct and assess therapy )
equivalently. My understandlng of the observers desquptlons in- thls
' lnvestlgatlon is that they were very different from one another. One can say
that in their descnptlons they drd converge in their descnptlons of certain

behavrors and change processes but they clearly drverged in therr :
. , - ' \,

and the control v
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organization and conduct of description and therapy. These differences have
a profound effect on the course of therapy. ; ‘

<
c Summary .

. This report has followed & rather circuitous route through many drvertrng
| drstmctlons It is dlfﬁcult to bring it to closure. This project was never intended
to attain certain conclusions, but rather to report on the re'sults'of an
investigation. However, because |t would be helpful to gather together the
main ideas, | will attempt to summarize these here.

The central distinction which. has been made about the observers'
descriptions .is that they represent drvergent methods for constructing
therapeutic prgcess. We have seen dtvergent patterns of lexis, and textual
organization in their descnptuons

The duvergence “of the observers' methods for constructmg therapeutrc
process was described and explained through-my understanding of some

concepts which were borrowed largely from Bateson, Maturana, and Von -
Foerster. l have attempted to demonstrate that certain concepts from.
cyberngtrcs autoponetlcs and constructlvrsm were appropnate for describing

" and: explalmng patterns of dlvergence among observer- theraplsts methods for
constructmg therapeutlc process ‘
I’he use of these concepts permltted some patterns of convergence to be

distrngurshed among the observers' divergent descriptions. -, The concepts_

(3]

which were drscussed were themselves both the stable recursive operations of

dtstlntﬁon and the stable values which have been reported Therefore, it is

necessary to recapntulate the eoncepts which dnstrngurshed, and wh_nch are, the

patterns of convergence
Through rny interactions with the observers descnptlons | have come to

' the concl‘u,,srg_n that it is nat useful to state categorically or prescnptwely how'

therapists construct therapeutic process. | explained this conclusion through

Maturanas and - Foerster's concept that we are closed structurally '

determmed self-Ereatifg unities with diverse ontogenic histories. Bateson's
notleﬂ that information is news of a difference was “used to explain that
. difference is determined by the structural relations wrthrn living organizations.
In other words, therapeutic events are intrinsically non-informative.  Unities
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(! .
inform themSelves' tnrough recursions of operat‘ions On~ope'rat.ions of
distinction. . o ,

Although | have sald that it i$ not useful to categoncally state or prescnbe
how therapnsts construct therapeutic processes, it has been useful to explain
and 'describe how they do this. By saying this, | am placing my descriptions in
the domain of descriptions,” Tather than in an implied domain of objettive

existence. By saymg this, 1am also taking responsubmty for havnng constructed
these descnptlons

| have described :therapy as a context-specific process which occurs as

the ‘on;ogenic co-drift of a structurally coupled compaosite unity (therapist-client);

anz the description of therapy occurs as a similar ontogenic co-drift between
th

observer andathe event being described. Words used in therapy, and in the
description of therapy have meaning according to the context of occurrence.
Words have stable consensual values, but indeterminable self-referential
values. In other words we can talk abdut therapy in a context of understand‘nng
each other, and‘we can act adequately on qur understanding However, it is
impossible to say:. exactly what or. how words mean to individuals outsnde the
context of lntegrated lived events in which they occur.

From the perspectuve of the description of the abstracted components of

observers' descriptions ot therapy, we have seen that therapy sessions canbe.
distinguished by analysis of the lexis used to describe them. This sort of

analysis may be useful in distinguishing descriptions of therapy. Because this
investigation has focused on a group of observer-therapists with™ similar
training, and because the investigator was a member of this group, it was
impossible to compare theicommon patterns of lexis with an external

perspective. One panicmar% fnteresting' aspect of the lexical analysis was the

use of unique words in sets of session descnptnons These unique -words
indicate that systemically oriented the@plsts describe particular behavioral
occurrences. When these uniquée words did not occur, their absence

coincided with some’ general consensus that there had not been a significant
shift for the client. ‘

* Thesobservers appeared to converge in their descriptions of significant
changes for the clien'ts. In these instances, they described the same
" behavioral events, . and sometimes\ conceptualized the change with similar

C 00
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words. In the descriptions of significant changes, as in other descriptions, the
observers' explanations were diverse. '

