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ABSTRACT 

The aim o f t h i s research i s t o develop a rsinge of procedures f o r 
enhancing c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s k i l l s . From a review of t h e o r e t i c a l 
analyses of s o c i a l encounters a model of c o n v e r s a t i o n a l process i s 
developed t o describe mechanisms by which i n t e r a c t a n t s c o n s t r u c t , 
m a i n t a i n and r e v i s e c o g n i t i v e models of t h e i r s o c i a l environment. 
From t h i s model, t h r e e dimensions of c o n v e r s a t i o n a l competence are 
d e r i v e d and a t r a i n i n g paradigm devised i n c o r p o r a t i n g t h e process 
of c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t i o n by which f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s o f models 
are d i s p l a y e d t o i n t e r a c t a n t s . T h i s paradigm provides a r a t i o n a l e 
f o r d i s c r e t e i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s t o e f f e c t chamges on each 
dimension of competence. P r e l i m i n a r y s t u d i e s r e p o r t a t t e m p t s t o 
implement the f i r s t i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g y i n a f r i e n d s h i p r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p ajid workshop group. Using the " c o n v e r s a t i o n a l c y c l e " and 
r e p e r t o r y g r i d techniques, procedures are developed to e x h i b i t 
c r i t i c a l i n t e r p e r s o n a l events and t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p t o m o d e l l i n g 
processes. The main s t u d i e s i n v e s t i g a t e the second and t h i r d 
i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s by developing s e r i a l r e p e r t o r y g r i d methods 
t o e x h i b i t the f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s of c e n t r a l i t y t o s e l f -
c o g n i t i o n and s t a b i l i t y o f c o n s t r u c t i o n . The t r a i n i n g paradigm i s 
e l a b o r a t e d t o i n c l u d e these p r o p e r t i e s a t t h r e e l e v e l s o f organisa­
t i o n , and a s e q u e n t i a l Bayesian a n a l y s i s i s developed t o determine 
the e x t e n t of c e n t r a l i t y ajid s t a b i l i t y o f c o n s t r u c t i o n . The 
t r a i n i n g paradigm i s t e s t e d i n two case-studies and evidence o f 
i ncreases i n i n s i g h t , c e n t r a l i t y and e l a b o r a t i o n of p e r s o nal 
c o n s t r u c t i o n are found. This methodology i s extended t o i n c o r p o r a t e 
r e p e r t o r y g r i d s produced by two i n t e r a c t a n t s yoked by element 
sample and t e s t e d i n a case-study o f a married couple. Evidence of 
increased i n s i g h t and s e l f - p a r t n e r r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i s found, but 
p r e d i c t i o n s concerning increased s e l f - p a r t n e r d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s 
a.ve c o n t r a i n d i c a t e d . These f i n d i n g s suggest t h a t e v a l u a t i v e 
c r i t e r i a may not be c o i n c i d e n t v;ith s u b j e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s , and 
a l t e r n a t i v e e v a l u a t i o n methodologies are proposed. 
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OVERVIEW 

4 

Chapter o u t l i n e s a number of t h e o r e t i c a l approaches which 

g i v e substajice t o a model of c o n v e r s a t i o n s , sketches the a c t i v i t i e s 

and o b j e c t i v e s of the p s y c h o t h e r a p i s t and c o u n s e l l o r i n terms o f 

the model, and concludes by d i s c u s s i n g the performance c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

of the model, f i r s t l y by a b s t r a c t i n g t h r e e dimensions o f conversa­

t i o n a l competence, and secondly by d i s c u s s i n g the breakdown of 

competence. 

Chapter 1.2. discusses the nature o f the i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g 

c o n v e r s a t i o n i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l , and i n t r o d u c e s the n o t i o n t h a t 

i n t e r a c t i v e procedures may s u b s t i t u t e f o r the p s y c h o t h e r a p i s t and 

c o u n s e l l o r . A s e t o f procedural s p e c i f i c a t i o n s are enumerated t o 

s i m u l a t e t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s , and t h r e e e x i s t i n g methodologies 

examined i n terms o f these s p e c i f i c a t i o n s . 

Chapters 2.1., 2.2., 2 . 3 » t and 2.4. r e p o r t a s e r i e s of p i l o t s t u d i e s 

i n which these methodologies were a p p l i e d t o a v a r i e t y o f ongoing 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s . The requirements o f an i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g y 

capable o f enhancing ongoing co n v e r s a t i o n s are discussed w i t h 

r e f e r e n c e t o the interdependence o f i n t e r n a l and i n t e r p e r s o n a l 

m o d e l l i n g , and problems experienced i n e x t e r i o r i s i n g i n t e r n a l 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

Chapter 3-1» focusses on procedures and assumptions ir : v o l v o d i n 

the r e p e r t o r y g r i d technique, and the e x t e n t t o which the technique 

meets the design s p e c i f i c a t i o n s o f Chapter 1.2. To develop 

a p p r o p r i a t e i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s , a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l t r a i n i n g 
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paradigm i 6 o u t l i n e d , and a model of pr o c e d u r a l i n t e r v e n t i o n 

c o n s t r u c t e d . 

Chapter 3*2., 3.3., 3*^. and 3.5. r e p o r t the development and 

a p p l i c a t i o n of an i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g y designed t o enhance i n s i g h t 

i n t o m o d e l l i n g processes. The procedures developed are t e s t e d i n 

a number o f case-studies, and are discussed i n terms o f t h e i r o u t ­

comes f o r c o n v e r s a t i o n a l t r a i n i n g . M e t hodological problems 

encountered i n e v a l u a t i n g the procedures are h i g h l i g h t e d . 

Chapters 4.1., 4.2. and 4.3. r e p o r t the development and a p p l i c a t i o n 

o f an i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g y designed t o enheince i n t e r p e r s o n a l 

m o d e l l i n g w i t h i n r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Repertory g r i d procedures f o r 

m e d i a t i n g between persons are developed and t e s t e d i n a case-study 

of a mar r i e d couple. 

Chapters 5.1. and 5.2. summarise the i m p l i c a t i o n s o f the model of 

conversations and the d e r i v a t i o n of i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s . 

Procedures developed f o r enhancing t h r e e aspects o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

competence are c r i t i c a l l y examined and the need f o r f u r t h e r 

r e s e a r c h i n d i c a t e d . F i n a l l y , the general i m p l i c a t i o n s o f t h e 

approach are discussed w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o psychotherapy ajid i t s 

e v a l u a t i o n . 
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\Vhere do these Voices s t r a y , 
l.^^lich l o s e i n Woods t h e i r Way? 
E r r i n g each Step anew, 
V/hile they f a l s e Paths pursue. 
Through many Windings l e d . 
Some crookedly proceed, 
Some t o the Ear t u r n back, 
Asking, which way t o t a k e . 
Wandring w i t h o u t a Guide, 
They h o l l a from each s i d e , 
And c a l l , and answer a l l • 
To one another's C a l l . 

Richard L e i g h 
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Vart 1 

I n t r o d u c t i o n 

Chapter 1.1. Conv e r s a t i o n a l competence, 

Chapter 1.2. M o d e l l i n g conversations, 
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ChaT)ter 1.1 

C o n v e r s a t i o n a l competence 

1.1.1. Conversations, i n t e r a c t i o n s and 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

1.1.2. S o c i a l s k i l l s and s o c i a l performances 

1.1.3^ Symbolic i n t e r a c t i o n i s m and ethnomethodologj-

1.1.4. The t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i u . 

1.1.5- Dimensions o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l competence. 

1.1.6. The breakdown o f comDetence 
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1.1.1. Conversations, i n t e r a c t i o n s and r e l a t i o n s h i p s , 

1,1.1.1. I t i s o f t e n s a i d t h a t t he person i s o l a t e d from h i s 

f e l l o w man i s not a whole person, but i s i n c c a p l e t e and u n f u l ­

f i l l e d . E q u a l l y f a m i l i a r i s the c o n t e n t i o n t h a t t o f u l l y par­

t i c i p a t e i n the s o c i a l w o r l d i s t o submit t o the bondage o f 

o t h e r s , t o be. f a s h i o n e d by s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . Such views 

are r e a d i l y t r a n s l a t e d i n t o experience - a paradox o f human 

existenc e i s t h a t we a l l d e s i r e a t d i f f e r e n t t i n e s e i t h e r t o be 

l e f t t o o u r s e l v e s , o r t o share the company o f o t h e r s . We wish 

f o r the former when events have overtaken us t h a t make t h e comp­

romises necessary t o s u s t a i n s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n t o l e r a b l e t o 

becir, and the l a t t e r when our experience i s so r e p l e t e w i t h , o r 

devoid o f meaning and i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t t o comnunicate w i t h another 

i s t o express i t the b e t t e r f o r o u r s e l v e s . Experiences o f t h i s 

k i n d i n d i c a t e the e x t e n t t o v/hich our l i v e s ore shaped by the 

presence o f o t h e r s , whether they be r e a l or imaginary - the 

g u i l t y r a r e l y f i n d r e f u g e i n i s o l a t i o n , o r the l o n e l y c o m f o r t i n 

a crowd. 

The purpose of the research r e p o r t e d i n the f o l l o v / i n g c h a p t e r s 

i s , i n g e n e r a l , t o e x p l o r e the i m p l i c a t i o n s o f experiences such 

as these f o r human r e l a t i o n s h i p s , and i n p a r t i c u l a r t o o u t l i n e 

the meams f o r enhancing human r e l a t i o n s h i p s by f o c u s s i n g on the 

na t u r e o f c o n v e r s a t i o n as a fundamental s o c i a l a c t i v i t y . 



The r e s e a r c h s t u d i e s develop two themes i n p a r a l l e l - t h e 

e l a b o r a t i o n o f a ge n e r a l model o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l process, and 

the c o n s t r u c t i o n o f i n t e r a c t i v e methods capable o f f a c i l i t a t i n g 

t h i s process when c a r r i e d out by a person o r persons. - I t w i l l 

become e v i d e n t t h a t t h e o b j e c t i v e s o f t h e l a t t e r i n many ways 

resemble those o f the p s y c h o t h e r a p i s t and c o u n s e l l o r ; consequently, 

d i s c u s s i o n s v / i l l f r e q u e n t l y seek t o c o n c e p t u a l i s e t h e i r p r o f e s s i o ­

n a l a c t i v i t i e s . Moreover, s i n c e these a c t i v i t i e s are c o n v e r s a t i o ­

n a l i n n a t u r e , the c o u n s e l l o r - c l i e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p may be vicv;ed 

as a h i g h l y s p e c i a l i s e d c o n v e r s a t i o n i n which c e r t a i n f e a t u r e s 

of everyday c o n v e r s a t i o n s are p o t e n t i a t e d . 

To h i g h l i g h t these f e a t u r e s and s e t the stage f o r the d i s c u s s i o n s 

t h a t f o l l o v ; , we begin by b r i e f l y s k e t c h i n g the elementairy components 

of a model of c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

1.1.1.2. A c o n v e r s a t i o n a l event may be c h a r a c t e r i s e d by the 

f o l l o w i n g f e a t u r e s 

(a) t h a t a p a r t i t i o n between a t l e a s t two d i s t i n c t i n d i v i d u a l s 

be i d e n t i f i e d . I n d i v i d u a l s may o r may n o t correspond t o persons 

i n the orthodox sense. Dialogues between groups, between a 

person and a group, and most i m p o r t a n t l y , w i t h i n a person, may 

be considered as conversations p r o v i d e d t h a t as i n d i v i d u a l s such 

groups, persons, o r p a r t s o f persons comprise independent and 

i n i t i a l l y asynchronous processes. 
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(b) t h a t i n d i v i d u e a s p a r t i t i o n e d i n t h i s way are engaged i n 

a r e c i p r o c a l a c t i v i t y , the e f f e c t o f which i s t o modify processes 

i n t e r n a l t o each i n d i v i d u a l . T h i s f e a t t i r e excludes from the 

d e f i n i t i o n of c o n v e r s a t i o n those i n t e r a c t i o n s i n which p a r t i c i p a n t s 

are c oupled i n t i m e , but where the a c t i o n s of one do n o t b r i n g 

about changes i n the i n t e r n a l processes o f the o t h e r . 

(c) t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s be capable o f c o n s t r u c t i n g i n t e r n a l r e p r e s ­

e n t a t i o n s o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n i n which they are engaged, and 

thereby modify t h e i r own i n t e r n a l processes. T h i s f e a t u r e d i s ­

t i n g u i s h e s c o n v e r s a t i o n from p u r e l y mechanical i n t e r a c t i o n , and i 

i m p l i e s t h a t c o n v e r s a t i o n a l a c t i v i t y i s mediated by self-awareness 

and s e l f - r e f e r e n c e . 

Consider these f e a t u r e s i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h an encounter between 

two persons, A and B. As onlookers, we may observe A and B s m i l e , 

g r e e t each o t h e r , and engage i n t a l k ( E i g . l ) . I t soon becomes 

ev i d e n t t h a t A and B each e n t e r t a i n a p a r t i c u l a r view o f them­

selve s which p e r m i t s them t o a c t i n some ways but not o t h e r s . I n 

meeting f o r the f i r s t time A and B might view as a p p r o p r i a t e 

conduct t h e exchange of s o c i a l p l e a s a n t r i e s , f o r example, r a t h e r 

than engaging i n a f i s t - f i g h t . We may i n t r o d u c e i n t o t h e diagram 

the boxes A^ and B^.^to denote A's and B's model o f themselves. 

( F i g . 2 ) . These models f u n c t i o n as s e l e c t i v e f i l t e r s m e d i a t i n g 

i n t e n t i o n and a c t i o n s . A may f e e l he wants t o punch.B on the 

nose, but perceives such behaviour as i n c c n s i s t e n t w i t h h i s 

model of h i c i s e l f i n t h a t s i t u a t i o n . 
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As the i n t e r a c t i o n proceeds, each p a r t i c i p a n t develops a view 

of the other's f e e l i n g s , intentions and perceptions of the encoun­

t e r . That i s , A constructs a view of B, and B a view of A, 

through which each seeks to perceive the encoonter as the other 

might. The diagram may then be extended to incorporate the boxes 

and B^, A's c ind B's model of each other ( F i g . 3 ) . Although 

A may be i r r i t a t e d by B's behaviour, A might conclude that E 

neither intends nor i s aware of h i s provocation of A. 

A f i n a l feature of t h i s preliminary' model i s that A's and B's 

models of themselves and each other are interdependent and 

s p e c i f i c to the encounter ( F i g . 4 ) . I n conversation with C, 

for example, A may see himself as somebody quite d i f f e r e n t to 

the person he i s with B, and i n t e r a c t with C i n a way t h a t he 

would not view as appropriate i n h i s rel a t i o n s h i p vdth 3 - More­

over, A's model of himself i n the context of 3 may be modified 

by h i s inferences concerning B'e view of him, A may conclude, 

for example, that B i s i n fac t d e l i b e r a t e l y provoking him, and 

f e e l j u s t i f i e d i n punching B on the nose. I n redefining himself 

i n the context of B as the victim of unwarranted provocation, A 

makes a v a i l a b l e a range of behaviours that he would not other*rfise 

view as appropriate. 

1 . 1 . 1 . 3 . The form the model now takes i s represented i n F i g . 5 , 

and from i t a number of key concepts may be derived which w i l l be 

developed i n the following chapters. 
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F i r s t l y , the models that a p a r t i c i p a n t constructs may be 

c o l l e c t i v e l y viewed as a reference frame through v/hich h i s 

experience i n encounters i s organised. That i s , they comprise 

a system of values within which conversational events may be 

perceived and i n t e r p r e t e d , and events which inply values beyond 

the Reference frame are poorly or inappropriately perceived. 

Moreover, the reference frame encompasses the perception of a l l 

events within the conversation; A's model of 3 (A.^) ? i'or example, 

not only seeks to make B»s behaviour i n t e l l i g i b l e to A, but a l s o 

seeks A to a n t i c i p a t e B's modelling of A (B ) and B's modelling 
a 

of himself ( B ^ ) * S i m i l a r l y , A's model of himself governs h i s 

perceptions of f e e l i n g s a r i s i n g i n conversation with B, and makes 

i n t e l l i g i b l e h i s behaviour towards B. 

Secondly, to the extent that A's model of B's experience of the 

conversation i s not consistent with B's experience, d i s j u n c t i o n s 

may a r i s e leading A and B to i n t e r p r e t the same event i n 

d i f f e r e n t ways. To minimise d i s j u n c t i o n s of t h i s kind, A and 3 

may engage i n a more or l e s s e x p l i c i t negotiation of a common 

frame of reference for t h e i r experience of each other, which i s 

then reinterpreted by each p a r t i c i p a n t and assimilated i n t o t h e i r 

i n t e r n a l models ( F i g . 6 ) . By o f f e r i n g i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of events 

rather than p a r t i c i p a t i n g on the b a s i s of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , A and 

B may be s a i d to be engaged i n an interpersonal modelling 

conversation. 
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T h i r d l y , A and B may separately engage i n covert conversations 

vdth themselves, the purposes of which are to a c t i v e l y elaborate 

t h e i r models of themselves and each other. These i n t e r n a l 

modelling conversations n e c e s s a r i l y e n t a i l the temporary c e s s a t i o n 

of p a r t i c i p a t i o n on the ba s i s of the models. Moreover, for such 

a conversation to take place within the person, an image of s e l f 

or other i s part i t i o n e d , and engaged i n a dialogue mediated by 

an i n t e r n a l reference frzyme. F i g s , 7 S represent A's 

modelling of himself and of B r e s p e c t i v e l y , i n which A c o v e r t l y 

interrogates himself (A') or B ( B * ) , as, for example, when A 

contemplates 'why did I do that?' or 'what made B say such-and-

euch?'. Again, an i n t e r n a l reference frame ( oC and fi ) comprises 

a secondary system of values that organises the i n t e r n a l conver­

s a t i o n . 

1 . 1 . 1 . ^ . I t i s c l e a r tliat the model sketched out above i s a 

considerable oversimplification,, and conceals many of the 

complexities of human i n t e r a c t i o n . However, i t i s introduced 

for a s p e c i f i c purpose, and w h i l s t l i m i t e d i n generaility, s u f f i c e s 

as a f i r s t approximation, and provides a context for the discuss i o n s 

that follow, i n which c e r t a i n features of the model aire r e f i n e d . 

At t h i s point we may s u c c i n c t l y s t a t e the objectives of the 

reseairch studies i n terms of the model, namely the developnent 

of i n t e r a c t i v e procedures for enhancing the nature of i n t e r n a l 

and interpersonal modelling conversations. 
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1 , 1 . 2 . S o c i a l s k i l l s and s o c i a l performances. 

1 . 1 . 2 . 1 . I n recent years research has been stimulated by an 
empirical and theoreticcd approach to interpersonal r e l a t i o n ­
ships which has attempted to analyse s o c i a l performance as a 
s k i l l e d a c t i v i t y . T h i s research has centred on what has come 
to be known as the ' s o c i a l s k i l l model*(Argyle and Kendon, 1 9 6 ? ; 
Argyle, 1 9 6 ? , 1 9 6 9 , 1 9 7 5 ) - Few would cirgue v/ith the claim that 
persons are more or l e s s s k i l l e d i n an interpersonal sense; 
c e r t a i n l y many professions, salesmen, counsellors, p o l i t i c i a n s , 
for example, require a degree of s o c i a l adeptness that only 
some form of t r a i n i n g may produce. Many rright a l s o contend that 
t r a i n i n g i n the s o c i a l graces i s undesirable as i t c u l t i v a t e s the 
a b i l i t i e s of persons to manipulate other, l e s s fortunate persons-
As a counter argument Argylc and ?Cendon ( 1 9 ^ 7 ) suggest that some 
mental disorders may be remedied i n part by t r a i n i n g i n basic 
s o c i a l s k i l l s , such as when to encourage and vhen to avoid eye 
contact. Indeed the lack of t h i s apparently elementary s o c i a l 
s k i l l may pi^ovoke quite unexpected r e s u l t s , as i n ShaJ^espeare's 
•The Rape of Lucrece' (Champness,. 1 9 7 0 ) . 

I n formulating t h e i r model Argyle and h i s colleagues have 

borrowed heavily from research i n an ostensibly unrelated f i e l d , 

namely sensorimotor s k i l l s i n industry and defence. Target 

pursuit, tracking, and maze following s k i l l s do not seem 

immediately to p a r e l l e l tlie complexities of hunan i n t e r a c t i o n , 

however, and the question a r i s e s ; what feature of interpersonal 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p s may be accomodated by a model.of s k i l l derived 

from t h i s source? 

To £msv;er t h i s question we must t r a c e the development of the 

model from i t s o r i g i n a l formulation (Argyle and Kendon, 1 9 6 ? ) 

to l a t e r accounts (Argyle, 1 9 6 9 ) and i d e n t i f y the ways i n which 

the model i s consistent with, or departs from, a sensorimotor 

s k i l l s approach. The aim i s not to present a c r i t i q u e of the 

s o c i a l s k i l l s but to highlight those features of human i n t e r a c t i o n 

that are amenable to a sensorimotor s k i l l s a n a l y s i s and those that 

are not. 

1 . 1 . 2 . 2 . Argyle and Kendon ( 1 9 6 ? ) . 

