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Reflections on Reflecting with Families |
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_Tom Andersen

This book has given me the privilege to re-walk my ¢wn Lracks
over the years in order to describe and understand what might be
defined as my professional evolution, My way of describing and
u'ndcrstandmg has shilted over lime. So, the telling of my %of:s
sional story has to start at the-end, namely with what | 1h‘in}FLoda;’

aboul descriptions, their i
. corresponding understandings and
construct them. - row !

What I Think Today

'I see 1ifc. as the moving of myself and my surroundings and- the
surrloundmgs of those surroundings towards the future The shifts
of life arqund me come by-themselves, not by me, Thc; only thin

[ can do is 10 take part in them. To take p;m is to learn to us%
the repertoire ol understandings and actions that have corﬁc from
the various experiences ! have had over the years. What seems to
be maost 1mportan1 is (0 learn what 1 shall not do again. This idea
has been stimulated strongly {rom the exchanges [ haveihad with
Harold Goolishian.' He says, ‘If you know whil to 46 it Timits
YOu. _li’ you know more what not to do, Lhcn.:ffhcrc is an infinit

of things that might be done.” How 1 use my 'r:cperloirt: is relmz
to how 1 understand the moment of life I-take part in, and m

understanding is related to how I describe it. What 1 d‘escribe ii
whaF | pay attention to and focus on. Life, every moment of it, is
30 rich anq full that it is impossible to pay attention to and foa‘:us
on cvgrﬂhlng at the same time. | bave to select what Lo focus on;
if 1 \\.nl] it or not, from moment lo moment. Therefore, | canno}
describe those parts of life that | do not pay attention Lo‘ and thus
do not focus on. My descriptions and understandings are formed

in language, and 1 can only make them according 10 the language
1 have in my reperioire. Therefore 1 can only pay attention Lo and
focus on that for which { have a language 10 describe and undet-
stand.

When life comes to m&, it touches my skin, my eyes, my €205,
the bulbs of my tongue, the nostrils of my nosc. As 1 am open and
sensitive to what & see, near, feel, taste, and smeil I can also notice
‘answers' 1o those touches from myself, as my body, ‘from inside,’
lets me know in various ways how il thinks about what the outside

'"‘L”éﬂ'i:’ﬁé?’i"'ix}héi"sho’uld be concentrated on and what not. This stale

of being open and sensitive to the touches from the outside life’
and at the same time being open and sensitive Lo Lhe answers from
(he ‘inside life' is what I prefer to call (ptuition.” At this point in
time my intuition seems 1o be what I rely on the most. In re-
walking my professional iracks, my intuition telis me that 1 shall
take part first, and then sit down and think about the taking part;
ot sit down and think first and thereafter take part. As 1 am sure
that my thinking is with me as 1 1ake part, I have felt comfortable
following what my intuition bas suggested to me.

This might correspond Lo some ideas which Thomas Kuhi (1570)
discusses aboul theories, He says that all research that delines aims
and means within 2 given paradigm will most often produce
‘findings’ that support the theory upon which the research was
primarily pased. Indirectly, Kuhn suggests that one might wait with
the applications of theory and let the practice be as free as possibie
in its search for ‘relevant’ descriptions and understandings.
Thereafter one might discuss these findings’ (descriptions and
understandings) against the packground of various existing
theories. This might ‘challenge’ and maybe even expand these
theories as well. 1 have organized this. chapter according 10 such
thinking. That means (hat 1 will speak from practice first and,
thereafter, noy:{”_g‘gg then, stop to discuss and theorize aboul the
described f)r'a”"Ef:i'cc. This might also comply with my understanding
of certain key ideas that have emerged from the discussion of
postmodern phiiosophy. Baynes et al. (1987) stale that theory is
itself a narrative. So, if my narrative is told within the framework
of my 10ld’ narrative - as, for instance, 2 repetition - it loses 1ts

freedon.

The Early Years: Family Physician

After finishing medical school in the southern part of Norway |
(Oslo), 1 moved 1o the arctic part of the country to bhe a country

family physician for four years.