Another notable aspect of the lexical analysis was the occurrence of/
metaphorlc lexis. The use of metaphors appeared to be highest in the
descriptions of sessions in which there was consensus that the client had
shifted. " '

From the perspective of the abstracted components of the textual analysis,
it was observed that observers cycled recursnvely through behavioral,
explanatory, -and conceptual descriptions. | noted that observers had -
characteristic patterns. of textual organization. Similarly, the sessions were
typified by characteristic patterns dt textual organization. Sess’icns in which-
there was some consensus about change having occurred freqﬁeﬁtly revealed
a more regular pattern of behavioral, explanatory and conceptual descnptlons
than sessions where minimal change had been consensually described.
There was some evidence that therapists who did therapy in ‘which change
was consensually described, were also observers who organized their
descrjptions through regular use of behavioral, ‘explanatory and conceptuat ‘
descriptions.

Although there was some convergenge- -of descnptn%ns at the behavioral

and conceptual Ievels there appeared ‘to. °Se little &asensugat the explanatory

‘ level. . The concept ofreﬁafénttal system$'wds’ mvoked todve"?h‘e;gwnh the related
concepts of comparison and contradlstmctlon to descnbe 3nd explain how
observers operate uniquely in their distinctions and constructions of events. It
was later explained that referential systems do-not exist as mechanisms, but as
explanatory devices. The ' notion of referential distinctions wad useful in the
generation of the concepts of scale and threshold. Simply. stated ascaleis a
».concept used to describe the kinds of events that make aptffereﬁce to one or-
‘more individuals. Threshold is the concept used to descr:tbe;a layel of event
which must be attained for a stipulated process to occlr. In this investigation, |
have described scales and thresholds in relation to observers' descriptions of
change. We have seen that some observers can be described as using similar |
or dissimilar scales and has having similar or dissimilar thresholds of
distinction of change. These have been described as useful concepts in the

)

constructivist description of therapeutlc process. N

AN
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From the perspective of the general thematic category of relationship, |

have described the observers' descriptions as demonstrative of Maturana's
concepts of coherence, consensuality and agreement These .concepts
describe stages in the genesis of structural coupling The concept of structural
coupling has been used in combination with Maturana's concept of the
plasticity of structure in autopoietic unities to descnbe how two or more unities
who interact inevitably co-drift ontogenetically. This phenomenon has been

briefly illustrated through the progressive drift‘_towards convergence of

expression whenever two upities interact (e.g., the therapists interacting with
their clients; the observers interacting with the' video-taped sessions; myself
interacting with the observers descriptions - myself interacting with the
theoretical literature). '

From the perspective of the thematic category‘ of change, it was
suggested that the observers' descriptions of cnange typically involved
descriptions of behavioral shifts. - At the conceptual level, these shifts were

wh

often described metaphorically. Maturana's concepts of structural and -

organizational changes were used to distinguish between descriptions of
change which indicated a difference which did not transform the identity of the,

_ person, and those which did. The concept of orthogonal interactions was
suggested as an”descriptive device for highlighting the nature of the therapists'
interactions with specific structural %omponents such that the previous relations
of components was transformed. ' :

From the perspective of the descnptlon of individual observer-therapists, it
was suggested that the concept of choreographic metaphon@style could be
used by observers to destribe other observers The important feature of this
concept was that it placed the describer in a position of responsrbility for his or
het description. This concept was suggested as a means for obviating some of

wihe implicit dimensions of power which. operate in 'linguistic politics of

consensus. It was suggested that because, "It is hard to claim that the other

fellow is mistaken”, " the distinction of good and bad psychotherapy is a
political event. . y : ‘ L

| Finally, some comments were made about the relation between this

research and other psychotherapy résearch which is attempting to determine

the specific mechanisms of change in clients, and the specmc princrerS of

therapeutic procedure which can be transferred across clients and therapist. 14 .
i s . . .
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~ suggested that the observations | have made in this investigation cbntradict the -
notion of transferable mechanisms. Before closing, | will recapitulate some
implications of this investigation and suggestions for future research. '

, o
D lmphcatlons

| have attempted to- suggest the implications of my-descriptions throughout
tge text of this report, and | wil briefly summarize the major points here. There -
are three domains of implications. Each level pertains to a separate level of