Although taking the form of a c o l l e c t i o n of-empirical r e s e a r c h 

findings rather than a serious attempt a t model building, the 

s t a r t i n g point for the authors i s the information-processing 

model of s k i l l developed by V.'elford ( 1 9 5 3 ) . Figure 9 represents 

a l a t e r version of V/elford's o r i g i n a l scheme i n which the d i s c r e t e 

processes of perception, t r a n s l a t i o n and reponse are organised 

as a control system. Considerable research has i d e n t i f i e d the 

properties of these separate processes and most workers i n the 

f i e l d would agree on the following features:-

(a) Reception processes; s e l e c t i v i t y and organisation of 

perception tov;ards a c r i t e r i o n of 'economy of e f f o r t ' ; 

a n t i c i p a t i o n , expectation, the abstraction of constants, category 
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i s a t i o n and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n are a l l features of a perceptual 

system that optimises past experiences i n the organisation 

of current stimulation (Gibson, 1 9 6 9 ) * 

(b) T r a n s l a t i o n processes; s e t s of r u l e s which govern the 

choice of response from a l t e r n a t i v e s ; distinguished from per­

ceptual i d e n t i f i c a t i o n by r e f r a c t o r y period following i d e n t i f i c ­

ation (Hilgendorf, 1 9 6 6 ) ; as response a l t e r n a t i v e s increase 

choice reaction time increaises (Hick, 1 9 5 2 ) . 

(c) E f f e c t o r processes; motor a c t i v i t y , frequently automatised 

such that autonomuos control systems free c e n t r a l processor of 

control a c t i v i t i e s ; perception at t h i s stage predominantly 

ki n a e s t h e t i c and proprioceptive, and i s marked by a s h i f t 

from dependence on external c o n t r o l s t i m u l i of i n t e r n a l o r i g i n 

(Holding, 1 9 6 5 ) . 

Iflien t h i s model i s applied to s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n four perspec­

t i v e s emerge v;hich apparently consolidate a great deal of 

re6e2irch findings, and which open up avenues for further research, 

namely (a) that i n t e r a c t a n t s i n encounters may be viewed as 

•coupled systems' (Ashby, 1 9 5 6 ) , i n which behaviours emitted 

by each interactant provide feedback to the other, enabling 

continual c o r r e c t i v e action, (b) that s o c i a l responses may be 

amenable to a functional a n a l y s i s , y i e l d i n g a h i e r a r c h i c a l l y 

ordered s e t of component s k i l l s , ( c ) that such an a n a l y s i s may 

prove to be a basis for t r a i n i n g i n s o c i a l s k i l l s , and (d) that 
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the notion of s o c i a l competence provides a basis for the a n a l y s i s 

and treatment of f c i i l u r e s of s o c i a l s k i l l s . 

(a) Argyle and Kendon note that the maiintenance of encounters 

i s mediated by behaviours c f which the i n t e r a c t a n t s are normally 

unaware, and v/hich appears to correspond to a communication 

mode i n v;hich e x p l i c i t messages are 'framed' by s i g n a l s of a 

higher l e v e l of a b s t r a c t i o n (Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson, 

1 9 6 8 ) . Thus cues £ire transmitted which regulate the expression 

of emotional s t a t e s , the time-structure of the i n t e r a c t i o n , i n ­

timacy and involvement l e v e l s , and maintain presented s e l f -

images. The l e v e l of control to which the s o c i a l s k i l l s model 

i s addressed i s then the context of r u l e s within which i n t e r a c t ­

ion takes place. Only r a r e l y are these s i g n a l s e x p l i c i t , and 

are moet frequently non-verbal and p a r a l i n g u i s t i c . The authors 

report vast q u a n t i t i e s of research findings that display the 

r e l a x a t i o n between posture, patterns of gaze and eye contact, 

proximity, bodily movements and f a c i a l expressions to the 

progress and outcome of encounters. The authors suggest that 

e s t a b l i s h i n g the frame or 'working consensus' (Goffman, 19 .59) 

of the encounter i s a negotiation i n which the i n t e r a c t a n t s 

seek to achieve a steady-state c o n s i s t e n t with t h e i r goals 

i n i n t e r a c t i n g , and l i m i t e d by t h e i r i n t e r a c t i o n s t y l e and 

compatibility. This steady-state i s characterised c is an 

'intimacy equilibrium', which i s achieved by r e c i p r o c a l s e l f -

d i s c l o s u r e u n t i l one or other i n t e r a c t a n t checks the process 

by introducing negative feedback to prohibit further d i s c l o s u r e . 
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However, the authors are unable to predict from t h e i r model 

the l e v e l of intimacy at which any p a i r of interactants 

s t a b i l i s e . 

(b) Whilst the authors suggest that s o c i a l responses are 

amenable to a functional a n a l y s i s i n t o component s k i l l s , t h i s 

aspect of t h e i r model i s poorly developed. Tbey note, f o r 

example, Scheflen's (196'f) a n a l y s i s of psychotherapy in t e r v i e w s 

i n t o presentation ( t o t a l performance), position (monetsiry stance) 

and point ( i n d i v i d u a l act) v;ithout extending the a n a l y s i s by 

a r t i c u l a t i n g i t against the fimction of non-verbal cues. 

Instead, s o c i a l responses are broadly categorised into •st£inding 

features', such as the physical boundaries of a focussed i n t e r a c - ' 

tio n , and tiie p hysical orientation of the i n t e r a c t a n t s , and 

•dynamic features', such as i n d i c a t i o n s of readiness to engage 

i n conversation, the taking of turns i n speaking, the expression 

of attending, and so on. L i t t l e i n the way of a t h e o r e t i c a l frame­

work i s offered, a j i d research findings are grouped together by 

modality of commiuiication rather than by function. Although the 

authors postulate that the maintenance c f other i n t e r a c t a n t s ' 

perceptions of s e l f i s a s k i l l e d a c t i v i t y the function of part­

i c u l a r s o c i a l responses i n achieving t h i s i s only b r i e f l y 

i n d i c a t e d : 

•a person's s t y l e of behaviour can indicate by gesture, 
manner of speech and general demeanor what kind of a 
person he thinks he i s and the vray he i s used to being 
treated'. 

( p . 8 2 ) . 
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However, i n discu s s i n g the f a i l u r e to mainteiin a presented s e l f -

image the authors note that the aversion of gaze during embarrass­

ment appears to be associated with the reduction of smxiety 

r e s u l t i n g from the removal of audience feedback (Argyle, L a l l j e e , 

Cook and Latane, 1 9 6 ? ) . 

(c) T r a i n i n g i n so c i e i l s k i l l s might be a p o s s i b i l i t y only i f the 

functional a n a l y s i s of s o c i a l s k i l l s can achieve the same degree 

of throughness as component analyses of motor s k i l l s . However, 

the authors do speculate on the necessary methodological 

conditions for such t r a i n i n g , and on possible t r a i n i n g techniques. 

They note, for instance, that measures of competence are required . 

and that the amount, qu a l i t y and frequency of feedback to the 

l e a r n e r are c r u c i a l determinants of s k i l l acquision. Supplemen­

tary and augmented feedback i n the form of supervisory assessment • 

and video recordings of the r o l e - p l a y i n g episodes are e f f e c t i v e only 

to the extent that the trainee l e a r n s to d i f f e r e n t i a t e cues 

a r i s i n g d i r e c t l y f5:-om the s o c i a l s i t u a t i o n and from h i s ovm s o c i a l 

responses (Holding, 1 9 6 5 ) * S i m i l a r l y , t r a i n i n g would e n t a i l the 

elaboration of a response r e p e r t o i r e and greater f l e x i b i l i t y of 

the t r a n s l a t i o n r u l e s . A c e n t r a l problem however,-in the 

modification of e x i s t i n g s o c i a l s k i l l s , and p a r a l l e l e d i n the 

sensorimotor s k i l l s , i s that s k i l l s once established are executed 

autonomously, frequently without recourse to cognitive monitoring. 

That i s , the exacution of a s k i l l i s regulated l e s s by i n t r i n s i c 

cues a r i s i n g from the environ-nent than by i n t r i n s i c cues a r i s i n g 

within the operator. The modification of s k i l l w i l l thtts require 

conscious intervention into r e l a t i v e l y closed perception-action 
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systems, the 'unleeirning' of e x i s t i n g stimulus-response l i n k s , 

and the reorganisation of d i s c r e t e operatior^. 

(d) Argyle and Kendon note that mental disorders display-

f a i l u r e s i n s o c i a l performances, and that disorders may a r i s e from 

s o c i a l f a i l u r e or that s o c i a l f a i l u r e may be a secondary r e s u l t 

of other personality disturbances. The authors report s t u d i e s 

which demonstrate i n a v a r i e t y of mental disorders instcmces of 

the l a c k or poor coordination of s p e c i f i c s o c i a l responses. For 

example, a u t i s t i c c h i l d r e n display complete gaze avoidance (Hutt 

and Ounsted, I 9 6 6 ) , schir.ophrenics an i n a b i l i t y to d i s t i n g u i s h 

non-verbal cues (Bateson, Jackson, Haley and V/eakland, 1 9 5 6 ) , 

depressives a low-pitched, monotonous voice q u a l i t y (Ostwald, 1 9 6 5 ) , 

and so on. The authors i n d i c a t e that these f a i l u r e s i n s o c i a l 

perfornance may be c l a s s i f i e d according to disturbances a t 

d i f f e r e n t points i n the s o c i a l s k i l l model, nam.ely, (a) perceptual 

f a i l u r e s a r i s i n g from the misattention to or i n a b i l i t y t o discrim­

inate betv/een s o c i a l s t i m u l i , (b) motivational disturbances, such 

as the l a c k of a f f i l i a t i v e raotivation, leading to an i n a b i l i t y to 

e s t a b l i s h goals i n a s o c i a l a c t i v i t y , (c) disturbances of t r a n s - . 

l a t i o n a r i s i n g from an i n a b i l i t y to correct s o c i a l techniques i n 

the l i g h t of feedback, or from a l i m i t e d response s e t , and (d) 

disturbances of self-image a r i s i n g e i t h e r from inappropriate 

claims for coniinaation or from uncertainty as to what claims may 

be made. 

In summary, the view of human i n t e r a c t i o n engendered by the 

s o c i a l s k i l l s model i s that of meshing of s k i l l e d operators; 
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•We suggest that an i n d i v i d u a l engaged'in i n t e r a c t i o n 
i s engaged i n a more or l e s s s k i l l e d performance. 
H i s behaviour here, as when he i s driving a car, i s 
directed, adaptive, and f a r from automatic, though " 
i t may be seen to be b u i l t of elements that are auto­
matized. Here, too, vie have an i n d i v i d u a l c a r r y i n g out 
a s e r i e s of actions that are r e l a t e d to the consequences 
that he has i n mind to bring about; i n order to do t h i s , 
he has to match h i s output v/ith the input a v a i l a b l e to 
him and must correct h i s output i n the l i g h t of h i s 
matching process, Thus he may be discussing current 
a f f a i r s with an acquaintance, and be concerned perhaps 
merely to s u s t a i n a pleasant flov/ of tcxlk. He must be 
on the v/atch, then, for s i g n s of emotional disturbance 
i n h i s acquaintajice, v;hich might s i g n a l that he had s a i d 
something that might provoke an argument. At another 
l e v e l , he must be on the lookout for s i g n a l s that h i s 
acquaintance i s ready to t a l k to him or for him to 
l i s t e n . He must make sure h i s tone of voice and choice 
of words, h i s gestures, ajid the l e v e l of involvement i n 
what he i s saying, are appropriate for the kind of 
occasion of the encounter'• 

Argyle & Keudon ( 1 9 6 ? , p-56-57) 

1 . 1 . 2 . 3 . Argyle 0 9 6 9 , 1 9 7 5 ) -

The foregoing discussion makes c l e a r that the s o c i a l s k i l l s 

model featured the i n t e r a c t a n t as a s k i l l e d operator, goal-

orientated, emitting s o c i a l responses which are consiunmated 

by goal attciinment. Such a model i s e f f e c t i v e for describing, 

those aspects of s o c i a l behaviour concerned with the maintenance 

of r u l e s that govern the progress of the encounter. V/hat aspects 
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of human i n t e r a c t i o n are not accomodated by t h i s model? 

The authors recognise that much of s o c i a l behaviour i s concerned 

v/ith maintaining a presented self-image• Thus behaviours 

associated v/ith •projecting an i d e n t i t y ' , 'seeking confirmation 

of a self-image', ' e s t a b l i s h i n g a s i t u a t e d i d e n t i t y ' may be 

i d e n t i f i e d by t h e i r function w i t h i n the encounter. Hov/ever, the 

s o c i a l s k i l l s model f a i l s to i d e n t i f y behaviours associated with 

four aspects of self-image maintenance:-

(a) behaviours associated with the formation of a self-image; 

why i s a self-image constructed i n one way rather than another? 

(b) behaviours a s s c c i a t c d with modifications to a self-image; 

following disconfirmation, what determines the choice or 

construction of a l t e r n a t i v e self-images? 

(c) behaviours associated with t r a n s i t i o n s of s e l f - image between 

encounters; v/hat determines the s h i f t .betv;een presented self-images 

as the interactant moves from one encounter to another? 

(d) behaviours associated vd.th the extent of s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e i n 

the attainment of equilibrium; at what point and v/hy does an 

in t e r a c t a n t prohibit further s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e ? 

I n short, these features of human i n t e r a c t i o n centre cn the 

in t e r a c t a n t ' s capacity t c a c t i v e l y model an image of himself 

i n separate encounters, and most importantly an image of the 
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other with whom he i n t e r a c t s . Beiiavioura associated with 

empatny, understanding, sympatny -una oo on, cannot be accounted 

for without recourse to the i n t e r a c t a n t ' s modelling of the 

other. S i m i l a r l y , behaviours associated with d e c e i t , h o s t i l i t y , 

t h r e a t s , and anxiety cemnot be accounted f or without recourse to 

a model of s e l f . 

I n h i s l a t e r formulations, Argyle (1969, 1975) c l e a r l y recognises 

the r o l e of these modelling processes; 

''According to the s o c i a l s k i l l model, each person 
i n an encounter i s t r y i n g to meinipulate the other 
person, i n order to a t t a i n h i s om goals. The model 
l i k e n s dealing with people to the manipulation of a 
machine - which i s probably how psychopaths deal with 
people, but t h i s doesn't quite f i t the s o c i a l behaviour 
and experience of normal people. The model can be 
extended i n two ways to make i t l e s s psychopathetic. 
(1) An i n t c r a c t o r ' s immediate goals may be for the other 
to benefit i n some way (2) During s o c i a l behaviour 
wc are usu£illy aware of being the object of i n t e n t i o n s , 
perceptions and a t t i t u d e s on the part of the others 
present to take account of concern vn.th the other's 
point of view, t h i s use of an imaginary cognitive model 
of the other, some addition seems necessary to the 
s o c i a l s k i l l model i t s e l f , perhaps as an extra loop 
at the • trcinslation' stage One formulation of 
the missing process i s to postulate that actors i n a 
cognitive sense 'take the r o l e of the other'". 

(1969, p.i83.i39) 
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and, i n commenting on Goffman»s (1959) model of s o c i a l behaviour 

as dramatic performance: 

"there i s communication d i r e c t e d towards others, 
and there i s continuous use of feedback and 
c o r r e c t i v e a c t i o n i n both c a s e s . The main objection 
to t h e . s o c i a l behaviour as drama model i s that f i r s t , 
tlie parts are only psirtly s c r i p t e d beforehand, and 
have to be made up,as one goes £LLong, and secondly, 
the part the actor i s playing i s h i s own personality, 
not that of another". 

(1975, P-53). 

The s t a t u s of the s o c i a l s k i l l model has, for Argyle, undergone 

some a l t e r a t i o n ; s o c i a l behaviour i s now viewea as a n i e r a r c n i c a l 

system, i n which * the lower-ievei elements are automatic and 

h a b i t u a l , while the h i g h e r - l e v e l sequences are under cognitive 

control* ( T h i s view rem.-ains consistent v/ith the 

sensorimotor s i c i l l model; routine a c t i v i t i e s proceed smoozniy 

with the minimum of attention being given to them, but i f an 

unusual s i t u a t i o n a r i s e s control passes to a higher l e v e l , and 

cognitive processes inter*vene. The analogy of the t r a n s f e r of 

control witliin aji organisation (Borger and Seabourne, 1966) 

from the operator l e v e l to the foreman l e v e l when the former 

encounters a s i t u a t i o n he i s not competent to deal v/ith seems 

appropriate here-

liowcver, such a viev/ suggests that modelling of s e l f and other 

i s avoided liiiloss events occur v;hich demand conscious a t t e n t i o n . 
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Whilst Argyle acknowledges that •taking the rol e of the other* 

leads to greater accuracy i n p r e d i c t i n g responses of other 

i n t e r a c t a n t s ( F e f f e r and S u c h o t l i f f , 1966), l i t t l e s i g n i f i c a n c e 

i s attached to processes i n t e r n a l to interactants other than those 

necessary to account for the organisation and coordination of 

behaviour. I n terms of the model of conversation outlined i n 

the s o c i a l s k i l l s model i s primarily concerned with the 

a r t i c u l a t i o n of s o c i a l behaviour ( F i g . 10), and only processes 

concerned v/ith tne maintenance of models of s e l f and other are 

considered. The b a s i s on which these models are constructed 

i s not a feature of the .social s k i l l s model. 

PercJ ^ — Rest)) < C Trans 

Rest) Fcrc^ > 

F i f T u r e 10 

What s i g n i f i c a n c e have other v/r i t e r s attached to the process of 

modelling s e l f and other i n human inter a c t i o n ? This feature 

of s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s has been fundariental to the s:>-inbolic 
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i n t e r a c t i o n i s m t r a d i t i o n s i n c e t h e w r i t i n g s o f G.H, Mead, cuid i s 

o u t l i n e d i n the f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n . 
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1.1.3- Symbolic interactionism and eth^omethodology. 

1.1.3-1* The view of sociaa a c t i o n sis conduct which i s constructed 

by the actor i n facing and dealing with s o c i a l encoointers, by 

in d i c a t i n g to himself and i n t e r p r e t i n g what he i n d i c a t e s , by 

perceiving himself instead of merely giving expression to himself, 

has long been associated with O.K.Mead. The following s e c t i o n s 

outline the contribution of Head's symbolic interactionism to an 

understanding of the modelling of s e l f and other. I n addition, 

recent trends since Goffman's f i r s t publications (1955) have 

developed a new interactionism, o r i g i n a l l y providing an image of 

persons acting out displays aimed at communicating images of s e l f , 

d e f i n i t i o n s of s i t u a t i o n s , and demonstrations of s o c i a l membership 

and s o l i d a r i t y . More recently attention has once again been 

s h i f t e d , i n the s o c i o l o g i c a l f i e l d a t l e a s t , away from i n t e r a c t a n t * s 

construction of meaning i n encounters towards in v a r i a n t i n t e r p r e t a ­

t i v e procedures by v;hich these meanings are constructed ( G a r f i n k e l , 

1967). 

1.1.3*2, G.H. Mead. 

Mead's views on human i n t e r a c t i o n and t h e i r o r i g i n s i n Cooley's 

(1902) writings begin with man as constructing a ' s e l f , t h i s 

construction transforming h i s a b i l i t i e s to p a r t i c i p a t e i n the 

physical and s o c i a l world. In consti^icting a s e l f , Mead r e f e r s 

t c the capacity for r e f l e x i v e consciousness i n which the person 

becomes an object of h i s own awareness. Self-consciousness, then, 

becomes the means by which the person perceives himself as he might 

perceive another: 
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"The apparatus of reason would not be complete unless 
i t swept i t s e l f into i t s ov/n a n a l y s i s of the f i e l d of 
experience or unless the i n d i v i d u a l brought i n t o the 
same e x p e r i e n t i a l f i e l d as that of the other i n d i v i d u a l 
s e l v e s i n r e l a t i o n to whom he a c t s i n any given s o c i a l 
s i t u a t i o n . Reason cannot become impersonal unless i t 
takes an objective, non-affective a t t i t u d e towards i t s e l f ; 
otherv/ise v/e have j u s t consciousness, not self-consciousness" 

G.H. Mead (196^, p.202) 

But constructing a model of s e l f i s not a once and for a l l 

achievement. Instead, the s e l f i s constituted only i n the process 

of s e l f - i n t e r a c t i o n , and does not e x i s t as an enduring psychological 

or personality s t r u c t u r e . To be sure, the s e l f that i s c o n s t ituted 

does bear considerable invariemce from construction to construction, 

but t h i s i s seen as a function of s o c i a l rather than d i s p o s i t i o n a l 

contingencies. From the s i m i l a r i t y between the process of 

constructing a model of s e l f and the process of constructing a 

model of other i n experience i t becomes evi.dent that the s e l f 

a r i s e s only from s o c i a l experience, and that the 'conversation of 

gestures with o n e s e l f i s a condition that a r i s e s from the primitive 

experience of expression being f o r another. 

I n describing s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n Mead dis t i n g u i s h e s ncn-symbolic 

process. I n the former, persons respond d i r e c t l y to one 

another's gestures or actions, a feature which i s treated i n length 

i n the s o c i a l s k i l l s model discussed above. However, i n symbolic 

i n t e r a c t i o n s persons a c t i v e l y interpa^et each other's gestures 
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and a c t on those mecinings c o n s t i t u t e d by t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

I n addition, the i n t e r a c t a n t conveys to the other i n d i c a t i o n s or 

d e f i n i t i o n s as to how he i s to a c t . The dual processes of 

d e f i n i t i o n and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n operate to maintain and transform 

the 'working consensus' of the encounter; should the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

that provide the basic assumptions f o r an encounter be undermined 

the e n t i r e v/orking consensus w i l l c o l l a p s e and require a j o i n t 

e f f o r t a t r e d e f i n i t i o n . Thus the s o c i a l act has an inherent 

xmcertainty which may be manifested i n se v e r a l v:ays; j o i n t actions 

have to be i n i t i a t e d and they may not be, they may be interrupted, 

abandoned or transformed, i n t e r a c t a n t s may entertain d i s j u n c t i v e 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s without r e a l i s i n g i t , new s i t u a t i o n s may a r i s e , 

c a l l i n g f or novel forms of j o i n t a c t i o n , and so on. 