Those four years creaied many guestions and concerns. Two
became prominent. One was about the social effect of illness.
When a persen, particularly a child, was sick, [ wondered how ]
could understand all the activities in the sick child’s surroundings
that the sickness created. [ thought psychiatry might be a [ield that
could provide answers, and I entered that field. The second ques-
lion was about all the aches and pains in the moving parts of
patients for which my examinatjons did not suffice. How could all
these be understood? 1 did not know where the route was Lo be
found. | could only waijt until tlie route one day would come by
jtself,

Psychiatry gave no answer Lo the first guestion. 1t actually raised
new concerns: could there be alternatives 1o the beliefs that
‘mentally ill patients’ can be steered into health? Could there be
alternatives to separaling the ‘mentally ill’ from their family,
friends, jobs, and so forth? (To be hospitalized in north Norway
often means to find onesell very far from home.) Could ‘patients’
be called something other than ‘patients’? Could alternatives to
standard treatment (namely, being locked behind closed doors,
given medication against one’s will, behavior modification, and so
on) be more coherent with the context of ‘patient’-family-friends—
job—neighborhood? These were only some of many questions.

Searching for Alternatives

Some of us came together informally in the early 19705 on
weekends once a month. We read Minuchin (1974}, Haley (1963)
and Watzlawick et al. (1974). We tried to apply their technigues.
However, we were not very success{ul in making the kind of
changes we envisicned. :

[ always felt uncomfortable at that Ume, when we, convinced of
having a better understanding of the problems :than the families
themselves, provided a new and ‘smart’ understanding of the
problem or proviged a “smart’ instruction how to handle it

Watzlawick et al. (1967) turned our attention to Gregory
Bateson. We were [ortunate, and it was a great relief, 1o be
acquainted with the Milan team’s approach (Selvini et al., 1980)
through two members of the team, Gianfranco Cecchin and Luigi
Boscelo. In addition, Lynn Hoffman and Peggy Penn from the
Ackerman Institute in New York helped us elaborate our
understanding of Rateson’s work {Bateson, 1972, 1978, 19759) in
general, and the Milan approach in particular.

The Milan approach consists of a leam meeting with the family.
A member of the team talks with the family while the rest of the

ream lollows the conversation [rom bchind‘ a_oncw\{zy ml;rtotrj.wtt;;
person who talks with the family has a prchmmary 1‘dca ?1 _1r v e
problem can be understoed, a hypotl‘lesm, which gui ;5 _';(:1 e
\'fiew. During the interview Lhe interviewer 1}:avc.s the amw i Jmm
the remainder of the ieam LG discuss lposszt?le mlcrprct;uonmwas
e different from the family’s. The ipterviewer thcn_ isco
i’rith the team and reconnects with the famllj: to give this new
understanding. This is calied ‘the intervention. o e Milan
When my various colleagues and 1 Ln(':d t‘o apply b e
approach, 1 always felt uncomfortable dc(lwc~r1rilg the inter ention
1o Lthe family. It was always hard to say, This 15 what v,;custo ,do ,
“This is what we understand,’ or "This is \evi;rz?; \;::cw;?:rcl“sg e w{.:
Presenting the intervention this way gav y R mé
the therapy leam, had a better way Lo se€¢ an unk e
We also seemed 10 be assurming th‘at we had a
grrgg!oes[;]l for how the family should handle their problem than they
ha?ntg:cisrclt\;csa;vnﬁid these problems we started in ghcl lastllza;{dc?i{
1984 to say, ‘In addition to \zhat youdsz:;azoxg; th\?st'hlg} ‘?; o
tion to what you understood we un e this,” e
ve tried to do yourself, we wonder if you mig y
:2 gga&mi};é’ul?iﬁd not take long to realize that we hadl shxf]l.ccicféotrz
an 'either—or’ 10 a ‘hoth-and’ stance, I felt .grcat'y‘rc 1fcon o
make this shift. It seems that the state of feeling discom
been a major contributor 10 change 1n my work.

A Major Shift: Reflecting

Aina Skorpen, a mental healthdnurslc 1 \Tafc \\;gglim%:;fsugeinsaé
discussing a certain idea since 2 .