~ relevance. ; The first domain is the domain of description. Because part of the
purpose of this study was to describe observer-therapists'’ desonptrons\of
therapy sessions,”one level of implication pertains to the nature of the images
which have been presented in these ?jescriptions. A second domain of-
implications pertains to the level of explanaﬁon Because part of the purpose
of this study has been to explore and demonstrate the linguistic o%togenesrs of
psychotherapy process, some implications are suggested which pertain to the
potential effects this investigation might have in the realm of explanation. A
third level of implication has to do with the potential rmpact this. rnvestrgatron
might have on the practice, of systemic psychotherapy. .

l am Irstrng a wide range of implications here. The components of this list
are not intended to indicate that the results of this investigation directly imply all
these consequences. These implications are suggested as stimuli for further
inquiry. No doubt, some of the logic connecting some of these implications to -
the text will. appear tenuous to some readers. However, because this

_investigation. was dgsigned as an exploration, and because it is directed
towards the informed, .interested reader, | think it may be useful to describe a
variety of "implications”, some o¢f which are gnly loosely associated with th
results of this investigation. S é . '

Imphcahons of descnptlons

are in the nature of the responses whrch’the participants in th;, study rhrght ‘
have to reading these descriptions of themselves. Similarly, there mayebem.

53
~ other therapists for whom these descriptions, or mirroring of therapy is

informative. My suggestion is that the participants will change in a variety of
ways. after reading this report, although it is impossible f#me to determine . |

H
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yhat effects thns report will have. Slmllarly, there will likely be other therapists -
who practice a similar style of therapy who wull be affected wcanously

2: The observers in this investigation seemed to consensually indicate
that client change is attended by: (a) a high degree of consensuality (linguistic
and behavioural) between therapist and client ; (b) clearly observable though «
subtle, behavioral shifts on the part of the client; (c) a fundamental shift in the
' client's self- -identity which is also observable to othegs There was little’
mdmagon that change 1s a myst:cal mternal event, or'a gradual shit in- .
Cognmve processes. ‘

3: _Observer;therapists' descriptions of therapy typically diverge from each
other at the explanatory level of description. -In other words, observers may
~describe similar behaviours, and they may use sifnilar conceptual terms to
describe those behaviours, but their explanations of what those behaviours or
concepts mean, or how they. are derived, are usually divergent. This implies
that explanations, or semantic values, are derived. from inira-persénal self-
referential processes that are inherently idiographic. In-more simple terms, the
implication is that therapists, or observers of therapy may describe sim
behavioural of conceptual aspects of a therapy session, and yet have dnverg?t
reasons, or meanings for what they have said. This also entails that
convergence of behavioural or conceptual descriptions likely does not indicate
‘equivalent meaning. In more simple terms, observers of therapy may describe

therapy in similar terms and yet have quite dnfferent meanings, or reasons for
‘what they have said.

4: Several implications may be suggested which pertain to the
characteristi€s of good systemic therapy. My interpretations of the observer-
therapists’ descriptions of therapy in this study indicate that counselling
sessions in which a consensus of observer-therapists indicate that significant
shifts have occurred for the clients are those sessions in which: (a) there is a
high degree of consensuahty, or agreement between:the therapist and client,
(b) there appears to be'a synchrony of language and and physical movement
which jOIﬂS the therapist and.the client, (c) both the working therapist and the
the observers use metaphors,t%(d) the obsarvers converge in their behavioural
"and conceptuel levels of description, ,(e) there is ‘behavioural, or sensorily
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evident behawoural change on the part of the client (the change may be °
surprisingly subtle), (f) the observers regularly cycie through behavioural,
explanatory, and conceptual changes, (g) the observers focus more on the
description of the session itself rather than on their explanations’ of it, (h) both
observers and the working therapists attend to detail. | ’

5: One implication of this ,study‘ is that the general category of systernic .
therapfsts actually includes psychotherapists who practi'ce a heterogeneity of
counselling styles, and who describe therapy with a heterogeneous variety of
counselling theories. An aspect of this implication may be that the category of
"systemic therapists”, at least as it was operationally defined in this study may
have limited value for descnbmg the nature of therapy that is practiced by these
therapists. « '