Consciousness of the s e l f d i s t i n g u i s h e s the ' I ' that i s av/are of 

the s o c i a l 'me' , and i t i s fundamentally the same ' I * that i s aware 

of s o c i a l 'others'. Thus for Head, l i k e Husserl before him and 

l a t e r V T i t i n g s of S a r t r e , consciousness i s a monad i n which 

experience of s e l f and other perpetuate the dis j u n c t i o n betv;een 

the i r r e c o n c i l a b l e subject and object; 

" I t i s impossible to e x i s t i n an environment of men 
without t h e i r becoming objects for me, and for them 
through me, v;ithout my being an object for them, 
without my s u b j e c t i v i t y taking on i t s objective r e a l i t y 
through them as the i n t e r i o r i s a t i o n of my human o b j e c t i v i t y " . 

S a r t r e (I96O, p.l36) 



•31-

Thus the 'me' ( e n - s o i , or s e l f as p a s t ) remains unknown t o 

( p o u r - s o i , e xistence) unless i t i s looked a t as 'other* (hence 

Rimbaud*s "Je e s t un a u t r e " ) , and as we have seen Mead a s s e r t s t h i s 

may be achieved only by c o n s t i t u t i n g i n the s o c i a l c o n t e x t t h e 

a t t i t u d e s o f a r e a l o r imaginsiry o t h e r ; 

"The »I' does not get i n t o t h e l i m e l i g h t ; we t a l k t o 
ourselves but do not see o u r s e l v e s . The ' I ' r e a c t s t o 
t h e s e l f which a r i s e s thi-ough t h e t a k i n g o f the a t t i t u d e s 
o f o t h e r s " . 

Mead (196^, p.229) 

Thus t h e variety o f ' l o o k i n g - g l a s s selves' (Cooley, 1902) 

c o n s t i t u t e d by the person i s a d i r e c t f u n c t i o n o f the v a r i e t y o f 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s he subtends w i t h o t h e r s . The 'me' t h a t i s c o n s t i t ­

u ted i s the ' I ' o f a moment figo, t h e ' I ' o f the present i s not 

given d i r e c t l y i n experience. N e i t h e r i s the 'I» o f the o t h e r 

given d i r e c t l y i n experience. I n s t e a d , the experience o f the 

othe r i s i n f e r r e d from h i s behaviour. These r e c i p r o c a l processes 

of r e p r e s e n t i n g , or m o d e l l i n g , t h e o t h e r f o r ' I ' , and t h e s e l f 

f o r t h e o t h e r bear a c l o s e resemblance t o Lacan's schema f o r 

a r t i c u l a t i n g the r e l a t i o r ^ h i p s betv/een the s u b j e c t (Mead's ' I ' ) 

and t h e ego (Mead's 'me') i n the ' m i r r o r - s t a g e ' o f the develotxnent 

of t h e s e l f - c o n c e p t i n c h i l d i ' e n ; 
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SUBJECT A 

IMAGINARY 

EGO B 

EGO B 

SUBJECT B 

SYI-IEGLIC 

Lacan (196S) 

I n t h i s scheme, s u b j e c t A's experience o f 3's behaviour enables 

him t o c o n s t r u c t a symbolic o t h e r (ego B) from which s u b j e c t B's 

experience o f A may be i n f e r r e d . I n so doing, o f covirse, s u b j e c t 

A must f o r m u l a t e t h e imaginary s e l f (ego A) which comprises t h e 

behaviours on which s u b j e c t B bases a s i m i l a r i n f e r e n c e . To the 

e x t e n t t h a t s u b j e c t A i n a c c u r a t e l y i n f e r s s u b j e c t B's experience 

of him, ego A i s u n r e a l i s t i c and becomes the source o f s o c i a l 

and p s y c h o l o g i c a l f a i l u r e . I t i s i m p o r t a n t t o note t h a t Mead 

w i t h t h i s view of p s y c h o l o g i c a l d i s t u r b a n c e , which s e t s i t i n 

m^ked c o n t r a s t t o the c o n t e n t i o n o f the s o c i a l s k i l l s model t h a t 

some aspects o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l breakdo'rfn a r e a r e s u l t o f t h e 

i n d i v i d u a l l a c k i n g necessary s k i l l s ; 
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"The u n i t y ajid s t r u c t u r e o f t h e complete s e l f r e f l e c t s 
the u n i t y and s t r u c t u r e o f t h e s o c i a l process as a 
v;hole The phenomtnon o f d i s s o c i a t i o n o f person­
a l i t y i s caused by a breal-u.ng up o f the complete, 
u n i t a r y s e l f i n t o the component selv e s by which i t i s 
composed and which r e s p e c t i v e l y correspond t o d i f f e r e n t 
aspects o f the s o c i a l process i n which t h e person i s 
i n v o l v e d " . 

Mead (1964, p.209). 

To summarise Mead's c o n t r i b u t i o n , a q u a l i t a t i v e d i s t i n c t i o n , 

r a t h e r than simply a d i s t i n c t i o n o f l e v e l , i s dravm betv/een the 

r o u t i n e , stimulus-response mode o f non-symbolic i n t e r a c t i o n , and 

tl i e i n t e r p r e t i v e meaning c o n s t r u c t i o n mode o f symbolic i n t e r a c t i o n 

The l a t t e r may proceed o n l y by t h e m o d e l l i n g o f the p e r c e p t i o n s 

and a t t i t u d e s of the o t h e r , and the m o d e l l i n g o f the s e l f as 

viewed by the o t h e r . Behaviour i n encounters i s then a f u n c t i o n 

of these models s i n c e they determine the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f the 

symbolic a c t s of o t h e r s , and t h e d e f i n i t i o n s o f s e l f and o t h e r 

conveyed i n the encounter. J o i n t a c t i v i t y then proceeds on the 

bas i s of a d e f i n i t i o n o f the cn c o i m t e r e s t a b l i s h e d through these 

processes, ( F i g . 11). F i n a l l y , p s y c h o l o g i c a l f a i l i u ^ e s a r e , i n 

g e n e r a l , seen as s o c i a l phenomena, d e r i v i n g from breakdov/ns o f 

the s o c i a l c o n t e x t s w i t h i n which t h e a c t o r c o n s t r u c t s a v a r i e t y 

o f s e l v e s . 
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Self, 

Consensual 

d e f i n i t i o n 

Other 

F i g u r e 11 

1.1.3.3. Goffraan and G a r f i n k e l . 

V/hilst owing a g r e a t deal t o t h e v/ork o f Cooley and Mead, Goffman 

(1935, 1967, 1969, 1971) began t o develop an i n t e r a c t i o n i s m 

which s h i f t e d emphasis away from the r a t i o n a l i s t i c model o f 

encounters, where i n t e r a c t i o n appeared t o i n v o l v e more tho u g h t 

than behaviour. I n s t e a d he developed a model f o c u s s i n g on 

r i t u a l i s e d e xpression, the p r e s e n t a t i o n o f and honouring o f s e l v e s , 

expressions o f s o l i d a r i t y , r o l e and group membership. Thus 

a t t e n t i o n s h i f t e d from the purpose o f i n t e r a c t i o n t o the ways i n 

which i n t e r a c t i o n v/as done, or the syntax i n c o n t r a s t t o t h e 
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semantics o f s o c i a l a c t s . At the core o f Goffraan's model i s the 

p e r s p e c t i v e o f expression w i t h i n an encounter viewed i n terms o f 

i t s communicative r o l e , r a t h e r t h a n any t e n s i o n - r e l e a s e o r consum-

matory f u n c t i o n i t may have. Goffman argues t h a t v / h i l s t an i n t e r ­

a c t a n t may w e l l engage i n m o d e l l i n g the experience o f o t h e r s , he 

must do so by r e l y i n g on appearances engendered by s o c i a l responses; 

" p a r a d o x i c a l l y , the more t he i n d i v i d u a l i s concerned 
w i t h the r e a l i t y ( o f the o t h e r ' s experience) t h a t i s 
n o t a v a i l a b l e t o p e r c e p t i o n , t h e more he must c o n c e n t r a t e 
h i s a t t e n t i o n on appccirances". 

(1969, p.2^1-242). 

T h i s would indeed be a very persuasive argument i f i t v/ere not 

f o r t h e f a c t t h a t the communication o f the ot h e r ' s experience 

o f s e l f may be f r e q u e n t l y e x p l i c i t l y r e f e r r e d t o i n the conversa­

t i o n . I t i s t h i s atmosphere o f the i n d i v i d u a l sometimes guardedly, 

and f r e q u e n t l y i n a d v e r t e n t l y , meting out fragments o f h i s 

experience o f s e l f and other t h a t pervades Goffmcm's accounts o f 

s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n . The c e n t r a l component o f h i s ' d r a m a t u r g i c a l ' 

(1969) model i s t h a t o f 'impression management'; 

"The i n d i v i d u a l w i l l have t o a c t so t h a t he 
i n t e n t i o n a l l y or u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y expresses I i i m s e l f , 
and the orners v;ij.j. xiri x-i'n have t o oe in:pressed by 
him The expressiveness of the i n d i v i d u a l appears 
t o i n v o l v e two r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t k i n d s 01 s i g n a c t i v i t y ; 
the expression he gives and the expression he g i v e s o f f " . 

(1969, p . 1 ^ ) . 
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Thus t h e i n t e r a c t a n t i s c a s t as a performer, p r o j e c t i n g a 

c h a r a c t e r v/hich may o r may not be c r e d i t e d or bestowed upon him 

by an audience; 

"The i n d i v i d u a l stages oux a s e l f , comments on h i s 
h a v i n g done so, and comments on h i s commenting, even 
v / h i i s t the o t h e r s are t a k i n g t he whole process i n t o 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n coming t o an assessment o f him, 
which c o n s i d e r a t i o n he then takes i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
i n r e v i s i n g h i s view o f h i m s e l f " . 

(1971, p.342). 

The s e l f i s then something o t h e r than an organic t h i n g , £uid not 

even a c o n s t r u c t i o n o f the i n d i v i d u a l , but "a dramatic e f f e c t 

a r i s i n g d i f f u s e l y from a scene t h a t i s presented" (19^9, p.2^5). 

I n d e f i n i n g and s u s t a i n i n g a d e f i n i t i o n of a s i t u a t i o n , t h e 

i n t e r a c t a n t has recourse t o s o c i a l techniques, a view which leads 

i t s e l f t o treatment w i t h i n the s o c i a l s k i l l s model. He must be 

able t o rem.edy d i s c r e d i t e d s e l f p r e s e n t a t i o n s o f h i s own and o f 

o t h e r s ; he must be a b l e t o communicate h i s c o n t r i b u t i o n t o 

s i t u a t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n s and the v/orking consensus; he must be 

able t o m a i n t a i n such a d e f i n i t i o n i n the face o f d i s c r e p a n t 

r o l e behaviour and o u t - o f - c h a r a c t e r communications, and so on. 

These processes are d e f i n e d more c l e a r l y i n Goffman's d i s c u s s i o n 

of t h e i r breakdov/n, manifested i n embarrassment. Embarrassment 

a r i s e s from the sudden increase i n u n c e r t a i n t y a r i s i n g f r o m a 

f a i l u r e o f the w o r k i n g consensus, p r i n c i p a l l y from an i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

presented s e l f being d i s c r e d i t e d . The s i g n i f i c a n t aspect o f 
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embarrcLssment f o r Goffman i s i t s c o n t a g i o n , where the audience 

becomes 'embarrassed f o r * t h e i n d i v i d u a l , and t h e s e l f - c o n s c i o u s ­

ness t h a t r e s u l t s f o r a l l p a r t i c i p a j i t s . Goffman w r i t e s t h a t i n 

the i n t e r v a l betv;een the f a i l u r e o f one v/orking consensus and the 

establishment o f a new one the p a r t i c i p a n t s f i n d they can n e i t h e r 

do w i t h o u t these nov/ i n v e i l i d assumptions nor base t h e i r own 

responses on them; " t h e h a b i t a b l e r e a l i t y s h r i n k s u n t i l everyone 

f e e l s s m a l l or out o f place", (1967). 

Goffman's view of i n t e r a c t i o n bears some resemblance t o t h a t 

p r o v i d e d by the s o c i a l s k i l l s model, i n t h a t only when an 

encounter f a i l s are p a r t i c i p a n t s r e q u i r e d t o remodel images o f 

s e l f . Moreover, models o f experience o f o t h e r aire r e q u i r e d only 

i n t h e sense t h a t deception and concealment are intended t o 

c u l t i v a t e a p a r t i c u l a r experience o f s e l f i n other- Beyond t h i s 

the i n d i v i d u a l does not need t o 'take the r o l e o f the o t h e r ' . 

T h i s focus of a t t e n t i o n on how i n t e r a c t i o n s are done r a t h e r than 

p a r t i c i p a n t s experience o f them c h a r a c t e r i s e s the recent t r e n d 

i n s o c i o l o g i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n f o l l o w i n g G a r f i n k e l ' s 'Studies i n 

Ethnomethodology' (1967), and i t i s u s e f u l t o t r a c e the c o n t r i b u ­

t i o n o f ethnomethodology t o the study o f c o n v e r s a t i o n s . G a r f i n k e l 

focusses on tv/o i s s u e s ; (1) the study o f i n v a r i a n t procedures by 

which i n d i v i d u a l s make sense o f t h e i r s o c i a l v/orld. I t i s the 

procedures r a t h e r than the sense generated t h a t i s o f prime 

i n t e r e s t ; (2) an i n d i v i d u a l ' s a b i l i t y t o make sense o f h i s 

s o c i a l w o r l d depends on h i s a b i l i t y t o aimounce t o h i m s e l f and 

others v/hat t h a t sense i s . But o f i n t e r e s t t o us here i s t h a t 
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G c i r f i n k e l e s t a b l i s h e s an equivalence betv/een making sense o f 

s i t u a t i o n s and the t e l l i n g o f t h a t sense; 

"t h e a c t i v i t i e s v/hereby members produce and manage 
s e t t i n g s of o r g a j i i s e d everyday a f f a i r s are i d e n t i c s t l 
v/ith members' procedures f o r making those s e t t i n g s 
•accoiint-able' V/hen I speak of accoimtable my 
i n t e r e s t s are d i r e c t e d t o such matters as t h e 
f o l l o w i n g . I mean observable-and-reportable, i . e . 
a v a i i l a b l e t o members as s i t u a t e d p r a c t i c e s o f l o o k i n g -
a n d - t e l l i n g " . 

G a r f i n k e l (1967, p . D 

Thus a fundamental process i n g e n e r a t i n g meaning w i t h i n an 

encounter i s d e s c r i b i n g and e x p l a i n i n g t h a t encounter. T h i s 

enables G a r f i n k e l t o analyse the procedures by which members 

e x p l a i n t h e i r experience o f encounters, and drav/ from t h i s the 

i n v a r i a n t processes assumed t o s t r u c t u r e the means by which sense 

i s generated,. Moreover, any piece of t a l k w i t h i n aji encounter 

does not simply d e s c r i b e an i n t e r a c t i o n , but indexes the shared 

c o n t e x t u a l meaning e s t a b l i s h e d v / i t h i n the encounter. Thus 

accounts o f encounters cire Tinique t o those encounters. Conversa­

t i o n a l , a n a l y s i s then proceeds t o seek r e g x i l a r i t i e s i n t h e syntax 

of t a l k (e.g. sequencing, t u r n - t e i k i n g , summarisations, e t c . ) 

which are not dependant on the s u b j e c t matter o f the t a l k i t s e l f . 

T h i s p e r s p e c t i v e on encounters does not seek t o describe t h e 

experience of i n t e r a c t a n t s , merely hov; those experiences a r e 

c o n s t i t u t e d through i n t e r a c t i o n . Thus, f o r example, the f a i l u r e 
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o f an encounter through t he i n t e r a c t a n t ' s c o n s t r u c t i o n o f d i s ­

crepant i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f events i s not p r o b l e m a t i c , s i n c e they 

may be seen not t o adequately f o l l o w procedures f o r e s t a b l i s h i n g 

shared i n d e x i c a l meaning. The aim t o r e v e a l these i n v a r i a n t 

procedures does not pretend t o account f o r the everyday experiences 

o f d e c e p t i o n , concealment, a n x i e t y o r g u i l t . However, t o i d e n t i f y 

the f u n c t i o n o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l procedures r e q u i r e s an e s t i m a t i o n 

o f t h e experience t h a t they achieve f o r members, an aspect o f 

methodology t h a t c e r t a i n l y i s p r o b l e m a t i c . Thus, f o r example, 

the behaviours comprising l o s s o f poi s e , reddening o f f a c e , 

f u m b l i n g , s t u t t e r i n g , and avoidance o f eye c o n t a c t , cannot be 

seen t o be f i m c t i o n a l w i t h o u t recourse t o the imputed experience 

o f embarrassment. Ethnomethodology i s thus i n danger o f r e c r e a t ­

i n g the dilemma o f o p e r a t i o n a l i s t s t r i c t u r e s on the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

betv;een an o b s e r v a t i o n language and t h e o r e t i c a l terms, a s s e r t i n g 

e i t h e r t h a t t h e o r e t i c a l terms are necessary, or t h a t t h e o r e t i c a l 

terms be isomorphic t o p r e d i c a t e s i n the o b s e r v a t i o n language 

(as, f o r example, G f i r f i n k e l ' s equivalence between p e r c e p t i o n and 

e x p l a n a t i o n ) . The appecil t o 'common-sense procedures o f members* 

i n no way escapes t h i s problem, and leads ethnomethodology t o 

study o n l y those procedures t h a t have l e s s recourse t o the imputed 

experiences o f members. 



l * ! * ^ * The t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

1 . 1 . ^ . 1• I n the d i s c u s s i o n s above the v a r i o u s p e r s p e c t i v e s on 

conversations have been d e l i b e r a t e l y p o l a r i s e d , i n the s i m p l e s t 

way, as t o whether they are p r i m a r i l y concerned w i t h behaviour 

o r experience. T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s h i s t o r i c a l l y , c u l t u r a l l y and 

m e t h o d o l o g i c a l l y inescapable i n the s c i e n t i f i c treatment o f 

s o c i a l i n t e i - a c t i o n * a r i s i n g as i t has from the d u a l i s t i c p h i l o s o ­

phies of the seventeenth and e i g h t e e n t h c e n t u a r i e s . Such i s olso 

t r u e o f those p r o f e s s i o n s concerned w i t h h e l p i n g and c o u n s e l l i n g , 

a l t h o u g h i t i s i n these f i e l d s t h a t no compromise i n the p a r t i t i o n ­

i n g o f i n t e r e s t can be achieved. T h e r a p i s t s and c o u n s e l l o r s a r e , 

by t he nature of t h e i r p r o f e s s i o n , concerned e q u a l l y w i t h behaviour 

and i t s disturbances and the m.ental l i f e o f t h e i r c l i e n t s . Moreovei 

i t i s i n these p r o f e s s i o n s t h a t we f i n d a d d i t i o n a l concern w i t h 

e x p l i c a t i n g the r e l a t i o n s h i p between members, the t h e r a p i s t and 

the c l i e n t , and those f e a t u r e s o f t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t axe 

i n s t r u m e n t a l t o changes w i t h i n the encounter. V/hat views, then, 

have t h e r a p i s t s and c o u n s e l l o r s on the r^ature o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

competence? To discuss t h i s we v / i l l o u t l i n e t h r e e p e r s p e c t i v e s 

on the t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p : t h e neo-Freudian p o s i t i o n o f 

I ^ c a n , t he e x i s t e n t i a l - p h e n o m e n o l o g i c a l p o i t i o n o f Laing and h i s 

co l l e a g u e s , and the p e r s o n o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n o f Rogers. 

1 . 1 . ^ . 2 . Jacques Lacan. 

The main impact of Lacan i n r'rance a decade ago v/as h i s i n s i s t e n c e 

on r e d i r e c t i n r r a t t e n t i o n t o the v.'crk o f Freud i n i t s e x p l i c a t i o n 



o f the r o l e o f language i n the t h e r a p e u t i c encounter. As a 

r e s u l t J^can came t o f o m m l a t e a l i n g u i s t i c model of t h e 

unconscious, i n which the unconscious i s seen as the l o c u s o f a 

symbolic f u n c t i o n p r o v i d i n g a s e t o f s y n t a c t i c a l r u l e s g o v e r n i n g 

the expression o f repressed experience. The key o f Lacan's 

a n a l y s i s derives from h i s a s s e r t i o n t h a t r e p r e s s i o n can a r i s e 

from an a c t o f v e t o by a s i g n i f i c a n t o t h e r on the expression o f 

s u b j e c t i v e experience. T h i s a s s e r t i o n lends him t o d e f i n e the 

imconscious as s t r u c t u r e d f o r the o t h e r , but v;hich i s not 

a v a i l a b l e t o s e l f i n the encounter: 

" t h e unconscious i s t h a t p a r t o f the c o n c r e t e 
discourse i n s o f a r as i t i s t r a n s i n d i v i d u a l v/hich 
i s not a t the d i s p o s i t i o n o f the s u b j e c t t o reestab­
l i s h the c o n t i n u i t y o f h i s conscious d i s c o u r s e " . 

Lacan ( 1 9 6 3 . ) 

This marks a s i g n i f i c a n t d e parture from Freud's personal unconscious, 

and f i x e s the realm o f the unconscious c l e a r l y i n the doraain o f 

s o c i a l experience, as • t r a r j s i n d i v i d u a l ' . The expression o f the 

unconscious i n discourse t h e n depends on t h e c a p a c i t y o f lajiguage 

t o c a r r y symbolism as v / e l l as s i g n i f i c a t i o n , and i t i s t h e enhancing, 

not t h e i n t e r p r e t i n g , o f t h i s symbolism t h a t t he t h e r a p i s t seeks t o 

achieve. Thus, Lacan d i s t i n g u i s h e s the 'Empty Word' of the c l i e n t 

as d i s c o u r s e v;ithout symbolism, from the ' F u l l V/ord' i n which 

t r a r j s i n d i v i d u a l experience i s a c t u a l i s e d i n the s u b j e c t ' s d i s c c u r s e . 