Zggn?::f:d Lo our ogsewatibn of what peopllc often toid($ wzznnwc;c(
met them the first time. They would typ:call\_,' say, e e
know what to dol What shall we dg?’ In our discussions l:«cin thc
to consider why -we left the familics durmg thc. brea ;Om e
sessions? Why did we hide away our dcl;k?z?ratlor(ljslathcm e
families? Perhaps we should stay with the famllic.‘f and let e
and hear what we did and how we worked with the qxfzsmor;:
Perhaps, by giving them access L0 our process, Ll[u:y :&;o;:mkc ore
casily find their own answers. At first we did not dare w; o
discussions ‘public’ because we Lgought that the language

i 00 many ‘nasty’ worcs. : .
(r::?ir;ftmsiinl‘i am gjfad I am not a_mgmbcr of a fam_llé' wn?uimti]c};
2 talkative motherl’” or “What is it like to be marrned O .
siubborn man?’ We thought that those words would come In

For cxample, a tecam member
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open easily I we talked in front of the families. In spite of these
fears, everylhing was brought into the open one day in March
1985, Onl that particular day, a team? who had flollowed the
conversation from behind the one-way mirror, proposed 1o those
in the therapeutic conversation (a family and an interviewer) that
we lalk for a while with them listening to us. We said that we could
talk ﬂbOllL. what we had been thinking while we lisiened (o the talk
they hac} just had. My early fears were not fulfilled. The 'nasty’
words did not appear, nor did this conversation require any strong
eflort [rom us to avoid ‘nasty’ words. From that day the Léam wa
called ‘the Rellecting Team." ’
When we suggested Lo the family that we share our ideas, it was
natural for us to say, ‘Maybe our talk will bring icdeas tha,t could
be useful for your canversation.’ We did not say, ‘useful for you,'
but ‘useful for your conversatian.” i have since liaen been [hiri’kin‘
lor the langyages professionals use, [ am deliberately saying
languages’ {in the plural) because there will naturally be a ‘public’
language for conversation with the famiijes present and a ‘private’
Ia'nguagc_: when the professicnals are ajone, The ‘private’ language
Tv:li caS{ly attract ‘nasty’ words and alsc all the ‘intel]ecwalg’
academic,” and 'foreign’ words and concepts that profess‘ionails
often _shqre when they are left alone. | have been wondering how
easy is it for professionals to make the shift from ‘private’
iangu.ag‘e at one moment to ‘public’ language at the next? If there
are difficulties in distilling the ‘public’ 1alk from ‘private’ elements
ho'w will that effect the conversations with clients? ’
The ppcmrcﬂecting-trzam mode of working tended to move
p;ofc:?smnai language towards daily ladguagc. This language
contained only words and concepts we could all use in comioi

This way of relating to the clie )
nts compris :
language. prised more than a shift of

Modes of Procedure

In what follows | shall lead the reader towards the practical part

of the work although there will b ;
H I € some menlion -
ponding thinking. of the corres

Introducing Not Too Unusual Differences

When ! was a GP, questions about patients’ aches and pains found
answers when 1 met with physiotherapist Gudrun Ovreberg who
mtro‘duced me Lo her teacher Aadel Biilow-Hansen, another
physiotherapist. Biijow-Hansen had noticed that paliem; who are
tense tend 1o flex their bodies towards a ‘creeping-together'

" Gregory Bateson’s famous sentence, ‘the elementary unit of infor-

%.:453). Those who do not know what to do, need something

HEJIECHIUMS UM (NEJITRITIE wraars v werenreney

position, As they do so they also rastrict their breathing. ln order
(o be helpful 1o them, Bilow-Hansen stimulated them to stretch
out and ‘open up' their bodies. One way to do so was by inducing
pain in the patient. She had noticed that if a muscle, for example,
on the back side of the calf, is held with a painful grip, the pain
will stimuiate the person to stretch the body. When the body stret-
ches, deeper inhalation is stimulated. This deeper inhalation will,
in its turn, stimulale more stretching, which, in its turn, stimulaies
more stretching, and so on, uatil the chest is filled according to its
{lexibility. When the air is exhaled, some tension in the body disap-
pears. She noticed, however, that if her grip was too solt, nothing
happened (o either the stretching or the breathing. If her grip was
too rough or her hold was too long, the patient would respond
with a deep inhalation but the breathing would stop as the person
held the air back without letting it go. if her hand was
appropriately painful and her hold appropriately long, there would

be an expansion cf the breathing without stopping it.
What I learned trom Aadel Bulow-Hansen was a variation on’

mation - is a difference that makes a difference (Bateson 1972

* different {unusual), but this something should not be too different
_{unusual)| That applies to what w= talk with families about and
"how we talk with them and what tha contexr of the talking is. How
can we know when our contributions are too unusuaj? The answer
is found by noticing the client’s way of participating in the conver-

" sation. Are there signs in the conversation that tell that it is uncom-
fortable for the client to take.part? Those signs might differ from
person to person, We are thereby challenged to be acquainted with
and sensitive 1o those particular signs the various individuals send
us. We must rely on our intuition in noticing those signs.