.Impllcations for explanation

6: The diversity of psychotherapy styles, and the diversity of styles of
: @scnptlon of psychotherapy whrch were generated in this investigation -
indicates that psychotherapy is an individual construction. This implies that
principles of. change pertain to the political.realm of consensus generating
activities. The meamng or semantics, of psychotherapy are idiographic.
Maturanas concept of multiverses is a useful concept for describing how |
systemlc psychotherapists generate, or bring forth psychotherapy process. |
would suggest that the concept of "princi ehs\ of change" should be utilized to
describe the categorizations of therapists’ idiographic explanations of
. Psychotherapeutic reality. This impliegg that the description of what
psychotherapy process means for psychotheraplsts is mherently irreducible to
unlgggersally viable principles of change. ‘ ;

|, would suggest that this implies that psychotharapy research can be
directed towards describing divergent constructions cf j.sychotherapy. This is
an intr'iguing idea because it seems contrary to our desire for science to
explain and simplify. ' The implications of ¢his suggestion are manifold, but |
think the essential impiication is that we need to embrace methods for
describing the complexuty of diverse psychotherapeutic processes.

7: I would suggest that one implication of the finding that therapists inhabit
mulitverses is that clients also inhabit multiverses. In other words, it is’
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inevitable that ‘therapzlists' constructions of therapeuticpro_cesses will diverge
from clients’ constructrons If this implication is accepted, then it is clear that as
therapnsts we can describe how we imagine that we are helping clients to

change, and yet at the same time we can know that we have no diract -access
to objective truth about how clients change. This means that the statement that -
. therapists change others is no more correct than the statement that therapists”

~do not change others My suggestion is that because we can not be objectrvely

explicit about- how clients change, we should consider ourselves as

partlcrpants in change processes We do not have sufficient knowledge of how -

we influence people to say that we are agents or rnstruments of change I

:. would suggest that this view at once admits the limitations of our knowledgg of
~our influence, and at the same time is an encouragement. to be creative in the

methods that we use. e

~+ The results of this mvestlgatnon indicate that theraplsts believe that they do
have influence on the their clrents lives; and there are indications that there

was some convergence among observers about the kinds of interactions which
“indicated that the clients were benefitinig from the interactibns. The therapists
" in this investigation deScribed patterns of regularity in the ways that both the

;_mewtably adapt to each other, . and drift together in the medium of their é

chents and therapists. constructed thei w)orlds and. they observed their own
constructrons of their interactions with &lients. These patterns are very useful

i mformatlon This information can be used in conjunction with the knowledge

that whan wo unities recurrently mberact they begin to shift concurrently. The,

" experience.. Maturana's descriptions of structural couplmg, and ontogenetic,
“.co-drift show promise of belng ‘useful concepts in observer- referenced

P

‘descnptrons of psychotherapy

J

/-.\ 8 Knowledge always exists-relative to an observer. The assessment of

psyct'fotherapy is. relative to an observer's methods for constructing

»"‘psychotherapeutnc process. The praducts of kno@ledge are the stabilized

;recurswe operations of distinction through which the knowledge was
_generated by the observer, e.g., when the observer speaks, the observer |
re .=, himself. The specific rmphcatlons of these statements which elate to ~ -

th. «+.earch have to do with the readers decisions about the parameters of

reference of this observer. "The results of this investLgation imply that the:

¢

t
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implications of this investigation will be generated by the reader; and the
implications which.the reader creates will reveal the patterns ‘of construction
_ which characterize the reader.

9: Neither therapi‘st nor client will be distinguished in the same language
by independent observers. Person A will never describe himself in the same
language that others describe him. Two therapy sessions will not be described('r

in the same way by one observer. Two observers will not describe a therapy P

sgssion in the same way. Observers may drift together in their descriptions
~ through prolonged recurrent interactions - provided there is sufficient basic
cohesion between them. o .-

10: Possnble apphcatlons of a variety of technical and theoretlcal concepts
have been demonetrated These concepts are connoted by words such as:

referential systems, threshold, -scale, eigen values, dustmotlon,'

contradistinction, semantic and political levels, choreography, style, structufre'
determinism, structural and organizatidnal change, orthogonal change,
structural couphng, collocational sets, coherence- consensuahty agreement;
behavioural-explanatory-conceptual levels of description, and recursion. these
are some of the major terms that have been described and exemplified. There
are many others. A: t7e explanatory level, the implications of these words or
concepts is simply that they have now acquired more history of use, which
those who follow may want to consider. This usage may or may .not be
beneficial to subsequent work conducted readers of this investigation.