Tiie elementary f u n c t i o n o f the Empty Word i s as a 'password', 



s i g n i f y i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y o f communication, and Lacan employs 

as an analogy o f t h i s common use o f language the exchange o f 

a ' c o i n whose obverse and reverse no l o n g e r bear a n y t h i n g but 

worn e f f i g i e s , and which i s passed from hand t o hand i n s i l e n c e ' 

The course o f therapy i s then the t r a n s i t i o n o f the s u b j e c t ' s 

d i s c o u r s e from the Empty t o the F u l l Word: 

" t h e s u b j e c t begins by t a l k i n g about h i m s e l f w i t h o u t 
t a l k i n g t o ycu, or by t a l k i n g t o you w i t h o u t t a l k i n g 
about h i m s e l f . When he can t a l k t o you about h i m s e l f 
the a j i a l y s i s w i l l be over". 

(1966, p . 3 7 5 ) -

The o r i g i n of the unconscious and i t s symbolic f u n c t i o n i s , f o r 

Lacan, i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n of the 'imaiginary' ego i n the ' m i r r o r -

stage' o f chi l d h o o d (see 1 . 1 • 5 -I-) and i s based on the simuitaneous 

o p p o s i t i o n and i d e n t i t y o f s e l f and o t h e r . At t h i s stage the 

c h i l d ' s developing s e l f - c o n s c i o u s m i r r o r s t h e o b j e c t i v e appearance 

o f t h e o t h e r by o b j e c t i v i s i n g h i m s e l f as he appears t o the o t h e r , 

e s t a b l i s h i n g the d i s j u c t i o n betv;een ' I ' ( t h e e x p e r i e n c i n g s u b j e c t ) 

and t h e 'me' ( t h e o b j e c t o f experience, and the s u b j e c t as he 

might appear t o a n o t h e r ) . To t h e e x t e n t t h a t t h i s i m a g i n a r y 

c o n s t r u c t supplants t h e e x p e r i e n c i n g ' 1 ' ( as a r e s u l t , f o r example, 

o f i n j u n c t i o n s on expression o f experience by o t h e r s ) , the discourse 

o f t h e s u b j e c t becomes v o i d of symbolism, and symbolic experience 

i s repressed i n encounters v r i t h o t h e r s . Thus a n a l y s i s seeks t o 

d i s s o l v e t h e dimension o f the imaginary, and r e e s t a b l i s h i n 

discourse t h e s u b j e c t ' s experience r e p l e t e w i t h the symbolisni o f the 



F u l l Word. 

T h i s l i n g u i s t i c d i s t i n c t i o n between the imaginary Empty Word, 

and t h e symbolic F u l l Word i s then t he c r u c i a l dimension o f 

Lacan's d e s c r i p t i o n o f the t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p . The former 

i s t h e 'language o f t h e o t h e r ' , t h e l a t t e r t h e 'language o f t h e 

s e l f , and i s as Wilden notes e q u i v a l e n t t o a d i s t i n c t i o n betv;een 

d i g i t a l and euialog communication: 

"For ' d i g i t a l ' , one may read: language, ' o b j e c t i v i t y ' , reason,-
mind, w h i t e , ' c i v i l i s e d ' , man, as the case may be. S i m i l a r l y , ' 
f o r 'analog', one may read: nonverbal communication, 
• s u b j e c t i v i t y ' , emotion, body, people o f c o l o u r , ' p r i m i t i v e ' , 
woman As V/atslawick, Beavin and Jackson have 
remarked ( 1 9 6 7 ) , the d i s t i n c t i o n betv/een the form and the 
f u n c t i o n o f analog communication and the form and f u n c t i o n 
o f d i g i t a l communication r a t h e r p r e c i s e l y maps t h a t 
betv/een the primary and secondary processes i n Freud". 

V/ilden (1972, p . 2 2 n ) . 

The language o f the s e l f , t hen, cannot be d i r e c t l y t r a n s l a t e d 

i n t o t h e d i g i t a l , form o f everyday speech; as language becomes 

more f u n c t i o n a l i t ceases t o c a r r y symbolism, and as i t becomes 

more s u b j e c t i v e l y p a r t i c u l a r i t l o s e s i t s f u n c t i o n as a communic­

a t i v e mode. Everyday communication, hov/ever, does enable symbolic 

expression; nonverbal communication, 'reading between the l i n e s ' , 

and e s p e c i a l l y metaphor and metonyrriy. The r o l e s o f metaphor and 

metonymy are e s p e c i a l l y i m p o r t a n t as they r e p r e s e n t the two 



l i n g u i s t i c f e a t u r e s o f a s i g n , namely, i t s combination and 

c o n t e x t u r e , and i t s s e l e c t i o n and s u b s t i t u t i o n , (Jakobson, 1956); 

" t h u s t h e r e are always tv/o p o s s i b l e i n t e r p r e t a n t s 
o f t h e s i g n , one r e f e r r i n g t o the code and the o t h e r 
t o t h e c o n t e x t o f the message. The i n t e r p r e t a n t 
r e f e r r i n g t o the code i s l i n k e d t o i t by s i m i l a r i t y 
(metapiaor), and the i n t e r p r e t a n t r e f e r r i n g t o the 
message i s l i n k e d t o i t by c o n t i g u i t y (mctonyraj')". 

V/ilden (1972, p . ^ 7 ) 

Those tv;o processes are the media by which symbolic expression 

may be a c t u a l i s e d i n discourse, and correspond r e s p e c t i v e l y t o 

Freud's use of the terms "condensation" and "displacement". 

Tlius j o k e s (condensation-metaphor) and s l i p s o f the tongue 

(displacement-metonyny) a r e , f o r Lacan, simple i n s t a n c e s o f a 

l i n g u i s t i c f u n c t i o n i n vmich the language o f the s e l f f o r c e s i t s 

expression i n t o everyday speech. 

To summarise J^can's viev/s on the t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p , the 

d i s t i n c t i c n betv/een t h e imaginary c o n s t r u c t i o n o f the s e l f as an 

e s s e n t i a l f e a t u r e o f human experience and symbolic l i f e o f the 

unconscious i s a product of s o c i a l experience and leads t o two 

q u a l i t a t i v e l y d i s t i n c t modes o f dis c o u r s e ; the language o f the 

other o f d i g i t a l s i g n s , £u:d the language o f the s e l f o f symbolic 

expression. The breakdov/n o f s o c i a l discourse i s seen as the 

v/ithdrav;a3. of experience i n t o the imaginary language o f t h e o t h e r , 

and t h e ta s k o f the t h e r a p i s t i s t o encourage the r e t r i e v a l and 

expression o f u n a v a i l a b l e experience through symbolic a c t i v i t y . 



Lacan's l i n g u i s t i c model thus spans both Mead's emphasis on the 

s o c i a l o r i g i n s o f the s e l f and the s o c i a l s k i l l s model's 

emphasis on nonverbail communication. However, Lacan does n o t 

view the s e l f c o n s t r u c t as a p r o d u c t of e s s e n t i a l l y c o g n i t i v e 

a c t i v i t y as does Mead, nor does he view nonverbal communication 

as a system of s i g n a l s , as do Argj'le and Goffman. I n s t e a d h i s 

emphasis l i e s w i t h a s u b j e c t i v e mode of e x p e r i e n c i n g the import 

of symbolism v / i t h i n encounters. T h i s mode o f awareness, i n 

c o n t r a s t t o the o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n of s e l f and o t h e r vrLthan the 

encounter, r e q u i r e s f u r t h e r a t t e n t i o n , and i t i s t o the e x i s t e n -

t i e i l i s t p o s i t i o n o f Laing t h a t we now t u r n . 

1 . 1 . ^ . 3 . R.D. Lain??. 

The development o f Laing's viev.'s on s a n i t y and madness d i s p l a y 

two dimensions o f movement over successive p u b l i c a t i o r s ; the 

s h i f t from s t u d y i n g the i n d i v i d u a l qua i n d i v i d u a l (19^5) t o the 

study o f the s o c i a l c o n t e x t or nexus of i n d i v i d u a l s ( 1 9 7 0 ) , and 

t h e s h i f t from a H u s s e r l i a n phenomenology i n the former t o an 

e l a b o r a t i o n o f S a r t r e a n e x i s t e n t i a l i s m . I n r e l a t i o n t o t h e 

former, however, L a i n g v/as a t a l l times concerned w i t h t he 

i n d i v i d u a l i n r e l a t i o n t o o t h e r s , and the source of c o n s t r u c t i o n s 

of o n e s e l f and o t h e r s , and the r o l e o f the s e l f - c o n s c i o u s : 

"V/hen two sane persons are t o g e t h e r one expects t h a t 
A v ; i l l recognize 3 to be more o r l e s s the person B 
takes h i m s e l f t o be, and v i c e versa. That i s , f o r my 
p a r t , I expect t h a t my own d e f i n i t i o n of myself s h o u l d , 
by and l a r g e , be endorsed by the other person, assuming 
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t h a t I am not d e l i b e r a t e l y impersonating someone 
e l s e , being h y p o c r i t i c a l , l y i n g and so on, V/ithin 
t h e c o n t e x t o f mutual s a n i t y t h e r e i s , however, 
q u i t e a wide margin f o r c o n f l i c t , e r r o r , misconcep­
t i o n , i n s h o r t f o r a d i s j u n c t i o n o f one k i n d o r 
another betv/een the person one i s i n one's own eyes 
(one's b e i n g - f o r - o n e s e l f ) and the person one i s i n t h e 
eyes o f the o t h e r (one's b e i n g - f o r - t h e - o t h e r ) , and, 
c o n v e r s l y , betv^een who or what he i s f o r me and v;ho 
or v/hat he i s f o r h i m s e l f ; f i n a l l y , between what one 
imagines t o be h i s p i c t u r e o f o n e s e l f and h i s 
a t t i t u d e s and i n t e n t i o n s towards o n e s e l f , and the 
p i c t u r e , a t t i t u d e and i n t e n t i o n s he has i n a c t u a l i t y 
tov/ards o n e s e l f , and v i c e v e r s a " . 

(1965 , p . 3 5 ) -

T h i s r e f l e x i v e process o f m o d e l l i n g and meta-modelling o f s e l f 

and o t h e r s v/as l a t e r developed i n t o the I n t e r p e r s o n a l Perception 

Method ( 1 9 6 6 ) , which by developing Heider's scheme o f n o t a t i o n 

f o r i n t e r p e r s o n a l -perception ( H e i d e r , 1959) a s s e r t s 

" t h a t as my i d e n t i t y i s r e f r a c t e d through t h e media 
of the d i f f e r e n t i n f l e c t i o n s o f 'the o t h e r ' 
so my i d e n t i t y undergoes myriad metamorphoses or 
a l t e r a t i o n s , i n terms of the o t h e r s I become t o the 
o t h e r s These a l t e r a t i o n s i n my i d e n t i t y . . . . 
a re f u r t h e r r e i n t e r i o r i s e d by rr.e t o become m u l t i f a c e t c d 
m e t a - i d e n t i t i o s S e l f - i d e n t i t y (my view o f 
mys e l f ) and m e t a - i d e n t i t y (my viov/ o f your viev; o f me) 
are t h e o r e t i c a l c o n s t i r u c t s , not concrete r e a l i t i e s . 
I n concrete, r a t h e r than i n a b s t r a c t o , s e l f - i d e n t i t y 
( 'T' l o c k i n g a t 'me') i s c o n s t i t u t e d n ot o n l y by our 
l o c k i n g a t o u r s e l v e s , but a l s o by our l o c k i n g a t o t h e r s 



l o o k i n g a t us and our r e c o n s t r u c t i o n and a l t e r -
u t i o n o f the views o f the o t h e r about us 

La i n g , R i i l l i p s o n & Lee 

(1966 , p . ^ 6 ) . 

I n t h i s passage we f i n d welded t o g e t h e r t h e views o f Cooley and 

Mead as v / e l l as those o f S a r t r e cmd Hu s s c r l i n an e l a b o r a t e 

f o r m u l a t i o n o f i d e n t i t y and self-consciousness ( t h e component 

o f a t t r i b u t i o n t o the experience o f o t h e r s forms the b a s i s o f 

rece n t developments i n ' a t t r i b u t i o n t h e o r y ' , K e l l e y , 1967)» 

But L a i n g , as a d o c t o r , i s p r i m a r i l y concerned w i t h f a i l u r e s t o 

e s t a b l i s h or m a i n t a i n a v i a b l e i d e n t i t y . Thus, i n the 'Divided 

S e l f he fo r m u l a t e d the n o t i o n of o n t o l o g i c a l i n s e c u r i t y i n which 

one's b e i n g - f o r - o n e s e l f i s obscured or supplanted by one's-being-

f o r - t h e - o t h e r ^ As a r e s u l t s e l f - and m e t a - i d e n t i t i e s are 

extremely v u l n e r a b l e t o engulfment ( a b s o r b t i c n by the o t h e r ) , 

i m p l o s i o n ( s u b s t i t u t i o n of t h e o t h e r ) , p e t r i f i c a t i o n ( o b j e c t i f i c -

a t i o n by the o t h e r ) . I n a l l cases, the presence o f another i s a 

t h r e a t t o i d e n t i t y , l e a d i n g t o the i n e v i t a b l e c o n c l u s i o n o f 

a l i e n a t i o n and i s o l a t i o n . Because cont a c t v / i t h o t h e r s i s an 

i n e v i t a b l e p a r t of d a i l y l i f e , the person i n t h i s dilemma v / i t h -

draws from the experience o f i n t e r a c t i o n e r e c t i n g i n s t e a d o f h i s ' t r u e 

s e l f one, or a systc.r^ o f ' f a l s e ' s e l v e s , capable o f t r a n s a c t i n g 

normal s o c i a l a c t i v i t i e s , w h i l s t the disembodied ' t r u e ' s e l f 

remains a detached, f r e q u e n t l y c r i t i c a l , observer. 



I n h i s l a t e r v / r i t i n g s (Leiing, 1969; Lsdng 8e E s t e r s o n , 1970) 

Laing i d e n t i f i e s the source o f t h i s a l i e n a t i o n , i n the sociaJ, and 

p a i ' t i c u l a r l y the f a m i l i a l , c o n t e x t . I n doing so he drew h e a v i l y 

on tv/o sources; ( l ) research conducted a t Falo A l t o on t h e o r i g i n s 

o f s c h i z o p h r e n i a i n t h e 'double-bind' (Bateson, Jackson, Haley and 

V/eakland, 1956) , and ( 2 ) on S a r t r e ' s case s t u d i e s , f o r example 

•Saint Genet' ( 1 9 5 2 ) , which Laing and Cooper reviewed a t g r e a t 

l e n g t h ( 1 9 6 ^ ) . From S a r t r e , L a i n g borrowed the n o t i o n s o f the 

process o f a s o c i a l group, such as the f a m i l y ( events t h a t appear 

to have o r i g i n a t e d from no p a r t i c u l a r person or persons) and p r a x i s 

(events which are t r a c e a b l e t o t h e a c t i o n s o f i n d i v i d u a l members). 

Laing had by t h i s time come to viev; the person l a b e l l e d as insane 

as t h e product o f a s o c i a l nexus, a scapegoat, a symptom o f a 

group's pathology. Thus he viewed h i s t a s k i n s t u d y i n g schizophre­

n i c s ' f a m i l i e s t o be t o t r a c e the process o f 'becoming mad' back 

t o t h e individuEil a c t i o n s w i t h i n the family, making process 

i n t e l l i g i b l e through p r a x i s . The model he a p p l i e d t o p r a x i s was 

a t f i r s t the 'double-bind' theory developed by Bateson and h i s 

colleagues ( 1956 ) , v/here a communication conujidrum v/as d i r e c t e d 

a t t h e i n d i v i d u a l by expressing c o n f l i c t i n g and c o n t r a d i c t o r y 

i n j u n c t i o n s a t d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s o f a b s t r a c t i o n s ( f o r example, 

the e x p l i c i t primary i n j u n c t i o n 'Do not do so and so, o r I w i l l 

punish you' t r a j i s m i t t e d i n an i m p l i c i t c o n t e x t o f a secondary 

i n j u n c t i o n 'Do not see me as p u n i s h i n g y o u ' ) . Through s o c i a l 

techniques such as the double-bind, members o f the f a m i l y e s t a b l i s h 

c o l l u s i v e and c o l l a b o r a t i v e frames o f r e f e r e n c e v/hich succeed i n 

d i s c o n f i r n d n g , d i s q u a l i f y i n g and i n v a 3.idating t h e i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

e f f o r t s at c o n s t r u c t i n g s e l f - and m e t a - i d e n t i t i e s . The end r e s u l t 



of t h i s 'nexus of m y s t i f i c a t i o n ' i n the family i s the d e f i n i t i o n 

and expulsion of one of i t s members as insane* 

This b r i e f exposition serves to outline Laing's views on the nature 

of s o c i a l encounters, namely, as arenas i n which the i n d i v i d u a l 

constructs an i d e n t i t y , compounded of h i s view of himself, h i s 

views of others, h i s views of other's views of himself, and so 

on. Thus, Laing, by combining a l l these ingredients, was able to 

blend together the contributions of Mead, Goffman and S a r t r e i n t o 

a u n i f i e d e x i s t e n t i a l account of experience i n encounters* Once 

again we f i n d that f a i l u r e s to e s t a b l i s h an i d e n t i t y may be traced 

to the nature of cues provided by others, and the a b i l i t y of the 

in d i v i d u a l to integrate these cues i n constructing a s e l f - and 

meta-identity. The r o l e of the t h e r a p i s t becomes that of a 

'journey' (Gordon, 1972) f i r s t through the nexus of the family 

to the source of confusion i n the cues provided f or the i n d i v i d u a l , 

and secondly through the system of f a l s e - s e l v e s erected by the 

individueil to mediate between h i s f r a g i l e , unstable point of 

experience and the conspiracy of others i n the family. However, 

Laing describes only the ontogenesis of s o c i a l and psychological 

f a i l u r e , and gives few clues as to what h i s therapy seeks to 

achieve. I n the following s e c t i o n we v d l l consider competence 

as an i d e a l , i n the ' f u l l y functioning person' (Rogers, 1 9 5 9 ) . 

I . l . ' f . ' f . C a r l Rogers. 

Roger's nondirective approach to the therapeutic r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i s above a l l c l i e n t - c e n t r e d , nonauthoritarian and i s d i r e c t e d 



towards encoura^ng the c l i e n t ' s s e l f - e x p l o r a t i o n i n the immediate, 

therapeutic s i t u a t i o n . Roger's technique i s pervaded with a 

view of human potentiaa, a l l i e d to that of Maslow ( 1 9 6 8 ) , i n which 

the person may come to actxialise himself i n encounters with others 

by the eissimilation of new experiences i n the ongoing process of 

personal growth. The necessary and s u f f i c i e n t conditions for s e l f -

a c t u a l i s a t i o n revolve aroimd the non-evaluative stance t h a t the 

the r a p i s t takes to the c l i e n t , and which the c l i e n t may take to 

himself, which Rogers terms 'unconditional p o s i t i v e regard* • I t 

i s e s s e n t i a l that the the r a p i s t communicate t h i s regard, and that 

the c l i e n t perceive the t h e r a p i s t ' s empathic understanding of h i s 

experience, which i s a genuine response to the c l i e n t and not 

contrived i n any way: 

" I t has been our experience to date that a l t h o u ^ 
the therapeutic r e l a t i o n s h i p i s used d i f f e r e n t l y 
by d i f f e r e n t c l i e n t s , i t i s not necessary nor helpfxil 
to manipulate the r e l a t i o n s h i p i n s p e c i f i c ways f o r 
s p e c i f i c kinds of c l i e n t . To do t h i s damages, i t seems 
to us, the most he l p f u l and s i g n i f i c a n t aspects of the 
experience, that i s a genuine r e l a t i o n s h i p between two 
persons, each of whom, to the best of h i s a b i l i t y , i s 
endeavouring to be himself i n the i n t e r a c t i o n 

Rogers (1959, p.213). 

*Being o n e s e l f , a condition that the t h e r a p i s t must achieve i n 

order to enable the c l i e n t to do l i k e w i s e , i s achieved a s the 

capacity f o r 'congruence' between awareness a v a i l a b l e to the 

person and h i s experience a r i s i n g from the encounter. Congruence 
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depends on the a b i l i t y to accurately symbolise experience i n the 

construction of a ' s e l f experience* by d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g and d i s ­

criminating the objects of fe e l i n g s and perceptions and by 

becoming aware of experiences that have i n the past been denied 

to awareness or d i s t o r t e d (inadequately symbolised) i n awareness. 

Thus Rogers suggests that incongruence a r i s e s when awareness 

s e l e c t i v e l y samples the e x p e r i e n t i a l f i e l d : 

" ( 1 ) Because of the need for s e l f - r e g a r d , the 
i n d i v i d u a l perceives h i s experience s e l e c t i v e l y , 
i n terms of the conditions of wotth v/hich have come 
to e x i s t for him. (a) Experiences which a r e , i n accord 
with h i s conditions of worth ate perceived and 
symbolised i n awareness, (b) Experiences which run 
contrfiry to the conditions of worth are perceived 
s e l e c t i v e l y and dist o r t e d l y as i f i n accord v/ith the 
conditions of worth, or are i n part or whole denied 
to awareness ". 