These ideas of not being too unusual correspond well with the
ideas of Humbertc Maturana and Fransisco Varela's perturbations
(disturbances) (1987). We need to be ‘disturbed’ since disturbances
keep us -alive and make us able to change in correspondence with

the shifting world around us. But if the disturbances are tog ~ %
different from what our repertoire is able to integrate, we (=
 disintegrate if we include them. o

I T TR T ST T

Either—or versus Both~and

After starting the reflecting-team mode of working, spontancous
changes in our procedures occurred. The team behind the screen,
which befors had taiked together when observing the therapy
session, became increasingly silent. We understood later that this
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li#teine a slence helpea inc team create many more ideas tl
bc'l"ore.v When we  previously talked, the team COI]CCL e
primarily on only one or a few ideas. e
We also developed some rules of procedure. The first was t
the team's reflections should be based on and start with sometl ing
ex‘presscd during the conversation, not from another co tml e
{'mgh{ begin our reflections by saying, ‘When 1 hmrdrl GXL'WG
When I saw . .. | had this idea.’ We often started l;(y slaitilnlg! oﬁi

o : 3 H
uncertainty, ‘I am not sure but it seemed to me "ar ‘T am not
IR | s

sure ‘ : i ' ‘
o bbltlnllhhad the lfccﬂ:lmg ..., or ‘Maybe vou heard something
oIS W(; . eard a "Ih;n we followed, ‘My thinking of that made
, cl)] C\r,w .ot '"Thinking of her speaking of this or that | saw
m.m.;J 3 ' 1(:1*‘1 I thqught of this or that this question came to my
m ...,  or ‘[ noticed that they had done this or that, I wonder
A , ¥
vhat would happen if they did . . > We placed a strong emphasis
on famity’ i . ‘
il,'mf IaJ}nIy s'a’ulonomy of choice. The listening families are
[1 }}HCL' to ‘take in' what they like. Al present 1 prefer 1o say the
i ‘. . ‘
l:ali\]w[ng]kjua befare lsuch reflections start, “When they {that is, the
alk, you might listen 1o them i '
: : m if you want, or thir
. . : 1k of
fgn(mjctlzmg else if ?fou want, or just rest, or do whate\:er you prefer
. 9. It scems important to let them know that this is just an
offer, and not scmething they must pay attention to, It is very
nmportant to give the listeper th ibili ' k g
! ¢ possibility of turni
that with which the e
y feel uncomfortable, 1t i i
K : 5 very in
them o have the ability fo say no. R
msf:x jccoknd rule is that the team, when talking ‘publicly,' should
r HS . y
negiljm L.]cr.nscll;fes from giving ‘negative’ connotations, Nothing is
ative in itself; it becomes negativ i '
' e when the listener i i
as negative. We keep these tt i i L
woughts in mind when w
e say what we
say, A : i
2‘1}1 A mcg}bcr af the rellecting team commenting, {ar example, ‘I
aj ;o;}un erstand why they did not try this or that,” will m’ost
pr]o ably be heard as criticizing. Rather, one could say ‘1 wonder
wuﬁ;}[ would happen if they tried this or that?’
bommfias'[} and émid rule concerns the reflecting made when all
amily and the whole team i : N
> ~ are in the same rhi
- ‘ : room, which
réﬁfcctns }whcn no one-way mirror is available, When Lh’e ieam
o nso,tl lig;;re[cnlcouraged to look at one another when they talk
at those who listen, This gl j
. 15 v ‘]
[reedom 10 not listen, .
Afte i
LLlmet(j:r 7{hc team has shared their reflections, the conversation is
e L;;u 1o 1hc_far;uly and the Interviewer. The interviewer
opportunity for the family to di i ghL
‘ Y iscuss their thoug!
o tunity | ugnls as
ncc}; ]lrSU—:lI‘I to the team’s _tal}s. However, the interviewer does not
ssarily press the Tamily if they prefer to keep their thoughts