11: The concepts of structural and organizational change, which are
derived from autopouesus may be a useful paraHeI conceptualization of the
distinction between first and second order change

Implications for practice
12: In training counsellors and psychotherapists, superviéors need to

account for stylistic divergences in'themselves and their students. One way to
do this is by-recalling that language is interpretecﬁndividually._ Similarly, it is -

good to recall that psychotherapy is interpreted individually. Supervisors are
- politically powerful, and theretfore students are likely to drift towards adopting

*
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13: | would suggest?th‘é’%ﬁthls mvestngatlon |mpl|es that it is useful for -

observers of psychotheraplsts whether theyﬂbe researchers, members of
therapy teams, or supervisors of theraplsts to describe their own metaphoric
conceptions of the choreographic styles of the theraplsts they are observing.
This suggestion entails the personal responsivility of the describer for the
description, and the self-referentiality of the de<~ tion to the describer.

14: The results of this investigation imply that in a systemic therapy
session, client change is indicated when a majority of observer-therapists'
descriptions of therapy conveyge, or are similar. Typically, the similarities of
observer-therapists' descriptioris occur at the poncebtual and behavioural
levels of descriptions. G

157 A practical implication of this investigation is that psychotherapy
sessions In which a consensus of observers report that there has been |
significant shift for the client(s), are typically those sessions which hre
‘described with the highest incidence of metaphonc language. Slmllarly in
those sessions in which a consensus of observers report that there has been a
. significant shift for the client(s), the therapist who i1s'conducting the session
also uses a higher frequency of ‘metaphors than ‘in sessions' which a

consensus of observers do not report that there has been a S|gnmcant shift for
. the chent( ) '

16: The results of this investigation suggest that counseli@ng sessions in
which a consensus of observers indicate that clients have mafe a sugnmcant
shift are those sessions-in which therapists use a variety of idiosyncratic words,
or words which "are particularly ‘unique to the particular session being
deseribed. Observers of these sessions also describe the sessions with a

similar variety of words uniquely germane to the particular sessions. This ,

interpretation might imply that good therapy sessians are those in which the
Etherapist focuses on a unique event. This might also imply that good
counselhng sessions are indicated when-a consensus of observers referé
repeatedly to a specific unique event within the therapy session’

a /
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17. ahe contents and orgamzahon of observers deschptlons of. therapy

sessions tended tc mirror the contents and organization of the therapy
sessions which they were observing. The isormorphisms were most apparent
~ when the theraptsts were descnblng sessions ‘in which a consensus of
observers indicated that the client had made a significant shift; and the
lsomorphtsms were least apparent when Ilttle change was descnbed

18 My descnptlons of these systemuc theraptsts observatnons illustrated
convergences of descnptnons of t@e particular behavioural events WhICh. |
indicated that clients had made significant shifts. These convergences of
desscriptions of behawours which indicated change suggest that even though'
these theraptsts might explain or concathahze these behaviours differently,

" they share similar means for experiencing and assessmg those behavtours
huch indicate that C|le"!tS have changed. " '

18 As Maturana has said, "The clatm of knowledge through objectivity.is
. a demand for obedience” (198¢). From my expenence in this mvestlgatron I
found that it was difficult to construct a method for describing how theraplsts
constructed their worlds, and it has been dlfflCUlt to be explicit about the

, methods that | constructed Despite, or perhaps bacause of these difficulties,
the process has been inherently valuable for me. The implication here is not
-that the system which | have described is mherently useful for others, but that

- the effort to generate such a system'ﬁas been valuable in itself, regardless of
its utlllty to others. Values such as freedom choice, cunousuty, honesty, and

., belng creatively p'oductlve were the. values that were reafflrmed for me |n this
process. . :