(1959 , p . 2 2 5 - 2 2 6 ) . 

and as incongruence continues, experiences which are i n c o n s i s t e n t 

with the self-experience are 'subceived' a s threatening: 

" ( 2 ) The e s s e n t i a l nature of threa t i s that i f the 
experience were accurately symbolised i n awareness 
the self-concept would no longer be a consistent 
g e s t a l t , the conditions of v/orth would be v i o l a t e d , 
and the need for self - r e g a r d would be f r u s t r a t e d 

(1959 , p . 2 2 7 ) . 
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Roger's a n a l y s i s i s e s s e n t i a l l y i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c when c o n t r a s t e d 

v/ith Lacan and the l a t e r w r i t i n g s o f L a i n g . He does not 

p o s t u l a t e on the o r i g i n s o f incongruence, o r o f c o n d i t i o n s o f 

wor t h , and does not imply t h a t t h e growth o f congruence can 

occur o n l y i n s o c i a l o r t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p s . He does i n s i s t 

hov;ever, t h a t the growth o f congruence i s o n l y a p a r t - o f t h e 

development of the c a p a c i t y f o r change: 

" I n t r y i n g t o grasp and c o n c e p t u a l i s e the process 
o f change I was i n i t i a l l y l o o k i n g f o r elements v/hich 
might mark or c h a r a c t e r i s e change i t s e l f . I was 
t h i n k i n g of change as an e n t i t y and s e a r c h i n g f o r i t s 
s p e c i f i c a t t r i b u t e s I n d i v i d u a l s move, I began 
t o see, not from a f i i c i t y o r homeostasis through t o 
a new f i x i t y , though such a process i s indeed p o s s i b l e 
But much the more s i g n i f i c a n t continuum i s from f i x i t y 
t o char-gingness, from r i g i d s t r u c t u r e t o fl o v ; , from 
s t a s i s t o process ". 

(1933 , p . l i f 3 ) 

F i n a l l y , congruence i s c h a r a c t e r i s e d by experience of the 

immediate present f r e e of c a t e g o r i s a t i o n d e r i v i n g from past 

experiences ( t h e l a t t e r j j a r a l l e l i n g S a r t r e ' s 'mauvais f o i s ' ) , 

the s e l f becoming " s i m p l y the s u b j e c t i v e and refle:cLve awatreness 

of e x p e r i e n c i n g (and) l e s s f r e q u e n t l y a perceived o b j e c t " 

(1953, p . 1 ^ ) , and f e e l i n g s w e l l matched i n av/areness by synbols-

To summarise, Rogers presents a r a t h e r vague, non-mechanistic 

p i c t u r e o f the f u l l y f ^xtictioning person who i s c h a r a c t e r i s e d by 
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( l ) a well-developed c a p a c i t y t o d i f f e r e n t i a t e between and 

symbolise experiences i n c o n s t r u c t i n g a s e l f - i m a g e , and ( 2 ) 

the c a p a c i t y t o experience s e l f as a p o i n t o f s u b j e c t i v i t y r a t h e r 

than as an o b j e c t o f av/areness, and ( 3 ) the c a p a c i t y t o i n i t i a t e 

change i n the s y m b o l i s a t i o n of experience spontaneously. 

1 . 1 . ^ . 3 » The t h r e e views of the t h e r a p e u t i c process presented 

i n t h i s s e c t i o n each c h a r a c t e r i s e psychologiccOL breakdown as a 

f a i l u r e t o c o n s t r u c t an adequate i n t e r n a l r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f s e l f . 

Lacan's 'imaginary ego', Laing's ' r a e t a - i d e n t i t y ' and Roger's 

' s e l f - c o n c e p t ' r e f e r t o processes a r i s i n g o u t o f , and i n many ways 

c o n t r o l l e d by s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s , and t h e i r d e s c r i p t i o n s o f these 

processes may be seen t o be d e t a i l e d e l a b o r a t i o n s o f the s o c i a l 

processes o f i n t e r p i - e t a t i o n s and d e f i n i t i o n i d e n t i f i e d by Mead. 

T h e i r concern v;ith the nature o f the c o u n s e l l o r - c l i e n t r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p , however, s e t s them apart from the t h e o r e t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o r i s 

of Mead. This r e l a t i o n s h i p i s c o n c e p t u a l i s e d as a s p e c i a l ca^c o f 

c o n v e r s a t i o n , the o b j e c t i v e s of which are t o f a c i l i t a t e ^ s u p p o r t , 

and i f necessary t o provoke renewed m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y w i t h i n the 

c l i e n t . For example, Lacan views t h e r o l e o f t h e t h e r a p i s t t o be 

t o encourage the c l i e n t t o d i s s o l v e t h e imag i n a r y ego, and v / i t h i t 

a l l c o n s t r a i n t s on symbolic communication. Again, Rogers views the 

task o f therapy t o enable the c l i e n t t o s;>Tnbolise h i s experience 

more a c c u r a t e l y i n awareness. To achieve these o b j e c t i v e s the 

c o u n s e l l o r must p r o v i d e c e r t a i n c o n d i t i o n s v / i t h i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

and engage i n p a r t i c u l a r kinds o f a c t i v i t i e s . For i n s t a n c e , he must 

encourage the c l i e n t t o o b j c c t i v i s e and communicate h i s viev; o f 



h i m s e l f , and respond t o t h i s communication i n a way which does 

not impose h i s oivn values on the c l i e n t ' s s e l f - e x p e r i e n c e . Many 

psychotherapies may be c r i t i c i s e d on these grounds, not f o r the 

values they embody, but f o r the e f f e c t o f b r i n g i n g the c l i e n t ' s 

s e l f - r e f l e c t i o n t o a h a l t , by i n t r o d u c i n g an a l t e r n a t i v e model 

of s e l f . C l e a r l y , the t h e r a p i s t o r c o u n s e l l o r must respond t o the 

c l i e n t ' s communications i n a way which leads the c l i e n t towards 

f u r t h e r m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s . 

That t h e process of s e l f - r e f l e c t i o n i s v a l u e d i n therapy more than 

the n a t u r e o f the model t h a t i s c o n s t r u c t e d i s r e f e c t e d i n I^ogers* *" 

comments on a second i m p o t t a n t f e a t u r e o f t h e t h e r a p e u t i c process, ' 

namely, t h a t a g o a l o f therapy i s f o r the c l i e n t t o develop the 

c a p a c i t y f o r f u r t h e r change. That i s , success i n therapy may be char­

a c t e r i s e d as the growth of the c l i e n t ' s a b i l i t y t o conduct s e l f -

d i r e c t e d and s e l f - i n i t i a t e d m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . To achieve t h i s 

the c l i e n t must become the c o u n s e l l o r t o h i m s e l f , and have i n t e r n a l ­

i s e d or represented f o r h i m s e l f the c o n d i t i o n s t h a t t he c o u n s e l l o r 

e s t a b l i s h e s t o f a c i l i t a t e m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . 

These eispects o f the a c t i v i t i e s o f the c o u r i s e l l c r v ; i l l be discussed 

i n more d e t a i l i n Chapter 1.2., but i t i s i m p o r t a n t t o a r t i c u l a t e 

the c l i e n t - t h e r a p i s t r e l a t i o n s h i p i n terms o f the model o f 

c o n v e r s a t i o n . F i g . 12 d e p i c t s the broad o u t l i n e o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n 

i n v/hich the c l i e n t engages i n i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y , 

encouraged and supported by the c o u r ^ e l l o r . The shaded area denotes 

the c o u n s e l l o r ' s model of the process of therapy, and i n l a t e r 

chapters the s u b s t i t u t i o n of t h i s model by i n t e r a c t i v e procedures 
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w i l l be discussed. Successful therapy i s represented i n the 

diagram as the development by the c l i e n t of a model of the 

process of counselling (M). 

CLIEOT 

r0 
COUNSELLOR 

Figure 12 
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1.1.5« Dimensions of conversational competence. 

1 . 1 . t h e preceding sections a number of markedly d i s t i n c t 

approaches to conversational encounters have been presented, with 

the aim of i d e n t i f y i n g the underlying themes of conversational 

competence. V/e have seen, f o r example, that the focus of the 

s o c i a l s k i l l s model has been on the function of nonverbal signEils 

i n the regulation £ind control of encou:iters, i n marked contrast 

to the focus of symbolic interactionism on the cognitive modelling 

of perceptions of s e l f £md other. S i m i l a r l y , i n contrasting 

approaches t o the therapeutic r e l a t i o n s h i p we have juxtaposed 

l i n g u i s t i c models of unconscious symbolism with e x i s t e n t i a l models 

of the formulation of i d e n t i t i e s through person perception. V/e 

may a t t h i s stage concentrate on a r t i c u l a t i n g the themes th a t have 

been highlighted by these approaches by considering them as the 

performance c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the model of conversation:-

(a) Modes of av/arencss; we may d i s t i r i g u i s h the a c t i v i t y of 

modelling from the a c t i v i t y of p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n encounters on the 

basis "of models by i d e n t i f y i n g the d i r e c t i o n of a t t e n t i o n of the 

p a r t i c i p a n t . Modelling a c t i v i t y as described by Mead e n t a i l s 

attending to i n t e r n a l images of s e l f and other as objects of 

consciousness, FEirticipative a c t i v i t y as described by Rogers 

e n t a i l s attending t o external events, where the s e l f becomes 

'simply the subjective and r e f l e x i v e av/areness of experiencing*. 

(b) Distinctiveness of models; p-articipation on the basis of 

models i s iivflucnced by the extent t o v/hich models are adequate 
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representations of s e l f and others* Ijaing's accoiuit of i d e n t i t y 

emphasises the consequences of overlapping and collapsed models 

i n the reciprocal processes of p r o j e c t i o n and i n t r o j e c t i o n . 

(c) Perceptual d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ; f o r Rogers the capacity t o 

s^TBbolise experience accurately i s r e f l e c t e d i n the adequacy of 

models of s e l f and other. Modelling a c t i v i t y may be viev/ed as a 

process of perceptual d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n i n which a l t e r n a t i v e construc­

t i o n s of experienced events are explored cuid t h e i r i m p l i c a t i o n s 

tested. 

1.1.5.2. Modes of av/areness. 

We have noted i n the preceding discussions the value t h a t 

Rogers places on a feature of the ' f u l l y f u j i c t i o n i n g person' , the 

a b i l i t y t o dissolve the s e l f as an object i n the ongoing experience 

of the encoiznter. I n contrast. Head and Laing empliajsise the 

importance to intei^action of viev/ing the s e l f and other as objects 

of consciousness, and then a c t i v e l y modelling them as constructs 

instrumental t o the conduct of an encoimter. 'Taking the r o l e of 

the other', f o r example, would not be possible i f the perceptions 

.and a t t i t u d e s of the other towards s e l f , aind the perceptions and 

a t t i t u d e s of s e l f tov/ards the other were not consciously deliberated 

upon. 

Consider f i r s t the experience of s e l f . Self may be experienced 

as: 
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" t h a t which I am, with c e r t a i n t r a i t s and charac­
t e r i s t i c s * t a l e n t s and l i m i t a t i o n s . These a t t r i b u t e s 
c o n s t i t u t e my essence; I an X and not Y; 'Xness' i s a 
part of my essence and 'Yncss' i s not. My s e l f thus 

e s s G n t i e i l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s that curaiilatively define 
what I am. This sort of experience of myself i s thus 
the object of my a t t e n t i o n . Let us c a l l t h i s the exper-
ience of oneself as-object 

Keen (1970, p.Vf). 

Here, the s e l f i s e s s e n t i a l l y the 'looked-at', an object to be 

a t t r i b u t e d v/ith q u a l i t i e s and a t t r i b u t e s , symbolised i n experience 

as 'know' rather than ' l i v e d ' , evaluated, s c r u t i n i s e d and judged. 

Cle a r l y , i f t h i s were the only experience of s e l f a v a i l a b l e t o the 

in t e r a c t a n t , an i r r e c o n c i l a b l e s p l i t between the ' s e l f t h a t 

observes' and the ' s e l f that i n t e r a c t s ' would r e s u l t , a mode of 

experiencing that Laing terms 'schizoid'. Indeed, f o r Laing 

ont o l o g i c a l i n s e c u r i t y arises from the perceptions of the other as 

object, and the r e f l e x i v e i n s i g h t t h a t s e l f may become an object 

fo r the other. Duval and V/icklund (1972) i n d i c a t e that 'objective 

s e l f awcireness ' i s characterised by the turnin g inwards of 

a t t e n t i o n av;ay from the environ>Tient so that the i n d i v i d u a l attends 

t o h i s conscious s t a t e , personal h i s t o r y , body, and so on. By 

ext e r n a l i s i n g himself v i a a m i r r o r , video-camera, tape-recording, 

the i n d i v i d u a l i s presented w i t h the view of h i i T i s e l f another 

night achieve. S i m i l a r l y , i f he i s performing i n f r o n t of an 

audience, the i n c l i n a t i o n to viev; himself self-consciously as an 

object of the audience's gase i s very great. I n the study of 

comn-unicaticn sets, Davis and V/icklvuid (1972) were able to show 
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that the preseace of a camera, m i r r o r , or audience induced s e l f 

appraisal i n t h e i r subjects, and tha t these conditions l e d them 

to achieve greater i n t e g r a t i o n of information f o r eventual trans­

mission to an audience than a c o n t r o l group. S i m i l a r l y , i n the 

presence of a mirror and camera i n an experiment i n v o l v i n g a 

modification of the Stroop colour-word test (Geller & Shaver, 1976) 

subjects v;ere required t o name the colours of s e l f - e v a l u a t i v e or 

neutral words. I t was found that under the experimental conditions 

of self-awareness, naming; latencies were increased only f o r s e l f -

evaluative v/ords. F i n a l l y , Davis Eind Brock (1975) found t h a t 

subjects seated i n f r o n t of a camera or mirror used more f i r s t person 

pronouns when asked t o guess the meanings of foreign langviage pass­

ages thain c o n t r o l subjects. 

A number of studies strongly suggest that the appraisal of s e l f i n 

objective self-awareness involves s i m i l a r processes to the appraisal, 

of others, namely the inference and a t t r i b u t i o n of causes o f obser­

ved behaviour. The question 'V/hy d i d I do that?' leads t o s i m i l a r 

a t t r i b u t i o n processes as the question 'V/hy did he do that?' Bern 

(1967)1 i n his r e p l i c a t i o n s of cognitive dissonance experiments was 

able to shov/ that when subjects v/ere induced to perform some 

behaviour f o r which there i s i n s u f f i c i e n t j u s t i f i c a t i o n , r a t h e r than 

be motivated to 'seek added a t t r a c t i o n s ' to j u s t i f y t h e i r behaviour 

subjects simply took account of the low e x t r i n s i c j u s t i f i c a t i o r ^ 

f o r t h e i r actions and i n f e r r e d that i n t r i n s i c j u s t i f i c a t i o n s 

ciust have been high f o r them to have perfci-med that behaviour. 

l;un:erous studies have extended t h i s process of a t t r i b u t i n g causes 

f o r s e l f ' s behaviour, both f o r overt a;id autonomic responses. I n 
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p a r t i c u l a r , Schachter and Singer (1962) have shown that i f tv;o 

people have i d e n t i c a l stimulus inputs (an emotion-provoking 

exercise of f i l l i n g i n an i n s u l t i n g questionnaire) and i d e n t i c a l 

l e v e l s of arousal (induced by a drug) but d i f f e r i n t h e i r b e l i e f 

about the degree to v/hich the stimulus has produced the arousal 

(knowledgecor lack of knov/ledge of the e f f e c t s of the administered 

drus), they w i l l also d i f f e r i n t h e i r evailuation of the stimulus 

(greater or less emotional response i n the questionnaire s i t u a t i o n ) , 

The appraisal of the behaviour of s e l f and other and the a t t r i b u ­

t i o n of experience and i n t e n t i o n s from behaviouraJ. data i s a 

v;ell-documented area of research (Jones, Kanouse, Kelley, Nisbett, 

Valins and Weiner, 1972) stemming from the pioneering work of 

Heider (1957) and featured prominently i n the theory and techniques 

developed by I ^ i n g and his colleagues (Laing, F n i l l i p s o n and Lee, 

1966). Less thoroughly researched, p r i n c i p a l l y because of i t s 

non-empirical nature, though equally important to conversationaJ. 

competence, i s the experience of self-as-subject, or 'subjective 

6elf-av;areness' (Duval and V/icklund, 1972). Subjective s e l i -

awaxeness i s the r e f l e x i v e experience simply of being: 

"The experience of v/hat I am i s at times dwarfed by 
the experience that I a.'n. This i s a second, e n t i r e l y 
d i f f e r e r . t sort of seli-experience which v/e s h a l l c a l l 
the extierience of self-as-subject. Rather than viewing 
myself as an object of my self-conscious s c r u t i n y , I 
am now l i v i n g the part of the viewer, the subject of the 
act, 'I-see-me'. The 'I' experience does not contain 
a t t r i b u t e s , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and t r a i t s , as the 'me* 
experience does. Rather thasi being experienced as a 
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f i x e d e n t i t y , the ' I ' i s experienced as a dynamic^ 
open-ended a c t i v i t y v/ithout the s t a b i l i t y of the 
me-as-object, i . e . without an essence. The i s 
pure existence, noteworthy because i t is^. not because 
i t i s such and such 

Keen (1970, p.l4.) 

Keen notes t h a t experience of self-as-subject e n t a i l s three 

components; (1) that self-as-subject i s the 'ground* against which 

the ' f i g u r e ' of the world i e perceived, a point of reference 

providing an elementary s e l f - n o t - s e l f d i s t i n c t i o n ; (2) t h a t 

t h i s i s associated v;ith the experience of ' s e l f as agent' 

(Macmurray, 1957) as the o r i g i n of the i n t e n t i o n a l acts, and 

(3) that t h i s form of av/areness i n conversation appears t o e n t a i l 

a form of t r a j i s u b j e c t i v i t y , even though each i n t e r a c t a j i t ' s 

experience of the other i s mediated by behaviour. For Duval 

and V/icklujid (1972) subjective self-awareness i n encounters e n t a i l s 

the s h i f t of a t t e n t i o n to the environment, not to the other i n an 

ev£iluative sense, but to the content of the conversation, and the 

experience of the other. They argue, f o r instance, that the 

'actor-observer* e f f e c t h i g h l i g h t e d by experiments i n a t t r i b u t i o n 

theory (Jones & Nisbett, 1972) i s d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to whether 

av/areness i s subjective or objective and the focus of a t t e n t i o n 

associated with each mode- I t has been shov/n that actors p a r t ­

i c i p a t i n g w i t h i n a conversation frequently a t t r i b u t e ' s i t u a t i o n a l ! 

causes (causal r o l e of the envircrjr.ent) to t h e i r ov/n and other 

actor's behaviour, w h i l s t observers removed from the conversation 

tend to a t t r i b u t e ' d i s p o s i t i o n a l ' causes (causes a function of 
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i n d i v i d u a l s ) . Duval and WickJ.und suggest th a t p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 

conversation more frequently requires subjective self-awareness 

i n which a t t e n t i o n i s outer d i r e c t e d , and i n perceiving the other's 

outwsLrdly directed a t t e n t i o n " s e l f c r i t i c i s m w i l l diminiah and 

he w i l l a t t r i b u t e blame to the environment" (p.206). Conversely, 

the observer perceives the actors as objects of h i s perception, 

e n t a i l i n g the same process as s e l f - o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n , i n which 

a t t e n t i o n i s directed towards a t t r i b u t e s of s e l f . Thus, i n the 

l a t t e r case, c a u s a l i t y i s a t t r i b u t e d to the person himself, i n 

t l i i s case the actors he i s observing. 

I f both modes he i s experiencing axe fu n c t i o n a l aspects of 

conversations, what determines the s h i f t between subjective cuid 

objective self-awareness? C l e a r l y , the demands of the conversa­

t i o n v / i l l vary over time, and t o the extent that the i n d i v i d u a l 

responds to the conversation i t s e l f he v ; i l l n e ither become 

excessively 'misinvolved' (Goffman, 1967) ̂ or excessively 

i d e n t i f i e d with the other; 

"V/c would suggest that the conditions leading t o 
objective self-av;arcness (or subjective s e l f - ,̂ 
av/cireness) are nothing more than s t i m u l i t h a t cause 
the person t o focus a t t e n t i o n on himself (or on the 
environment). More generally, whether a t t e n t i o n i s 
directed inward or outward i s completely determined. 
V/e aissume that subjective sclf-av/areness i s the primary 
state i n that the environment i s normally a strong ' 
cnougii stimulus t o draw a t t e n t i o n toward i t , which 
means the s e l f i s t o t a l l y excluded from a t t e n t i o n . 
I n order that the person bcccmo o b j e c t i v e l y s e l f aware, 
i t i s riGcessary to create conditions that re:nind him 
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of his status as an object i n the world 
we v ; i l l assume that a person can be made o b j e c t i v e l y 
s e l f aware by the presence of another simply by h i s 
knowledge that the other i s aware of hj.ra. I f he has 
good reason t o believe that the other i s not seriously 
attending to him, then the presence of the other w i l l 
not arouse the objective s t s t e . But when a person 
encounters cmother and believes that the other i s 
focussed on him he v / i l l begin to evaluate himself 
along dimensions that are cued by the s i t u a t i o n 
one condition that should increase subjective s e l f aware­
ness and c u r t a i l the e f f e c t of s t i m u l i designed to 
bolster the objective state i s that of placing the 
person i n t o an active s i t u a t i o n . I f he t a l k s , shovels 
coal, skis dovm a m.ountainside, or engages i n any other 
a c t i v i t y that necessitates h i s focussing a t t e n t i o n on 
events external to him.self, subjective s e l f av/arenoss 
v / i l l r e s u l t " . c-

Duval gc Wicklund (1972, 

p.7-9). 