AL LDOUENLS Wil ve SEladl Oh vhrat ditlkppiae =
versations or for finding new descriptions
h shifts might happen once ot twice during
fren. The way of working that has
re are always many versions of
ys to describe it
ho consult us

privale, We hope i
ing points for new con
and understandings. suc
a meeting, perhaps even more o

heen outlined so far implies that the
a1 situation, which means that therc are many wa

and therefore many ways Lo understand it, Those w
are olten equipped with the idea that there is one right way Lo
understand a situation and many wrong ones.

The pair of words cither—ar seem lo be a heritage {rom Plato.
He and many foliowers searched for the Truth and the Goed. The
task was to forge descriptions which were representations of that
Truth, Those representations, they thought, would give us
knowledge 10 explain and predict. There would be knowledge that
was right and knowledge thal was WrOng. The discussion that has
peen introduced Dby postinodern philosophy has questioned the
pasition of either—or (Baynes et al., 1987: ¢’ Andrade, 1986). That
discussion vields other concepts in addition 10 those which have
dominated thought for a long while, including mythos in addition
h, metaphor in addition to concept, figurative in addition to
n addition to reason, rhetoric in additon o
o addition to argument.
discussions introduce ihe idea that we
relate to life baged on our perceptions, descriptions and under-
standings of the world, Squarely spoken, we do not relate to life
‘itself’ but to our understanding of it. This represents a major shift
in thinking, and this view is coherent with constructivist thinking
falso called sccond-order cybernetics) which states that we strongly
participate in creating Qur understanding of iife (Maturana, 1978;
von Foerster, 1984, von Glasersfeld,” 1984). These authors also
strongly emphasize that there are as many versions ol a situation

sons o understand it. The reflecting 1can mode

as there are pers
tries to include as many versions as possible. Delow are some

examples.

to trul
literal, imagination i
jogic, and parrative i

Most of all, these new

The first (wo questions in the meeting 'HOW would you like to
use this meeting?’ This question, which is one of my first questions
in a meeting, seems G have become & natural conseguence of
making the conversations ‘public.” It feels more comfortable o
avoid fixing any plan about what one should talk about and how
one should talk before the session begins. Including those 1n
therapy creates & more equal relationship.

“What is the history of the idea behjnd this meeting?’ This is the
second question, The answers Lo who was the first (o have the idea




for a meeting, and how the various participants were louched by
the jden also clarifies who is most cager to talk and who s more
reserved, Which issves e R3gET Onies want (o talk about become
the point of immediate focus. The more reserved family members
are invited (o participate as they fee] comfloriable.

Talk about this ralk  We alse find it useful 10 “taik aboul how wa
shall 1alk,” For example, we expiore what are the best circum.
stances for the talk; at home ar in an office? Shouid there be a
reficcting team or not? Who might (indirectly asking who should
not) talk with whem about which issye a which point in time?
These are only thrée of many possible procedural questions that are
dmporiant. The function of this conversation is to provide a
context within which the participants feel comfariable,

lem—dissciving‘system.' They say that a problem very often attracts
many persons who want 1o contribuyte to its selution. In order lo

create new and usefyl meanings, if, however, the ineanings are tog
different, the exchanges stop. By asking abowt previous talks we
can learn which ones shouid not be repeated. By asking the ques-
¢ ton, ‘Who can talk with whom about this issue at (hjs point in
S time? we may probably ‘find more useful conversations. Those
iwith appropriately different meanings will, when they talk, often
come up with new meanings. Those who hold meanings that are

Inner and outer conversations The reflecting-team mode offers
the various persons present the possibility to shift back and forth
etween listening and talking about the same issues, These two
different positions in relation to the same issues seem 1o provide
two different perspectives, and these two perspectives of the same
will maost probabiy creage new perspectives, There are infinite ways
lo organize a canversaijon 0 that the shift back ang forth between
lalking angd listening can oceur, The reflecting.leam mode is oniy

one of many wa”ys. The simglcstk one is w:t?g;naavig;r;x. j}l];;ojficj;
sional might talk with one in the group, or 2 15' e
minules, sometimes len, with the others hs:e?mglhc pac k.
Then, he or she turns to the others to ?.sk waal.'.h ‘fhe 1 e
thinking as they heard the taik. Afier this talk wi s 1112;1' .
again turn back to the first speaker and ask what t