1 would suggest that it is not necessary to use criteria of objectlve vahdnty
to defend this presentahon | .would encourage other mvestlgators of .
psychotherapy to follow a similar approach srmpfy because this expenence
has been a personal reaffirmation. This reaffirmation is substantial in itself,
and it does not depend on whether others believe ir the style or results of the
investigation. If the reader chooses to agree or disagree with wt@t has been
presented, | can only refer to my own consttuctton ‘This implies that the reader
-will have a dlﬁerent view that is equally correct.. '



to
h
Ly}

LA

20: In retrospect one of the major implications of this research lor me is
that | have found that psychotherapy is an mdrvrdual activity. On those
occasions in normal practice, when cne observes that psychotherapists appear
to converge in their oprnrons about psychotherapy, | would suggest that one is
noticing an essentially political process. | would suggest that when theraplsts
elaborate on the semantic levels of their descriptions of therapy, their
descriptions tend to be unique, and divergent from each other.

The descnptron of divergent descriptions of- psychotherapy is an intriguing
and complex process. One »f the perplexing aspects of describing divergent - .
lndlwdual constr ictions of psychotherapy is that the” researcher inherently . |
reveals him or herself in these descriptions; while at the same time these
descriptions also seem to describe the essence of the personal characteristics
of the therapist or sesslojn being described. In other words, idiographically.
referenced descriptions of psychotherapy ars personal and revealing from -
many perspeCtives.' | would suggest-that‘thls poin: of personal reference is the, . .
"point at which useful descriptions of psychotherapy begi'n. \

™~

i

E Suggestions for future study o ,
- 1: Any of the central concepts which wera described in the summary&a‘r
could be a foundatronal concept for further study lzssentrally, this study h&t
been a stage in the creatlon of an explanatory language Therefore, the
'language W|ll develop as rt is used. | cannot determine which ot thes,e,
concepts may appear useful or interesting to future investigators. N ' '-'?a e
*2: | would be very mterested in oxplor ng the notion of the co- -drift inie.
. Ianguage that seems to occur when people engage in gecurrent interactions. -
t The method of lexical analysis would be suitable for this, although more
, efficient- computerized analysrs would be advised. There are many,arenas of
recurrent interactions in- the domain of psychotherapy which could be
investigated this way; e.g., supervrsor-supervnsee team members therapist-
client, observer-thera ist - observer-therapist.
3: Someone mlght be interested in more statistical comparrsons of the
~common lexical features of language users -from . diverse fields of
_ psychotherapy This would provrde gome very useful information about some -

a,spects of language use between groups. Some of these differences mrght.
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- seem, obvrous but I suspect there wrll be adlvergences which we have been
bllnd to. - SR
. 4 Although ‘the lanalysrs of le»xnc*@l contents of observer-theraplsts
descrlptlons of psychotherapy htas been . useful for generatlng some
, tdescnptlons and explanations the patterns of words that they -use, | would
suggest that analyses of semantlc and syntactlc patterns might provide an
opportunlty to descnbe and explaln integral structural and contextual properties -
"; ©of observer theraplsts language , - '
: 5710t .would be, very interesting to repeat this study with the same
| psychotheraplsts after they have read the results of this investigation. | would
suggest that they would alter both their patterns of languaging in, their
} descrlptlons of therapy and thelr patterns of languaging and behaviour whlle
", doing therapy:/’, , : .
N A study Wthh might provide lnterestlng results would involve
, developlng a method for investigating the patterns of unique- words which
theraplsts use during-therapy-and in their descriptions of therapy. The word .
. unlque in this instance is being used to refer to those words which are
" dlstlngmshed by infrequent use |n normal conversatlon Examples of this type
*' f of words have been illustrated ln the lexical analyses of composnte session
' descrlptlons and in the lexncal analyses of composite observer descriptions. .
e 7. A- study which might lead to “\terestlng insights . about
- psychotherapeutic change processes would involve analyzing, descnblng and
,. ._’; ‘explaining, the patterns of use of . metaphors by psychothera _and by
L% observers of psychotherapy. This study has generated the. I fie
" those psychothefé y séssions in which there is.a convergence ‘servers'"
descnptlons |ndlcatlng that sngnlflcant shifts have occurred for the clients, are .
also those sessnpns in which the worklng theraplst ‘and the observers
describing the therapy use metaphors more frequently than in sessions in
which S|gn ificant change is not descrlbed

7
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