Thus involvement i n the content of conversation and i n the 

experience of the other e n t a i l subjective s e l f av/areness. 

1.1.5»3' Distinctiveness of models. 

From the 'mirror stage' (Lacan, 19^8) of childlnood cnv/ards the 

r e f l e x i v e av/areness of s e l f c u l t i v a t e s the di s t i n c t i v e n e s s of the 

s e l f over and against the other, v/e have discussed the r o l e of 

the other as the locus cf s i g n i f i c a t i o n i n discourse, of tv/o 

modes of av/ai^eness of s e l f and other, and of the i n t e r n a l i s a t i o n 

of s e l f as an other. Thus, tlie construction of i d e n t i t y i n 
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encounters requires an other. I n t h i s section we w i l l discuss 

tv/o processes i n conversations i n which experience of the other 

i s confused by the experience of s e l f ( p r o j e c t i o n ) , and i n v;hich 

the experience of s e l f i s confused by the experience of other 

( i n t r o j e c t i o n ) . Projection e n t a i l s 'actions v/hose prirasiry object 

i s not the other's experience of me, but my experience of the 

other* (Laing, F n i l l i p s o n 8c Lee, 1966), actions which intend to 

divorce the other's experience of s e l f from the subject's s e l f -

image. I n so doing, Laing notes that the subject's meta-identity 

(his view of the other's view of him) becomes f r e e - f l o a t i n g , 

enabling a meta-construction of s e l f that i s consistent w i t h the 

subject's d i r e c t s e l f construction. Thus, one experiences one's 

outer world i n terras of one's inner world. Projection thus 

prevents the subject from developing accurate a t t r i b u t i o n s to the 

experience of others. V/e might expect to f i n d t h a t p r o j e c t i o n 

i s marked by the a t t r i b u t i o n to others of an a t t r i b u t i o n t o ovjn 

behaviour i d e n t i c a l w i t h own a t t r i b u t i o n s t o own behaviour. 

Valins and Nisbett '(1972) report that t h i s i s the case i n a 

number of emotional disorders they have studied, i n which 

•inappropriate' a t t r i b u t i o n s to s e l f were projected onto other's 

experience of s e l f , u l t i m a t e l y preventing the c o l l e c t i o n of 

exp e r i e n t i a l data from v/hich contrary a t t r i b u t i o n s might obtain: 

"The c l i e n t , a twenty-five-year-old black, unmarried 
male, came f o r therapy because he thought he was homo­
sexual. Deeply upset by t h i s prospect, he found him­
s e l f frequently i n states of severe anxiety and 
depression. His a t t r i b u t i o n of homosexuality v/as 
based on several observations. Sexual intercourse 
v/as u j i s a t i s f a c t o r y , he often found himself looking 
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at the crotch area of other men, and he believed 
that his penis was abnormally small. This l a t t e r 
b e l i e f appeared t o be the major source of h i s 
d i f f i c u l t i e s . As he put i t , 'black people are 
supposed to be hung l i k e horses and I'm not' 

A t h e r a p i s t was necessary mainly because the 
c l i e n t was too ashamed of his.possible homosexuality 
to check his b e l i e f s v/ith other people. His feare 
about homosexuality led to i n c o r r e c t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 
of behaviour. These i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s might very w e l l 
have been corrected had he spoken t o friends and been 
influenced by t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . Many b e l i e f s , 
however, are simply too undesirable to discuss, and 
i n such cases we often do not check t h e i r v a l i d i t y 
through s o c i a l consensus. Under these circumstar.ces 
normal behaviours can be used i n c o r r e c t l y t o generate 
a diagnosis of abnormality". 

Valins £c Nisbett (1972, p . l j o -

139). 

Here v;e see p r o j e c t i o n operating to i s o l a t e the meta-ideatity 

of the c l i e n t from the experiences o f others. The construction 

of others' experience of s e l f i s .then p r e s c r i p t i v e rather than 

p r e d i c t i v e (Hischel, 1964) leading, as f o r paranoid delusions, 

to s i t u a t i o n s i n v;hich these constructions are inaccessible t o 

r e f u t a t i o n . 

The reciprocal process of projection i s that of i n t r o j e c t i o n , i n 

i n which constructions of s e l f t h a t are perceived to be held 

by others are superimposed ovei', and substituted f o r the subject's 

ovm construction c f s e l f . V/}iere t h i s l a t t e r construction i s 
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vulnerable, the threat of the s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n s of others i s the 

threat of 'engulfment' by t h e i r p e r s o n a l i t i e s : 

"A f i r m sense of one's autonomous i d e n t i t y i s 
required i n order that one may be re l a t e d as 
one human being t o another. Otherwise, any and 
every r e l a t i o n s h i p threatens the i n d i v i d u a l 
w i t h loss of i d e n t i t y . One form t h i s takes can be 
engiilfment. I n t h i s the i n d i v i d u a l dreads r e l a t e d -
ness as such, v/ith anyone or anything or, indeed, 
even with himself, because hi s uncertainty about 
the s t a b i l i t y of his autonomy lays him open to 
the dread l e s t i n any r e l a t i o n s h i p he w i l l lose 
his autonomy and i d e n t i t y Engulfment 
i s f e l t as a r i s k i n being understood (thus 
grasped, comprehended), i n being loved, or even 
simply i n being seen. To be hated may be feared f o r 
other reasons, but to be hated as such i s often less 
di s t u r b i n g than t o be destroyed, as i t i s f e l t , 
through being engulfed by love". 

Laing (1965, vM). 

I n terms of a t t r i b u t i o n theory, v/e might expect i n t r o j e c t i o n 

t o be marked by the a t t r i b u t i o n of causes to s e l f ' s ovm behaviour 

identical, v/ith those causes a t t r i b u t e d t o the other's experience 

of s e l f . Here, the person i s , as i t were, open t o information 

concerning ©v.̂n behaviour from others, but closed t o information 

concerning ov/n behaviour a r i s i n g from w i t h i n . This process of 

' r c a t t r i b u t i o n ' (.Wisbett and Valins, 1972) has some empirical 

and therapeutic value, Storms and riisbett (1970), f o r example, 

provided two groups 01 insomniac subjects w i t h placebo p i l l s , 
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informing one group that the p i l l reduced arousal and the other 

that the p i l l enhanced arousal: 

"The i n v e s t i g a t o r s reasoned t h a t insomnia i s duo 
i n part t o arousal caused by rehearsing emotional 
thoughts. The perception of arousal, i n terms of 
the present l i n e of reasoning, should load t o the 
inference t h a t the emotional cognitions are quite 
powerfial. This inference should i n turn heighten 
emotionality. I f the subject believes h i s arousal 
i s caused by a p i l l hov/ever, the perception of SLrousal 
should not r e s u l t i n an inference of emotionality, the 
cycle mig}it be broken, and sleep v;ould ensue. I t v/as 
found t>iat such subjects did i n fact report g e t t i n g 
to sleep more quickly on the nights v/hen they took the 
p i l l s They reasoned that i f insomniac subjects 
believed theniselves to be under the influence of a 
drug that was capable of reducing arousal, any 
arousal f e l t at bedtime might be taken as evidence 
that the emotional thoughts that v;ere present were 
quite intense. Subjects would be expected to i n f e r , 
i n e f f e c t , ' I f I'm as aroused as t h i s v;hen a p i l l i s 
supposed to keep me calm, then I must be very worked 
up' As expected i t took such subjects longer 
to get to sleep on the nights they took the p i l l s then 
i t had previously taken them. Apparently, i t i s as 
easy f o r experimenters to strengthen a t t r i b u t i o n of 
arousal to the stimulus s i t u a t i o n as i t i s to weaken 
such a t t r i b u t i o n s " . 

Nisbett 2: Valine (1972, p,72) 

The i n t r o j c c t i o n of a t t r i b u t i o n s of others thus can have a 

pov;erful e f f e c t on the perception of ovm overt and automatic 
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behaviour, 

Failures to establish d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of s e l f - and meta-identities 

h i g h l i g h t the second dimension of conversational competence; 

w h i l s t s e l f ' s and other's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of events v/ithin 

encounters may d i f f e r , the preservation of t h i s d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s 

and r e a l i s a t i o n of d i s j u n c t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s are esse n t i a l 

components of competence. 

1.1.5.4. Perceptual d i f f e r o n t i a t i on. 

FinaJ.ly, v/e have noted the concern of the s o c i a l s k i l l s model, 

f o r example, to emphasise conversational competence as the 

a b i l i t y to discriminate cues and tr a n s l a t e them i n t o cin organised 

and coordinated performance. I n contrast, the symbolic i n t e r a c t i o n -

ism and counselling view has hi g h l i g h t e d the need f o r the i n t e r -

actant t o more adequately symbolise h i s experience i n the construc­

t i o n of models of s e l f and others. V/'hat i s the common grounding 

of these diverse approaches? 

The common ground i s seemingly provided by M i l l e r , GsUanter and 

Pribram (196O) i n t h e i r argument th a t any performanace, s k i l l e d 

ot otherv/ise, may be progressively analysed i n t o a hierarchy of 

operations, each operation i n v o l v i n g a t e s t or evaluation as to 

i t s s a t i s f a c t o r y completion. I t i s t h i s evaluative component that 

i s the focus of competence, rather than the operations themselves; 

sldLllcd performance consists not of performing behaviours that 

are i n any v;ay extraordinary, but of the a b i l i t y t o coordinate 
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commonplace movements and a c t i v i t i e s through a perceptual 

system of e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y f i n e discriminations. The baisic u n i t 

of t h e i r analysis, the Test-Operate-Test-Exit u n i t (TOTE), i s 

e s s e n t i a l l y an elementary servo-mechanism: 

"The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n tov/ards which the argument 
moves i s one t h a t has been c a l l e d the 'cybernetic 
hypothesis', namely that the fundamental b u i l d i n g 
block of the nervous system i s the feedback loop 

i t i s , i n capsule, the account we wish 
to give of the r e l a t i o n betiveen image and a c t i o n . 
The TOl'E represents the basic patterns i n which 
our Plans are cast, the t e s t phase of the TOTE 
involves the s p e c i f i c a t i o n of whatever knowledge 
i s necessary f o r the comp£irison that i s to be made, 
and the operational phase represents v/hat the organism 
does about i t ". 

M i l l e r , Galanter Sc Pribram (1960, p.27-

3 1 ) . 

Thus, our proposition here i s that conversational, competence i s 

not a function of the extent or elaborateness of the r e p e r t o i r e 

of s o c i a l responses, but the a b i l i t y to d i s t i n g u i s h stimulus 

conditions a r i s i n g v/ithin an encounter, and t o d i s t i n g u i s h 

a l t e r a t i o n s i n stimulus conditions as a r e s u l t of a c t i o n . More­

over, these stimulus conditions are not to be considered orJLy 

as those a r i s i n g from the responses of other i n t o r a c t a n t s , but the 

e n t i r e f i e l d of s t i m u l a t i o n , proprioceptive, v i s u a l , a u d i t o r y , 

emotional, cognitive, a r i s i n g as sensations w i t h i n the encounter. 

This d e f i n i t i o n of s t i m u l a t i o n i s not altogether unreasonable. 



•70-

as we have seen i n the preceding discussions of models of aware­

ness and experiences of s e l f . I n the case of objective s e l f -

awareness, f o r example, the a t t r i b u t i o n of causes to behavioural 

ef f e c t s i s determined by the i n d i v i d u a l ' s capacity to d i f f e r e n t i ­

ate e f f e c t s , t o d i f f e r e n t i a t e causes, and t o determine i n what ways 

vaious causes covary v/ith a given e f f e c t . This process, the 

'covairiation p r i n c i p l e ' (Kelley, 1972), i s the cornerstone of 

a t t r i b u t i o n theory, and can be seen to bear a very close resembl­

ance to the process of detecting invariances i n stimulus 

conditions and outcomes v/hich characterise perceptual l e a r n i n g . 

The f i n a l step i n defining t h i s aspect of conversational competence 

i s then t o restate the issue as the i n t e r a c t a j i t ' s capacity f o r 

perceptual d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n : 

"defined as an increase i n the a b i l i t y of an 
organism to get information from i t s environment, 
as a r e s u l t of practice v;ith the array of stimula­
t i o n provided by the environment. This d e f i n i t i o n 
implies that there are p o t e n t i a l variables of s t i m u l i 
which are not d i f f e r e n t i a t e d w i t h i n the mass of 
impinging s t i m u l a t i o n , but v/hich may be, given the 
proper conditions of exposure and p r a c t i c e . As they 
are d i f f e r e n t i a t e d , the r e s u l t i n g perceptions become 
more sp e c i f i c v;ith respect to s t i m u l a t i o n , that i s , 
i n greater correspondence w i t h i t . There i s a change 
i n what the organism can respond t o , The change i s 
not a c q u i s i t i o n or s u b s t i t u t i o n of a nev/ response to 
s t i m u l a t i o n previously responded t o i n some other v;ay, 
but i s rather responding i n any di s c r i m i n a t i n g way to 
a variable of s t i m u l a t i o n not responded to previously. 
The c r i t e r i o n of perceptual learning i s thus an increase 
i n s p e c i f i c i t y . V.^at i s learned can be described as 
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d e t e c t i o n of p r o p e r t i e s , p a t t e r n s , and d i s t i n c t i v e 
f e a t u r e s " . 

Gibson (1969, p . 7 7 ) . 

C o n v e r s a t i o n a l competence may th u s be c h a r a c t e r i s e d as p e r c e p t u a l 

s k i l l i n i d e n t i f y i n g i n v a r i a n c e s and d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e s i n 

m o d e l l i n g s e l f and o t h e r . The importance o f p e r c e p t u a l s k i l l 

to t h e i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n i s e v i d e n t v/hen the r o l e o f 

perc e p t i o n s o f ot h e r s i n i n t e r p e r s o n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n i s c o n s i d e r e d : 

"V/hat we a c t u a l l y do as v;e speak v;ith and t o each : 
ot h e r i s t a l k t o o u r s e l v e s . Unless I can t r a n s p o r t 
myself c o m p l e t e l y i n t o your w o r l d , so t h a t I can see 
the e n t i r e v/orld e x a c t l y as you see i t and can respond 
t o the t h i n g s around you as you respond t o them, I 
r e a l l y cannot d e a l vn.th the v/orld e x a c t l y as you do, 
IvTien I speak t o you, I am t a l k i n g ; t o a hyp o t h e s i s 
or an e s t i m a t i o n t h a t 1 have about you and about 
v;hat you arc.. I n a sense, I r e a l l y am t a l k i n g t o 
my image or my hypothesis o f you". 

K e l t n e r (1973, 
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1.1.6, The breakdown o f competence* 

1.1.6.1. I n d i s c u s s i n g dimensions o f competence we have 

suggested t h a t : -

(a) t h e movement between the tv/o s t a t e s o f o b j e c t i v e and 

s u b j e c t i v e self-awareness r e f l e c t s a s i g n i f i c a n t s h i f t i n the 

lo c u s o f the i n t e r a c t a n t ' s a t t e n t i o n i n c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

Competence i s c h a r a c t e r i s e d by the l i n k a g e between these s h i f t s 

of a t t e n t i o n and the s t a t e of the c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

(b) The d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s o f models o f s e l f and models o f o t h e r 

r e f l e c t p e r c e p t u a l competence i n the a p p r a i s a l o f experience. 

This e n t a i l s t h a t the i n t e r a c t a n t i s ab l e t o demarcate a l l 

p o s s i b l e p e r s p e c t i v e s (my view of myself, my viev/ of him, my view 

of h i s viev; o f h i m s e l f , my view o f h i s view o f me, and so on ) 

wi t h o u t any one p e r s p e c t i v e o c c l u d i n g the o t h e r . 

(c) The c a p a c i t y t o adequately symbolise experience by c o d e l l i n g 

s e l f and o t h e r e n t c d l s the development o f a p e r c e p t u a l system 

t h a t may d e t e c t , recognise and i d e n t i f y a t t r i b u t e s of s e l f and 

oth e r v / i t h i n the i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

I n t h i s f i n a l s e c t i o n , v;e w i l l b r i e f l y c o n s i d e r i n what v/E.ys and 

w i t h v;hat m a n i f e s t a t i o n s the breakdovm o f competence r e f l e c t s 

these dimensions. To do t h i s an a r b i t r a r j - - d i s t i n c t i o n w i l l be 

dravm between f a i l u r e t h a t o b t a i n s from a brealcdovm o f the 

i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n and i t s consequences f o r t h e i n t e r p e r s o n a l 
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c o n t e x t w i t h i n which i t occui's^ I n drav/ing t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , 

however, i t v n . l l become c l e a r t h a t the i n t e r n a l and ' e x t e r n a l ' 

c onversations are i n t i m a t e l y l i n k e d . 

1.1.6.2. The brcakdoTO of the i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

(a) The response t o a n x i e t y ; the experience o f cinxiety i s common 

enough and i n i t s e l f does not c o n s t i t u t e a f a i l u r e o f c o n v e r s a t i o -

al competence. Rather, i t i s the nature o f the response t o a n x i e t y 

t h a t f a c i l i t a t e s or clouds the i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n . " A n x i e t y 

i s the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t the events w i t h which one i s c o n f r o n t e d 

l i e o u t s i d e the range of convenience of one's c o n s t r u c t system" 

( K e l l y , 1955, p.495). That i s , a n x i e t y i s the r e s i x l t o f a t t r i b u t i n g 

t o s e l f an i n a b i l i t y t o adequately model f u t u r e a c t i o n . 

Keen (1970) draws e s s e n t i a l l y the same c o n c l u s i o n i n d e s c r i b i n g 

a n x i e t y as a f u n c t i o n o f the n e c e s s i t y of choice i n the absence 

of a value r e f e r e n t . Thus, i n a c t i n g the i n d i v i d u a l e s t a b l i s h e s 

f i r s t , t h a t a choice has been m.ade, and second, t h a t a val u e 

r e f e r e n t has been c r e a t e d . S i m i l a r l y , T i l l i c h (1952) notes t h a t 

a c t i o n i n s p i t e of a n x i e t y i s an a s s e r t i o n o f b e i n g , by a movement 

of av/areness from p o s s i b i l i t y t o a c t u a l i t y . Thus, the v;ithdrav;al 

of choice and the avoidance of a n x i e t y i s f o r T i l l i c h 'the 

avoidance o f being', f o r Keen a f a i l u i ^ ' t o be-a-cubject', and f o r 

K e l l y a ' f a i l u r e o f c o n s t r u c t i o n ' . . Avoidance may take a v a r i e t y 

of forms, for-example, v/ithdrawal from the c h o i c e s i t u a t i o n , 

r e f u s a l t o acknowledge the n e c e s s i t y of c h o i c e , s u b s t i t u t i n g 

a knov/n, but i l l u s o r y , outcome or event, employing an i n a p p r o p r i a t e 

but e x i s t i n g , value r e f e r e n t , and so on. These responses t o 

an x i e t y have one f e a t u r e i n common, namely, the i n a b i l i t y t o 
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o f s e l f - e x a m i n a t i o n i n o b j e c t i v e self-av/areness. 

(b) G u i l t ; the experience o f g u i l t i s a f r e q u e n t concomitant o f 

o b j e c t i v e s e l f av/aj^eness and e n t a i l s "the p e r c e p t i o n o f one's 

apparent dislodgement from h i s core r o l e s t r u c t u r e " ( K e l l y , 1955i 

p.^ 2 ) . That i s , i n a p p r a i s i n g h i s behaviour, t h e i n d i v i d u a l 

a t t r i b u t e s t o h i m s e l f i n t e n t i o n s , causes and v/ishes v/hich are 

i n c o n s i s t e n t v/ith more c e n t r a l e v a l u a t i v e dimensions o f h i s s e l f 

model. I f we accept t h i s view o f g u i l t , we f i n d d i f f i c u l t y i n 

c o n c u r r i n g w i t h Bern's (19^7) a s s e r t i o n t h a t t he s u b j e c t p a s s i v e l y 

surveys h i s a p p a r e n t l y u n j u s t i f i e d behaviour i n c o g n i t i v e 

dissonance experiments. He may w e l l sur^/ey h i s behaviour as i f i t . 

v;ere another's, but he does so, i t seems, v;ith a vested i n t e r e s t , 

namely, t h a t the beliaviour he i s observing i s h i s ovm. I t i s net 

s u f f i c i e n t f o r Bern s i m p l y t o suggest an equivalence between 

observing another's behaviour and observing one' ovni: 

"Consider the v i e w p o i n t o f an o u t s i d e observer 
who hesjrs the i n d i v i d u a l making f a v o u r a b l e s t a t e ­
ments about the tasks t o a f e l l o w student 
I f one nov/ places the h y p o t h e t i c a l observer £xnd t h e 
communicator i n t o the same s k i n , the f i n d i n g s o b t a i n e d 
by F e s t i n g e r and C a r l s m i t h are the r e s u l t . There i s 
no a v c r s i v e m o t i v a t i o n a l pressure p o s t u l a t e d ; the 
dependent v a r i a b l e i s viev/od simply as a se l f - j u d g e m e n t 
based on the a v a i l a b l e evidence". 

Bern (1967, p . 2C0) . 
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One does not experience g u i l t f o r the a p p a r e n t l y u n j u s t i f i e d 

behaviour o f another; one experiences i t o n l y f o r one's own 

i n c o n s i s t e n t d e s i r e s and behaviours. I n c e r t a i n s c h i z o i d s t a t e s , 

however, L a i n g notes t h a t g u i l t i s l e s s p r e v a l e n t (1965), 

p r i n c i p a l l y because t h e s p l i t betv/een the ' i n n e r s e l f and the 

• f a l s e s e l f leads t h e person t o viev/ the behaviour o f t h e f a l s e s e l f 

as i m r e l a t e d t o I d s experience. 