ggfss?la\iasgthinking a3 they heard what the othc_rs‘had b::;:n :hurx}):e
ing. The best *‘name’ al present fqr thcsg s:hiﬂu;g ta s‘i;mr,
reflecting process. This process provides sfnftmg,s ;‘Ltvfccn i
and ‘outer’ talk. The idea of ‘inner aqd outer 12. hjls‘ :;;st old 2
hurnan history. The reflecting process is onfg_" to ig éjg' e
thing we long have had in hand but not yet orgamz;:k l.th {hz
conversations. When 1 talk with qthcrs, I Eartly' lalk wi b ihe
others, partly 1o myself, Very much of my ‘inner 't-'l:l[ ':ik'c out
those ideas taking place in the ‘outer’ t‘alk that [ migh R
and how I eventuaily might use those ideas.

‘The Flow of Conversation: Questions cfm'?' Co-presence ocate the
When we enter the scene of a problem it is sm;;or:a‘;u Z\?skﬁ:cg o

isti i inions and we do so best by -
existing meanings and opinion ' j
tions (Penn, 1982, 1985). Questions also llcnd 1o open tip a l:<:1m;::rr
sation that has stopped. If a professional offers his or he

4 meanings and opinions, this will often provoke aiready existing

tmeanings to stand even more {irmily fixed. The quesuzns w\i&}:c:: :.;:
ithe safest to ask are those that are §Lrongly connected Lo i
'person one speaks with his just sauli.séczic‘ic;haltmif%s;&w et
wi uestion(s) until the person .
';;:har:c)!’ ?hinking.( My question usually focuses on sox'-m_:lhitnglzi
intuition tells me is significant for Lhe person 10 contmulc_ c;{ ik
about. My intuition also helps me {ind the question 1 slt:mi afvriucn
how [ shall ask it, I boldly refer thzi rcaderltgg'iv}hal I have
such questioning (Andersen, .
be&?’iﬁi: lljiz::ning wqahc speaker’s answers, I try-to develop a lsc;:
of co-presence. This kind of listening E’)ecamc central to n;lc ast.mion
with 2 group from the inner part of Finamark coumy.z ey ) Whg
10 the Sami people (in English literature aftcx:x cailcd ‘ apgimccn
originally foliowed their reindeer herds on thI'l' migration ;
the interior in winter and the coast of the Arctic Ocean in su;ntr;;sé
In their tradition, the extended famiiy comes Lo the houscdo P
.who have been visited by a harsh dgst:ny. an uncxpccfc ;aov;
They often sit quietly without speaking. Those ?vhol g;:cv::alkr;n
that their close ones are there, co-present and a\_fzuiab ¢ ?r‘butioni:
if meeded. Might that be the most significant ?F our (fonqn X
to listen to'the quictness of the Lroubled one's thinking?




Language and the Constiiulion of Being

Many people carefully search for words (o express themselves,
They search, at every moment of rime, Tor the words that are most
meaningful for them. I find myself increasingly engaged in 1alking
with them about the language they use. Often unnoticed shades
and nuances in the words emerge through such talk and, very
often;, this ‘nuancing’ of their words and language contributes to
shifls of the descriptions, understandings, and mezanings that the
language atiempts 1o clarify.

David E. Leary (1984) says that we use metaphors to construct
all our 1alking:

our vision or understanding - in science apd medicine as well as in
everyday life - is structured by metaphor, All comprehension, | beliave,
is based upon a process of comparing the unknown with the known, of
aligning *the unfamiliar with the famillar, of using c¢ategories of
understanding from gne rezlm of experience as lemplates or grids upon
which o analyze experience from some other realm. That is what !
mean by metaphor and metaphorical thinking. Metaphor in this broad
sense is simply the giving io one thing or experience a name or deserip-
tion thal belongs by convention to something clse, on the grounds of
some proposed similarity between the two. According to this definition,
. which goes back to Aristotle and would be endorsed by most contem-
porary scholars who study figurative speech and thought, melaphor is
logically indistinguishable from trope in general, and thus ¢ncompasses
analogy, simile, metonymy, and so on, as well as metaphor more
parrewly consirued. Al the same time, such things as fables, parables,
aliegories, myths, and models - including scientific models ~ ean be

undetstood, through this  defisition, as ' extended or sustained
metaphors., o

From Leary’s article, ] conclude that we not only construct our
talking on metaphors, but aiso our thinking. Martin Heidegger
(1962) and Hans Georg Gadamer (Warnke, 1987) put much
emphasis on ibe use of language as part of that process, And, as
I understand, Kenneth J. Gergen (1985, 1989} advocates the view
that a person’s self-expression through language contributes
strongly to the person'’s being who he or she is. Talking with
onesell and/or others is a way of defining oneself, In this sense the
language we use makes us who we are in the moment we use it,
Those who first put these views into clinical practice were Harlene
Anderson and Harold Goolishian (1988).

One might say that the search for new meanings, which often
comprises searching for a new janguage, is a search for us to be
the “seives with which we feel most comflortable. So-called
‘therapeutic’ talk might be regarded as & form of search; a search
for new descriptions, new understandings, new meanings, new

|
)
i.

nuances of the words, and ultimately lor new achnitions of
m-]i:i'shci{sf .underslanding of the meaning of conversation'ha.s mad.c it
difficult for me O interrupt a ?er;on's tajking and Lhmk:hng%:a;su:]iz
that process of talking a[}d-thmkmg constitutes 2 ;ca;nl:hc e
new and part of that new is the search for being what. P
wallzii’s lt?otbi:iii‘ fieult any more to listen Lo another's L_alkmg.c'grc:;\;f
it takes lorty-five minutes before | can say my first \;or 'havi
meetings with Aadel Pilow-Hansen and Gun:"irun Eﬁvrclkc_rg "
ajsc offered a valuable background to think of hml' mgis e
language alternatively, They say that the ‘pha..se of ex aling s o
expressing ourselves and also our releasing inner Lcnsxog. B
word and every expressed cmotliof 20 by exhaling, Our sz.}-1 %ry tl'%c
our shouting anger, our whispering fears are gli hroug 1d by e
stream of air that leaves us. That stream of air is produce by "
muscles in the abdominal wall and the lower p:.j.ri ol our bac s.
These muscles might make siow and weak or rapid apd strong air-
sireams with correspondingly soft or strong expressions. N
Every person has his or her own ll-h'ythmland speed, wl'_uc e
(ake into consideration when | pamc:p?tc in a conversation. ¢
stream of air passes the larynx its height or depth of th Sonel}:c
modulated, and when it passes the oral and nasal cavities y
muscles there act on it to make words composed of vowels ]'an
consanants. The activities of the mus;lcs of the 1ongue, thcr1p§,
the palate, the jaws, and the nosz influence the stream ? 'z:r
variously. The consonants are made by these muscles interlenng
with the stream. The hard consonants (such as &, p, and ¢ ar:
made by sudden interruptions as the sofle_r consonants (fn, , ::nls
/y are made by softer interruptions. The air-streams makmg‘vo ch
are not interrupted and will therefore float [lrceiy. Makmgﬁt‘ c
varjous vowels is achieved by varying the openings of the cavities
and nose. .
Omeh:ruelhis an interesting correspondence between the metaphos
and Lhe air-stream and its formation, Some warfis, wl:len szc?kc?,
and consequently heard by the spcager. might imme mi] y
influence the abdominal wall's activity calhc.:r lo the softer or the
sironger. Thus, if the talking in a conversation 15 a proccs; wl:tc‘:;
a person searches for being the person he or she wants to e, e
search is not only a mental but a physiological search’as \_wclil. nd
one might say that talking is a mcnt;l {metaphorical} an
physiological definition of oneself, One might also say that pa;lf;
and aches and stiffness in the body are related to obstructng t
free flow of air through the body. In other words, they are



) ereby lets the ajr £9 out more easily, The
more one listens, and the more one lisiens with intensity, the more
such small sighs can he heard. | was very exciled when | learned
from Aade] Bitlow-Hansen that jf there is Lension in those mauscles
of Il“:e nese, palate, jaw, tongue, and lips that paricipate in the
makirg of words (here is 2 corresponding inhibition of the
movements of breathing in the abdomen and chest,

The final words allow a metaphor:

The abdominal wall is the orgap’ Hii

: | gan’s bellow, the larynx the skiftin
or.ga‘n pipes and the cavities of mouth and ’nose our cathedrals, ouf
shifung cathedrai. Some of the words that come 1o these cathedrals

fe s ¢ S0m Hngs 50 sa [4 h H thV can [ OkCIj bul Olﬂy
are a(:rc‘l 2 CF d tha an not b
l.hOL?gh(. P

Closing Words

The open conversations that constitute ‘the Reflecting Process’
havc_ brot:tghl clients and professionals toward more egalitarian
rc{atmgshxps. In such a relationship it has become natural 1o focus
primarily on what they have in common; the conversation between
‘them. Durmlg the long process that has followed the launching of
the Reflecting Process' it has ¢merged that questions are better
tools for a professiona) than meanings and opinions. It has become
natural 10 search for aj| the immanent but fot yet used descriptions

to deseribe and understand. The language that a Person uses is very
Personal as it containg carefully selecred metaphors. When the
wards are expressed, the words themselves and al) the emotions
that Are embedded in them are orought 1o othars through the
physiologieal act of breathing, This act of breathing, which is part
;J;;g'}e actdof creating meaning, is Very personal. H‘sets the air in
fon and creates a wind (h ith i
o & at touches others with js words and
The listr;ner i5 not only 3 receiver of 3 story but also, by being
preseant, an encouragement Lo the act of making the story. And
that act is the ac of constituting ope's self. p
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Notes |
i, The cachanges of ideas thet | have had the pFivilcgc 1o have .wi:h H?ro!d
Goolishian and his colleague Harlene Andcrsc}-l. Galvcstgn IFamlly. Institute,
Texas, have very strongly influenced my thinking and pracx.!cc. Thu chapler
would pol have had the formr and comemt #t ended up with without thosz
5.
ﬂzt.]a';:ii was one of two teams, which during the yeacs 1984-88 comprised 1!13:
members who took part at different periods: Carsten Bjeske, Eivind Eckholf, Bjern
Z. Exelund, John Roil Ellila, Anna Margrete Flim, Magnus Haid, Torunn Kalstol
Per Lolnes, Torill Moe, Trygve Missen, Lorentz Nows, Tivadar Sczs, Elsa s.ubc:g.
Finn Wangberg, and Knut Walrcrioo. o
3. Reflecting refers hese to the same meaning as the French word réflexion
(something heard s 1aken in, thought over, and the thought is given back) and not
ihe English meaning (replication or mirroring).
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5
Postmodern Thinking in a Clinical Practice

William D. Lax

What stories can do, | guess, is make things present.
{Tim O'Brien, 1990: 204)

‘During the past ten years the social sciences have undergone signifi-

cant changes through the increasing influence and- acceptance of
postmodera thinking.! This thinking challenges many accepted
ideas regarding the theory .and practice of psychotherapy, parti-
cularly family therapy. This chapter discusses: some of these
challenges, and cxpiores the implications of these transitions for
family therapy, both theoretically and practically. Particular focus
wili be on deconstruction theory and the roles of narrative, text,
and reflexivity as they reiate to clinical discourse. I will present &
narrative view of therapy, proposing that the ways in which clients

" describe their lives limit them in developing new ideas or

approaches regarding their life situations. Psychotherapy is the
process of shifting the client’s current ‘problematic’ discourse to
another discourse that is moee {luid and allows for a broader range
of possibie interactions, While embracing the parrative view, I will
discuss how the text analogy from literary criticism is lirnited in its
application to human systems, and will conclude with a discussion
of current work practiced at the Bractleboro Family Institute that
examplifies many of these ideas in clinical practice.’

Postmodern Thinking

Writings on postmodernism frequently focus on ideas regarding
text and narrative, with attention to the importance of dialogie/
multiple perspectives; - seif-disclosure, lateral versus hierarchical
configurations; and attention Lo process rather than goals. In addi-
tionm, such writing is often characterized by the following emphases:
the self is conceived not as a reified entity, but as a narrative; texi
is not something to be interpreted, but, is an evolving process; the
individual is considered within a context of social meaning rather
than as an intrapsychic entity; and scientific knowledge or what
would be considersd undeniable ‘facts’ about the world yields to
narrative knowledge with emphasis piaced more upon communal