(c) Threat; K e l l y w r i t e s t h a t : 

" t h r e a t i s the av/areness o f the imjninent comprehensive 
change i n one's core s t r u c t u r e s T h i s means 
t h a t the t h r e a t r e p r e s e n t s a m u l t i f a c e t e d a l t e r n a t i v e 
c o re s t r u c t u r e A p r i s o n e r o f tv/enty yeairs, w h i l e 
eager, i s n e v e r t h e l e s s t h r e a t e n e d on the l a s t day by 
the imminence of h i s r e l e a s e " . 

(1955, P.A39-90). 

Threat, then, a r i s e s from e x p e r i e n t i a l evidence t h a t i m p l i e s 

a t t r i b u t e s o f s e l f v/hich are i n c o m p a t i b l e v / i t h t h e s e l f - m o d e l 

c u r r e n t l y h e l d by the i n d i v i d u a l . Thus Laing's (19^5) accounts 

of t h e o n t o l o g i c f i l t h r e a t s o f i m p l o s i o n and engulfment may be 

viev/ed as responses t o the potency o f the o t h e r ' s model o f s e l f 

oser t h e s u b j e c t ' s ovm. S i r a i l a - r l y , L a n d f i e l d (1951) notes t h a t 

the potency may be expressed i n two v/ays, namely by e x e m p l i f i c a t i o n , 

v/here t h e ot h e r e x e m p l i f i e s a past s e l f - m o d e l o f the s u b j e c t , and 

by expectancy, where the o t h e r ' s model o f the s u b j e c t i s incompata-

b l e v.'ith the s u b j e c t ' s own. I n a d d i t i o n , t h r e a t can take the fonn 
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o f a response t o mounting evidence t h a t s e l f - a t t r i b u t i o n s a r c 

i n a p p r o p r i a t e or inadequate, f o r example: 

"A c h i l d l e s s husband can be i n c r e a s i n g l y t h reatened 
as each year adds new v/eight t o the evidence t h a t he 
does not have v/hat i t takes t o be a f a t h e r . An u n m a r r i e d 
woman i n her l a t e tv;enties can be t h r e a t e n e d by her 
t h i r t i e t h b i r t h d a y " . 

K e l l y (1955, 

C l e a r l y , one response t o t h r e a t e n i n g evidence i s t o d i s r e g a r d i t , 

and t h i s c h a r a c t e r i s e s a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l stratagem which K e l l y 

terms ' h o s t i l i t y * . Since i t i s f r e q u e n t l y an i n t e r p e r s o n a l 

phenomenon, h o s t i l i t y w i l l bo discussed i n t h e fcllo'/n.ng s e c t i o n . 

However, h o s t i l i t y has an i n t r a - p e r s o n a l p a r a l l e l i n the p r e s c r i p ­

t i v e c o n s t r u c t i o n o f s e l f-models ( M i s c h e l , 1964). As f d i s c h e l 

c o g e n t l y p o i n t s o u t , the g i r l who says •! s h a l l marry a man 

having such and such c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s * ; 

" i s not p r e d i c t i n g what w i l l happen, b u t i s 
e xpressing her i n t e n t i o n t o marry t h a t k i n d o f man. 
She has decided t h a t t h i s i s the ' r i g h t * s o r t o f 
man f o r her. Her d e c i s i o n i s not an i n f e r e n c e based 
on laws d e s c r i b i n g what i n f a c t happens; i t i s a 
p r e s c r i p t i v e f o r what she d i o u l d do based on r u l e s 
she f o l l o w s i n d e c i d i n g what t o do". 

? i i s c h e l (1964, p.l34) 
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These r u l e s may be seen t o c o n s t i t u t e t h e g i r l ' s s e l f - m o d e l ; 

being l e f t on the s h e l f v / i l l be the i n e v i t a b l e r e s u l t o f her 

avoidance o f r e v i s i o n t o h e r s e l f - m o d e l . Rather than acknov/ledge 

t h a t 'my e x p e c t a t i o n s o f men are t o o high ' she might say i n s t e a d 

• I d i d not get the chance o f meeting the r i g h t mem' or more sadly 

•men are d e p l o r a b l e ' . 

(d) S e l f - d e c e p t i o n and d e n i a l ; as an i l l u s t r a t i o n o f t h e o r i g i n s 

of s e l f - d e c e p t i o n . Keen (1972) t r a c e s the consequences o f l y i n g 

i n the c h i l d . For example, l y i n g t o h i s parents i m p l i c i t l y 

e n t a i l s t h a t the c h i l d i s av/are o f h i s own s e l f - m o d e l , h i s 

parent's model o f him, and o f a discropsuficy between them. He 

does not experience g u i l t at- t h i s stage because h i s a c t i o n s arc 

not i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h h i s avm s e l f - m o d e l . However,should he 

i n t e r n a l i s e aspects o f h i s parents' model o f him. ar.d a s s i m i l a t e 

these aspects t o h i s s e l f - m o d e l , then f u r t h e r l i e s t o h i s 

parents may provol:e t h e g u i l t experience, as he i s now aware of 

an i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y w i t h i n h i s s e l f - m o d e l . I f t h i s process o f 

i n t r o j e c t i o n advances f u r t h e r so t h a t h i s s e l f - m o d e l i s m.ore or 

l e s s completely occluded by h i s parents' model c f him, then the 

experience of g u i l t disappears as the c h i l d begins t o m i s p e r c c i v e 

h i s a c t i o n s and i n t e n t i o n s i n terms o f e v a l u a t i v e dimensions 

de r i v e d from h i s parents' viev; o f him. I n t r o j e c t i o n i s now 

complete, and having e s t a b l i s h e d a s e l f model t h a t i s i d e a l i s e d 

ond u n r e a l i s t i c , i n c o m p a t i b l e experiences are f o r g o t t e n , o r , i n 

K e l l y ' s terms, suspended: 
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"Suspension i m p l i e s t h a t t h e i d e a o r element o f 
experience i s f o r g o t t e n s i m p l y because t h e person 
can, a t the moment, t o l e r a t e no s t r u c t u r e w i t h i n 
which the idea v/ould have meaning I t i s 
i m p o r t a n t t o bear i n mind t h a t ideas are not 
suspended because o f t h e i r i n t r i n s i c n a t u r e but 
r a t h e r because t h e i r i m p l i c a t i o n s are i n t o l e r a b l e " 

K e l l y (1955, p.^75-^7^). 

A f e a t u r e o f s e l f - d e c e p t i o n t o note i s t h a t i t suggests t h a t a t 

some l e v e l t h e s u b j e c t i s av;are o f t h e i n t o l e r a b l e i m p l i c a t i o n s 

of a p a r t i c u l a r a t t r i b u t i o n t o h i m s e l f , but t h a t he does n o t enter­

t a i n these i m p l i c a t i o n s i n h i s conscious av/areness. Rather than 

invoke unconscious processes, we may a s s e r t t h a t s e l f - d e c e p t i o n 

i s an i n s t a n c e o f p e r c e p t u a l f a i l u r e i n s e l f - a p p r a i s a l . I n h i s 

model o f 'p e r c e p t u a l readiness' Bruner (1957) suggests t h a t non-

v e r i d i c a l pei'ception may a r i s e i f the d i f f e r e n t i a l a v a i l a b i l i t y 

of p e r c e p t u a l c a t e g o r i e s does not match the p r o b a b i l i t y o f 

occurrence o f events. Thus, i f the s u b j e c t i s i n c l i n e d t o view 

h i s behaviour as honest t o remain c o n s i s t e n t v/ith h i s s e l f - m o d e l , 

the honest-dishonest a t t r i b u t i o n i s urJ^ikely t o be r e a d i l y 

a v i l a b l e i n s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n , and o t h e r a t t r i b u t e s v / i l l d i r e c t h-is 

a t t e n t i o n t o a l t e r n a t i v e cues d u r i n g p e r c e p t u a l search i n o r d e r 

t o achieve c a t e g o r i s a t i o n s more compatible v ; i t h h i s s e l f - m o d e l . 

1.1.6.3- Breakdown o f the i n t e r p e r s o n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

Although we have i d e n t i f i e d a n x i e t y , g u i l t , t h r e a t and s e l f -
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deception as f e a t u r e s o f the s u b j e c t ' s i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g 

c o n v e r s a t i o n , they are c l e a r l y m o d i f i e d by and modify, h i s 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h s i g n i f i c c m t o t h e r s . I n t h i s f i n a l s e c t i o n 

v;e s h a l l b r i e f l y note a v a r i e t y o f i n t e r p e r s o n a l consequences o f 

c o n v e r s a t i o n a l breatcdown, which again r e f l e c t t h e dimensions 

of competence p r e v i o u s l y discussed; (a) p r o j e c t i o n and i n t r o j e c -

t i o n ; (b) i n t e r p e r s o n a l d i s j u n c t i o n s ; ( c ) misinvolvem.ent; (d) 

h o s t i l i t y . 

(a) P r o j e c t i o n and i n t r o j e c t i o n ; s e c t i o n 1.1.5«3« discussed the 

consequences o f c o n f u s i o n o f s e l f - a n d other-models f o r i d e n t i t y . 

Here the cor^equences f o r the encounter o f p r o j e c t i o n and 

i n t r o j e c t i o n might brief3.y be noted. Lciing e t a l (1966) p r o v i d e 

an example of the consequences o f p r o j e c t i o n , i n m i s a t t r i b u t i n g t o 

the o t h e r experiences which are based on the s u b j e c t ' s ovm 

experiences, i n a f i g h t bctv/een a m a r r i e d couple on the second 

n i g h t o f t h e i r honeymoon. I n t h i s i n s t a n c e , both p a r t n e r s engaged 

i n r e c i p r o c a l p r o j e c t i o n and f a i l e d t o r e a l i s e t h e i r misunderstan­

ding ( p . l 3 ) . The consequences of i n t r o j e c t i o n , on the o t h e r hand, 

are f r e q u e n t l y a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the m a n i p u l a t i o n o f one person by 

another. l a g o , f o r example, c a p i t a l i s e d on O t h e l l o ' s i n t r o j e c t e d 

d e f i n i t i o n of h i m s e l f as the v i c t i m o f Desdemona's i n f i d e l i t y , 

(b) I n t e r p e r s o n a l d i s j u n c t i o n s ; o f t e n a s s o c i a t e d v/ith a f a i l u r e 

t o d i s t i n g u i s h between models o f s e l f and o t h e r , d i s j u n c t i o n s 

a r i s e from the mismatched i n t e r p r e t i v e systems betv/een i n t e r a c t a n t s 

An example of a p a r t i c u l a r form of d i s j u n c t i o i ^ i s embarrassment, 

v/here a model o f s e l f t h a t a s u b j e c t presents i n an encounter, and 
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f o r which he seeks c o n f i r m a t i o n from t h e o t h e r , i s d i s c r e p a n t 

w i t h the model o f the s u b j e c t t h a t the o t h e r has come t o f o r m u l a t e . 

As a r e s u l t , the o t h e r f a i l s t o c o n f i r m the s u b j e c t * s c l a i m s eis 

j u s t i f i e d , and t h e s u b j e c t experiences a m i l d form o f ' i m p l o s i o n * . 

Persons who are not e a s i l y embarrassed are l i k e l y t o be l e s s a b l e 

t o f o r m u l a t e a m.odel o f the o t h e r ' s view of them, perhaps a^ a 

consequence o f p r o j e c t i o n , and are thus l e s s s e n s i t i v e t o the 

presence o f d i s c o n f i r m a t o r y cues. 

(c) Misinvolvement; Gofimcui (1971) i d e n t i f i e s s e v e r a l forms of 

a l i e n a t i o n from i n t e r a c t i o n v/hich p a r a l l e l s a dimension o f 

competence discussed p r e v i o u s l y , namely, the c o o r d i n a t i o n o f mode 

of awareness v / i t l i c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s t a t e . Preoccupation vn.th 

e v a l u a t i o n s o f s e l f a t a time when the e x t e r n a l a t t e n t i o n a l ' demaiids 

of t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n are high i a an ins t a n c e o f misinvclvement: 

"At the cos t o f h i s involvement i n the p r e s c r i b e d 
focus o f a t t e n t i o n , the individusu. may focus h i s 
a t t e n t i o n more than he ought upon h i m s e l f - h i m s e l f 
as someone v/ho i s f a r i n g w e l l or ba d l y , as someone 
c a l l i n g f o r t h a d e s i r a b l e or u n d e s i r a b l e response 
from o t h e r s . I t i s p o s s i b l e o f course, f o r the 
i n d i v i d u a l t o d w e l l upon h i m s e l f as a t o p i c o f 
co n v e r s a t i o n - and y e t not t o be s e l f - c o n s c i o u s . 
Self-consciousness f o r t h e i n d i v i d u c a docs n o t , i t 
seems, r e s u l t from h i s deep i n t e r e s t i n the t o p i c of 
co n v e r s a t i o n , v;hich may happen to be h i m s e l f , but 
r a t h e r from h i s g i v i r ^ a t t e n t i o n t o h i m s e l f as an 
i n t e r a c t a n t a t a time when he ought t o be f r e e t o in­
v o l v e h i m s e l f i n the content o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n " . 

Goffinan (1971, ?.118). 
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(d) H o s t i l i t y ; K e l l y notes t h a t h o s t i l i t y i s 'the c o n t i n u e d ' e f f o r t 

t o e x t o r t v a l i d a t i o n a l evidence o f a type o f s o c i a l p r e d i c t i o n 

which has al r e a d y proved i t s e l f a f a i l u r e ' , (1955, p.510). Here 

we may observe the i n t e r j j e r s o n a l consequences o f a p a r t i c u l a r 

response t o the s u b j e c t ' s s e l f - m o d e l , namely t o raajiipulate t h e 

i n t e r p e r s o n s i l s i t u a t i o n i n such .a v:ay as t o o b t a i n , a t v/hatever 

c o s t , Vci l idat ion f o r a p a i ^ t i c u l a r s e l f c o n s t r u c t i o n . M i s c h c l 

(1964) notes t h a t i f I view my boss as dominati n g ; 

"my a n t i c i p a t i o n o f the boss' behaviour tends t o be 
a s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g prophecy. Because I construe him 
as dominating I i n s u l t him and t h i s i s l i k e l y t o 
maJce him do j u s t uhat I ' p r e d i c t e d ' he would do 
v;hen I con s t r u e d him as dominating". 

M i s c h e l (1964, p . l S l ) . 

S i m i l a r outcomes o b t a i n f o r the i n d i v i d u a l s u f f c r i r ^ g p a r a n o i d 

d e l u s i o n s ; h i s i n s i s t e n c e t h a t he i s being v i c t i m i s e d may l e a d 

others e v e n t u a l l y t o e x h i b i t r e a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r such views. 

His d e l u s i o n s become r e a l , and h i s c o n s t r u c t i o n s o f o t h e r s and 

h i m s e l f Sirc v a l i d a t e d . 

1.1.6.4. I n t h i s c h a p t e r we have i n t r o d u c e d the n o t i o n o f conver-

s a t i o r . a l competence by c o : i s t r u c t i n g a pr e l i m i n a i ' y model o f conver­

s a t i o n s , r e v i e w i n g a number o f t h e o r e t i c a l c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o the 

model, and i d e n t i f y i n g i t s performance c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . V/e have 

suggested t h a t t h e r a p e u t i c encounters are p r i m a r i l y concerned 

v;ith developing c o n v e r s a t i o n e i l competence, a:id t o achieve t h i s 
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focus on the c l i e n t ' s m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s . I f i t i s p o s s i b l e t o 

enumerate the a c t i v i t i e s o f the t h e r a p i s t , procedures t h a t nay 

s u b s t i t u t e f o r the t h e r a p i s t might be developed. The f o l l o v ; i n g 

chapter f i r s t examines the nature o f the i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g 

c o n v e r s a t i o n i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l and attempts t o c l c i r i f y t h e r o l e 

of t h e t h e r a p i s t i n r e l a t i o n t o t h i s a c t i v i t y . On such a b a s i s , 

s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r i n t e r a c t i v e procedures a r e e s t a b l i s h e d . 
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Chapter 1.2. 

Modellinc- conversation; 

1,2.1. The s t r u c t u r e of m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s 

1.2-2, F a c i l i t a t i n g m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s 

1,2.3- S p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r c o n v e r s a t i o n a l orocedures. 

1.2.4, I'he progra-me o f research 



1.2.1. The s t r u c t u r e of m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

1,2.1.1. The rudimentary model o f co n v e r s a t i o n s developed i n t h e 
preceding chapters d i s p l a y s a number o f a m b i g u i t i e s which t h i s 
chapter seeks t o c l a r i f y . These a m b i g u i t i e s c e n t r e on the n a t u r e 
of t h e refere n c e frames imputed t o organise c o n v e r s a t i o n , 
a m b i g u i t i e s v;hich must be r e s o l v e d i f v/e wish t o develop procedures 
capable o f enhancing these frames. To r e c a p i t u l a t e , tv;o modes o f 
c o n v e r s a t i o n a l av;areness were d i s t i n g u i s h e d , namely p a r t i c i p a t i v e 
and m o d e l l i n g modes, a s s o c i a t e d w i t h s u b j e c t i v e and o b j e c t i v e 

self-awareness. P a r t i c i p a t i v e c o n v e r s a t i o n s were c h a r a c t e r i s e d i n 
t h a t a c t i v i t y was organised on the basis o f i n t e r n a l models o f 
s e l f and o t h e r , v / h i l s t m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s brought these models 
under review. I n a d d i t i o n , i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n s v/ere d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
from i n t e r p e r s o n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n s ; t he former were c h a r a c t e r i s e d 
by the s u b j e c t i n t e r a c t i n g w i t h an imaginary p a r t i c i p a n t , f o r 
example, the c o n s t r u c t e d images o f 'me' or ' o t h e r ' , V/e have a l s o 
suggested t h a t r e f e r e n c e frames have a c o n t r o l f u n c t i o n i n t h a t 
they p r o v i d e dimensions f o r e v a l u a t i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n a l events 
a r i s i n g both w i t h i n and betv/een p a i - t i c i i : a n t s * The p r e l i m i n a r y 
models of con v e r s a t i o n are summarised i n F i g , 13, and i t i s the 
nature o f the c o n t r o l f u n c t i o n o f models denoted by a q u e s t i o n 
mark t h a t i s the concern of t h i s c h a p t e r . 

The o b j e c t i v e s of research may be c l a r i f i e d i n term.s o f these 

f i g u r e s . E s s e n t i a l l y , we seek t o devise a l g o r i t h m s o f a c t i v i t i e s 

i n v/hich a p a r t i c i p a r . t may engage i n order f o r him t o b r i n g about 

changes i n the c o n t r o l f u n c t i o n s o f the boxes denoted by '?'. 
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t o p i c t o p i c 

" t a l k i n g about a t o p i c " 

INTERPERSONAL PARTICIPATIVE 

CONVERSATION 

" t l i i n k i n g about a 

t o p i c " 

INTERNAL PARTICIP^ 

ATIVE COi-n/ERSATIGN 

GvD 

" t a l k i n g about each o t h e r " 

INTF.RPERSOi-.ViL- MODELLING 

CONa^R>SATION 

CO 

" t h i r J ^ i n g about 

s e l f " 

irjTER .NAL. MODELLING 

COrr/EP^ATION 

Fippjre 13 Converaational Modes 
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The o b j e c t i v e s of these a l g o r i t h m s o f a c t i v i t i e s so c l o s e l y par­

a l l e l t h e , a c t i v i t i e s o f a c o u n s e l l o r or t h e r a p i s t t h a t we w i l l 

base i t s design on t h e minim.al f u n c t i o n s of t h e c o u n s e l l o r o r 

t h e r a p i s t . These minimal f u n c t i o n s are o u t l i n e d i n S e c t i o n 1.2.3. 

To sim.ulate the a c t i v i t i e s o f the c o u n s e l l o r , the a l g o r i t h m must be 

i n a p r i m i t i v e sense i n t e r a c t i v e , i n t h a t the e f f e c t s i t seeks t o 

achieve are c o n v e r s a t i o n a l i n n a t u r e . I t must be designed, then, 

t o respond t o the p a r t i c i p a n t s ' a c t i v i t i e s and make p r o v i s i o n s 

f o r t h e p a r t i c i p a n t t o choose between a c t i v i t i e s . Moreover, i t 

must i n t e r v e n e i n t o , o f f e r d i r e c t i o n f o r , and manage the p a j r ^ t i c i p a n t s ' 

a c t i v i t i e s c o n s i s t e n t w i t h h i s s t a t e d purposes. I n t e r a c t i v e 

a l g o r i t h m s cannot be t o t a l l y u n o b t r u s i v e as they n e c e s s s i r i l y embody 

s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r p a r t i c i p a n t a c t i v i t y . On t h e o t h e r hand, t o 

achieve the o b j e c t i v e above, najiiely t o encourage m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y 

by the p a r t i c i p a n t , they cannot be completely d e t e r m i n a t e . They 

are i n s t e a d r e q u i r e d t o be 'fuzzy* a l g o r i t h m s , v/here outcomes are 

p r o b a b i l i s t i c a l l y r e l a t e d t o s t a r t i n g s t a t e s . I t i s not t h e 

o b j e c t i v e o f t h i s r e s earch t o compose a computer progrsim capable 

of f u l f i l l i n g these f u n c t i o n s , a l t h o u g h i f the a l g o r i t h m o f 

a c t i v i t i e s i s d e f i n e d c l e a r l y enough as a t r e e o f o p e r a t i o n s and 

choice p o i n t s such a prograin i s f e a s i b l e . I n s t e a d the t a s k i s 

viewed as o u t l i n i n g t he requirements of such a l g o r i t h m s f o r a 

number o f r e l a t e d o b j e c t i v e s , t r a n s l a t i n g these requirements i n t o 

o p e r a t i o n a l form, and the p r e l i m i n a r y t e s t i n g o f the a l g o r i t h m s 

i n a s e r i e s o f case s t u d i e s . I n every case, the a l g o r i t h m s have 

been mediated by a p a r t i c i p a n t experimenter i n f a c e - t o - f a c e 

i n t e r a c t i o n s . 
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The construction of algorithms of conversational a c t i v i t i e s v;ns 

shaped by a model of counselling which may now be o u t l i n e d . To 

do GO, v/e must f i r s t consider i n d e t a i l the nature of the frame 

of reference denoted, by i n F i g , . 13* 

From extensive work on man-machine systems, F&sk has developed a 

•theory of i n d i v i d u a l s and conversations' (1975) v;hich provides a 

s u f f i c i e n t l y developed s t n j c t u r a l model of model-building processes 

on which to base conversational procedures. E s s e n t i a l l y , Pask's 

approach i s a cybernetic one, and deals p r i m a r i l y v/ith supports 

to model-building which might be achieved by a computer prograjn. • 

Kov/ever, Pask i d e n t i f i e s the psychological process of model-

bui l d i n g by enumerating the features that an algo r i t l i m must possess 

i n order to p a r t i c i p a t e i n a model-building a c t i v i t y w i t h a 

human pai^ticipant. 

1.2.1.2* The nature of models. 

F^k begins by asserting that an i n d i v i d u a l ' s model of the world 

i s i n essence a schema which represents what may be done i n the 

world. V/]iat may be done i s not couched i n behavioural terms, 

however, but i n the ser^se of constructing a r e l a t i o n . Thus, 

knowledge i s equated w i t h cparaticns that bring about r e l a t i o n s . 

For example, a r e l a t i o n i s embodied i n the statement ' a spanner 

i s a t o o l f o r t i g h t e n i n g nuts*, and implies the existance of 

operations capable of predications such as ' a spanner i s an object 

of Guch-ajid-such a shape', 'a nut i s ', 't i g h t e n i n g a nut 

i s to and so on. To observe the operations of t i g h t e n i n g 
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a nut i s not necessary to i n f e r the existence of the knowledge 

of a spanner's f u n c t i o n . The i n d i v i d u a l ' s model of a spanner, 

namely the concept, 'a spanner', i s then an organised set of 

procedures capable of constructing r e l a t i o n s on the topi c of a 

•a spanner* • 

The class of procedures that comprise the model are termed 

•fuzzy algorithms*, since the set of outcomes they achieve are div­

erse and non-determinate. That i s , outcomes form a 'fuzzy set», i n 

that they are p r o b a b i l i s t i c c i l l y r e l a t e d to procedures. Procedures 

may thus be viewed as heu r i s t i c s f o r constructing r e l a t i o n s . The 

question 'v/hat i s a spanner?'might be answered i n d i f f e r e n t ways 

depending on whether i t i s asked by a mechajiic or a c h i l d . I n 

t h i s sense, procedures are descriptions of 'competence' CLS d i s t i n c t 

from 'usage', a d i s t i n c t i o n that i s par a l l e l e d by Chomsky's notion 

of l i n g u i s t i c competence (1972 ) and de Saussure's contrast of 

• l a langue' and ' l a parole' (1959 ) . The r e l a t i o n s t h a t might be 

constructed are then a subset of a class of r e l a t i o n s , and i t i s 

important to note th a t an i n d i v i d u a l may h a b i t u a l l y construct 

only a f i n i t e and l i m i t e d set of derivations from the h e u r i s t i c , 

which i s frequently termed 'perceptual f i x i t y ' . 

1.2.1.3. The nature of learning. 

Fask defines a memory of a r e l a t i o n as a procedure th a t operates 

on a class of concepts to reconstruct that r e l a t i o n . That i s , 

a memory i s a concept of a concept, a procedure th a t reconstructs 

another procedure capable of constructing a r e l a t i o n . This aspect 
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of self-reference i s c e n t r a l t o Pask's theory of i n d i v i d u a l s , and 

learning a concept e n t a i l s procedures capable of constructing 

procedures. Learning may then be symbolised i n the follov/ing 

way: 

Level 1 

Level 0 

Higher Problem Solver 

(HPS) 

Lower Problem Solver 

(LPS) 

Problem Domain 

(H)) 

Pask (1975, p - ^ ) 

v/here the Higher Probleni Solver executes operations on the Lower 

Problcni Solver ( v i a the parametric loop) and evaluates t h e i r out­

comes ( v i a the ccmpiarator loop) to combine e x i s t i n g procedures 

or construct procedures de novo, '̂ ne Lov;cr Problem Solver, i n 

tu r n , executes operations i n the Problem Domain to construct a 

r e l a t i o n . 

Cognitive and perceptual f i x i t y i s characterised as the existence 

of a habitual organisation of the procedures v/ithin the c o n t r o l 

system, such that the construction of pai^ticular procedures i s 
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preferred over others. FtLsk and Scott (1972) describe two .lenrnine 

strategies (s e r i a l i s m and holism) that e x h i b i t d i f f e r e n t i a l c o n t r o l 

functions v/ithin t h i s system, namely, the construction of LPS 

procedures i n a s e r i a l or p a r a l l e l fashion. C l e a r l y , many other 

styles and strategies of learning (e.g. l e v e l l i n g and sharpening, 

f i e l d dependence-independence etc.) r.ay be characterised i n ternis 

of the performance c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the system. 

The a c t i v i t i e s of teaching and counselling may be character!oed as 

the provocation by one p a r t i c i p a n t of le a r n i n g i n another by 

exchanges at both Levels 1 and 0, as i n the f o l l o w i n g diagram: 

Level 1 

Level 0 

Fask (1975, p-47) 

In t h i s diagram, understanding and agreement may be observed i n 

the nature of the exchanges at Levels 1 a:\d C; 
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" I f a p a r t i c i p a n t explains a topic r e l a t i o n a t 
LEV 0, t h i s i s evidence f o r a concept i ; i f the 
explanation i s agreed, that i s evidence f o r a 
concept equivalent to (not necessarily i d e n t i c a l 
with) a concept entertained by the other p a r t ­
i c i p a n t . I f the p a r t i c i p a n t explains hov/ he 
constmicted and reconstructs t h i s concept, a t 
LEV 1, t h i s i s evidence f o r a memory; i f the 
explanation i s agreed, i n the sense t h a t i t reprod­
uces an equivalent concept i n the other p a r t i c i p a n t , 
t h a t i s evidence f o r an equivalent (not necesssirily 
identicsO.) memory. This condition i s c a l l e d 
understanding ( i n a given domain, by these p a r t ­
i c i p a n t s , of a topic r e l a t i o n ) . " 

(1975, t).^9) 

1.2.1.4. The nature of i n d i v i d u a l s 

The diagram above provides the minimal requirements f o r a 

conversation. Kov/ever, the demarcation of i n d i v i d u a l s require; 

special a t t e n t i o n . T\-JO methods of demarcation are possible: 

"1.3.1. An external observer, locking on at L 
conversation, can resort to many kinds c i i n d i v i d ­
uation* Tvfo extreme methods are as follov/s. 1.3.2. 
To demarcate a processor, independently o f the 
procedures i t i s executing- This i s 'Mechanical 
(M) I n d i v i d u a t i o n ' 1.8.3. To demarcate a 
coherent cognitive organisation or stable class 
of procedures, independently of the processors i n 
v/hich the procedures are executed. Such e n t i t i e s 
are c a l l e d 'Psychological (P) I n d i v i d u a l s ' " . 

l ^ s k (1975, p.164). 
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I n t h i s v/ay, Pask i s enabled t o assert that two persons i n a 

conversation, may, a t times, be considered a singular P i n d i v i d u a l 

executed w i t h i n two s p a t i a l l y d i s t i n c t , . b u t procedurally i d e n t i c a l 

M i n d i v i d u a l s , as, f o r example, i n 'moments of excellence' ( l ^ s k , 

1972)- I n those cases v;here the p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the conversation 

are engaged i n d i s j o i n t procedures, the conversation may be 

factored i n t o two d i s t i n c t P i n d i v i d u a l s executed vn.thin two d i s t i n c t 

M i n d i v i d u a l s . 

P i n d i v i d u a l s are characterised by self-reference, i n th a t the 

procedures that make them up are self-reproducible v/hen executed 

i n an M i n d i v i d u a l . I n FEisk's terms s e l f - r e p r o d u c i b i l i t y e n t a i l s " 

furnis h i n g explanations, modelling and reproducing operations. 

Thus, procedures which 'v/rite thenselves' may be termed s e l f -

reproducible; concepts ('procedures operating on a domain of 

r e l a t i o n s *^^') ̂ d memories ('procedures operating on a domain of 

concepts'), are both features of self-reproducible systems. A 

s e l f - r e f e r e n t i a l system thus requires a minimal demarcation of 

domains, dis t i n g u i s h i n g 'what may be kncv;n' from 'what may be done'. 

S e l f - r e p r o d u c i b i l i t y thus e n t a i l s a causal coupling betv;een 

operations, as i n , f o r example, the reconstruction of a concept 

from memory r e q u i r i n g the operation of one procedure on a subset 

of procedures. Such a causal coupling i s represented i n the 

following schema: 
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1 0 I n t h i s f i g u r e , a acts causally upon a through a cycle i n v o l v i n g 

an operation (the parcimetric arrow) and a description (the comp­

arator symbol). I n a general sense a*̂  might be said to have an 

hypothesis and the expectation t h a t t h i s hypothesis w i l l be con­

firmed a f t e r c a r r i e s out c e r t a i n operations. 

''•'̂ •1-3. The nature of transactions 

I n a conversation i n v o l v i n g two P i n d i v i d u a l s , another form of 

coupling i n addition to the above i s present, namely a provocative 

coupling prompting a search expected to furnish or generate 

information. Provocative couplings may tal-:e the fol l o w i n g for.-ns: 

posing a question, presenting a choice amongst a l t e r n a t i v e s , 

accepting a comimand, fu r n i s h i n g an explanation, deciding, and 

so on. These provocative transactions may bo compared v/ith causal 

transactions such as executing a command, b u i l d i n g a model, 

gi v i n g an explanation, selecting a reply,,v/hich a l l invclve the 

p a r t i c i p a n t entertaining a hypothesis and assessing outcomes. Fro-

vocative couplings are represented by the follov/ing schema, i n 
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v/hich b*̂  e l i c i t s a 'reply' from a^ 

0 a 0 a 

This form of coupling i s mediated by a language L- I n the simplest 

case, the language i s a machine code, or the language of a 

computer program. The r e s u l t of a procedure i s thus an operation 

performed i n L, constructing a r e l a t i o n R i n a conversationcil 

domain D. As we have seen, P i n d i v i d u a l s are characterised by 

s t r a t i f i c a t i o n i n t o at least two domains, thus L must also bo 

s t r a t i f i e d . Such a s t r a t i f i c a t i o n enables the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
1 0 statements of H/hat may be knov/n' (L ) and • v,'hat may be dene' (L ) . 

In both cases, an operation i s thus the act of predication 

(constructing a r e l a t i o r ) i n L, 

1.2.1.6. Having established those features of conversational 

systems. Pack proceeds to construct the minimal properties (the 

•conversational skeleton') of tv;o P i n d i v i d u a l s i n conversation, 

which i s diagrammed as follows:-
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Participant A Participant B 

ProcLi Proc' t 

7 

Proc 

Pask (1975, p.133) 

By combining causal and provocative couplings, and by confirming 

the domain of conversation to constructing the r e l a t i o n R 
i ' 

conversation depicted here i s a problem-solving a c t i v i t y : 
tne 

"the notation used f o r ostension i s a f i l l i n g out 
of the conversational, skeleton to produce an icon 
f o r representing the condition that i s understood 
by the p a r t i c i p a n t s A and B. To image.cstension 
(r a t h e r than R) i s entered i n the compartments 
reserved f o r D (K) and (R), an arc i s drav/n from 
D (R) to the parametric or causal imputs of A and B 
(the boxes containixng Proc^i and Proc^i) to represent 
the 'A', attend to R.' or * 3V attend to R.' cart of a 
command or question. I n contrast, the provocative coup­
l i n g between A and B at l e v e l L represents the problem 
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solving a c t i v i t y engendered by the command or 
question i n respect of and t h i s provocative 
transaction takes place i n the context of data 
regarding how ^{^ may be brought about (shovm eis 
arcs at the appropriate l e v e l entering or leaving 
D (R.)). The same convention i s employed t o depict 

^ 1 ostension f o r transactions taking place at L ^ 
(here the connections enter or leave the compart-
ment : f i l l e d by D (3^^)). I f there i s no subscript 

then the p a r t i c i p a n t s are at l i b e r t y t o cstend 
any topic i n r e l a t i o n i n apart from constraints 
th a t appear i n other places." 

Ftisk (1975, p-187) 

The v e r t i c a l c l e f t , 'the locus of understanding' represents the 

boundary of tv/o l o c i of c o n t r o l , across v;hich information i s 

transferred betv/een tv/o asynchronoir.ous systems A and E, such that 

A/B synchronocity i s achieved. Over several occasions, t h a t i s , 

several instances of understanding, more than one r e l a t i o n may be 
1 O 

ostended, and the domains D and D fr e e l y accessed by the p a r t i c i ­
pants : 
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D°(R) 

Proc 

Pask (197P, p.r93). 

1.2.1.7. So f a r we have discussed the conversational system as i f 

i t were p a r t i t i o n e d i n t o two P i n d i v i d u a l s corresponding t o discrete 

i n t e r a c t a n t s . However, f ^ k points out that the i n d i v i d u a l i n t e r -

actant, engaged i n problem-solving and modelling a c t i v i t y i n 

i s o l a t i o n , i s also a P i n d i v i d u a l comprising procedures executed i n 

the M i n d i v i d u a l , h i s body. I n the same way t h a t an interpersonal 

conversation may be factored i n t o two asynchrononous P i n d i v i d u a l s , 

a necessary'- de r i v a t i o n from Fask's axioms i s that the i n t e r a c t a n t 

i n i s o l a t i o n may be factored i n t o two (or more) P individu£as. In 

a very r e a l cense, the individual, may be said to be i n conversation 
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with himself, as i n the case of the subject learning on h i s ovm; 

"Quite Dossibly the P i n d i v i d u a l s TV. and A ^ 
f i g u r e as a leaxner and a teacher. I f so, t h i s 
icon gives substance t o the e a r l i e r contention t}iat 
whenever someone ( i d e n t i f i e d as £ui M i n d i v i d u a l ) i s 
said 'to le a r n on h i s ovm', i n p a r t i c u l a r , t o d i r e c t 
h i s own a t t e n t i o n , follow h i s bent or personal c u r i o s i t y , 
or explore a domain, t h i s statement implies the co­
existence of at least two P i n d i v i d u a l s 7̂  . and 

A 
7\ i n the same brain. More generally, the icon 
represents p r i v a t e t h i n k i n g and cogitation*'. 

Risk (1975.p.233). 

Mead's d i s t i n c t i o n between 'I', the experiencing subject, and 'me', 

an imaged representation of s e l f as viev/ed by another person, may 

now be cast i n Fask's terms as sepai^ate P i n d i v i d u a l s , e x h i b i t i n g 

d i s t i n c t l o c i of c o n t r o l . 

1.2.1.3. At t h i s stage i t i s possible to discuss the nature of 

processes taJcing place v/ithin a two-person conversation, by 

demarcating the several P i n d i v i d u a l s t h a t may be p a r t i t i o n e d : -

Interactant A In t e r a c t a n t B 

Ab Aa Ba 3b 

\ 
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The f i r s t l e v e l of analysis ( l ) i s one of n o n - p a r t i t i o n , v/here 

the conversation as a v;hole may be viewed as a P i n d i v i d u a l . 

This l e v e l of analysis may, f o r exaniple, be employed i n the study 

of group behaviour where pairs of members are viewed as u n i t a r y 

systems. The second l e v e l of analysis (2) depicts that part of 

the interactant's i n t e r n c i l conversation which i s knovm to the 

other, corresponding t o Quadrants 1 and 3 of the 'Johari V/indov;' , 

( L u f t , 1971). The f i n a l l e v e l of analysis (3) p a r t i t i o n s the 

interactants themselves i n t o tv/o P i n d i v i d u a l s sustaining modelling 

conversations independently (Quadrants 2 and k of the 'Johari 

V/indow'), v/hilst each interactant i s engaged i n s o c i a l conversation 

F i n a l l y , to t h i s v e r t i c a l p a r t i t i o n i n g m.ay be added the horizontsG. 

p a r t i t i o n i n g between lev e l s of disccurse, and the nature of the 

transactions occurring w i t h i n and between object- and meta-level:-

R i r t i c i p a n t A Participant B 

O O o o 

o o 
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(a) denotes a l l provocative coupling between i n t e r a c t a n t s 

concerning 'v/hat may be knovm'; meta-coramunication and framing, 

either through e x p l i c i t behaviour or i m p l i c i t non-verbal and 

pcLralinguistic behaviour; messages concerning the nature of the 

re l a t i o n s h i p ; respective roles of sender and receiver, and l o g i c a l 

typing of object l e v e l transactions. 

(b) denotes a l l provocative coupling between i n t c r a c t a n t s concerning 

'v/hat may be done' ; e x p l i c i t behaviour forming the content of the 

conversation. 

(c) denotes a l l provocative coupling v/ithin the i n t e r a c t a n t s 

concerning • v/hat may be knov/n' ; a l l processes concerned v/ith 

establishing the frame of reference f o r i n t e r n a l conversations; 

loosely, the conversational domain of consciousness as i n Laing's 

formulation, ' the unconscious i s what we do not communicate, t o ... 

ourselves or to one another', (Laing, 1969, p.17). 

(d) denotes a l l provocative coupling v/ithin the i n t e r a c t a n t s 

concerning 'v/hat may be done'; a l l processes v;hcrein experience 

i s represented to av/areness i n s e r i a l form,.e.g. covert v e r b a l i s a ­
t i o n s . 

(e) denotes a l l causal coupling v/ithin the subject governing 

o b j e c t - l e v e l dialogue v/ith other i n t e r a c t a n t s ; dialogue i s organised 

according to v/hat i s ccnsti-ued as permitted w i t h i n the frame 

established f o r the conversation; c e r t a i n claims concerning s e l f 

may be entertained, presented and confirmation sought, v/hilst 

otiicr claim's are not. 



-101-

( f ) denotes a l l causal coupling w i t h i n the self-image of the 

i n t e r a c t a n t governing object-level dialogue w i t h i n the i n t e r a c t a n t ; 

the i n t e r n a l dialogue i s organised according t o v/hat the i n t e r a c t ­

ant construes as permissible representations of thoughts, ideas, 

feelings etc.; i n a r e a l sense, the i n t e r n a l conversation i s 

structured according t o a frame of reference established w i t h i n 

the subject, determining the boundaries of h i s conscious experience 
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1.2.2, F a c i l i t a t i n g modellinft conversations^ 

1.2.2.1, Risk's description of conversations enables us t o 

c l a r i f y the conversational modes outl i n e d i n F i g . 13» and to 

discuss the role of the counsellor as a f a c i l i t a t o r of such 

conversations. Pask's primary concern has been to la y the 

foundations f o r a t u t o r i a l system i n which the learner engages i n 

a c t i v i t y under the guidance of a teacher who may be embodied i n a 

t u t o r i a i l system (namely, the Course Assembly System and T u t o r i a l 

Environment, CASTE). However, the counsellor's a c t i v i t i e s are not 

aimed at evaluating the c l i e n t ' s modelling i n terms of the q u a l i t y 

of the model he achieves, as i n the case of the teacher. Instead, 

the counsellor i s concerned w i t h the nature and. q u a l i t y o f the 

process of modelling i n which the c l i e n t engages. Furthermore, the 

c l i e n t i n a counselling interview usually nominates the conversation­

a l domain by presenting a complaint, w h i l s t teaching i s most 

frequently characterised by the teacher d e l i n e a t i n g the doaain of 

the to-be-learned. 

The a c t i v i t i e s of teacher and counsellor do coincide, hov/ever, 

i n t h a t they both act as supportive environments i n which modelling 

a c t i v i t y may take place, and are both aimed a t enabling the 

learner or c l i e n t to develop procedures a t a l e v e l of organisation 

that permits modelling a c t i v i t y t o be conducted independently of 

the teacher or counsellor. That i s , the teacher and counsellor 

aim a t providing the learner w i t h s k i l l s necessary f o r him t o leairn 

on h i s own. 
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This f u n c t i o n o f the teacher and t h e c o u n s e l l o r , na^iely t o pr o v i d e 

support and enable the developnent o f m o d e l l i n g s k i l l s , a r e -

eobodied i n a system which Pask terms t h e Cooperative E x t e r n z i l i s a t i o n 

Technique: 

"An experimental c o n t r a c t i s e s t a b l i s h e d whereby 
t h e p a r t i c i p a t i n g s u b j e c t aims f o r a g o a l v/hich 
he cannot a c t u a l l y achieve on h i s own. The observer's 
p a r t i c i p a n t g i v e s the s u b j e c t the c o o p e r a t i v e 
a s s i s t a n c e needed i n o r d e r t o s a t i s f y t h e experim­
e n t a l c o n t r a c t i f and o n l y i f he engages i n d i a l o g u e , 
and by means o f i t , e x t e r n a l i s e s t h e ( n o r m a l l y p r i v a t e ) 
c o g n i t i v e events i n v o l v e d i n keeping h i s c o n t r a c t o r , 
e q u i v a l e n t l y , s a t i s f y i n g the agreed g o a l . This method 
i s c a l l e d a c o o p e r a t i v e e x t o r n a l i s a t i o n technique ( o r 
GET) and the s c r i e s of i n s t r u c t i o n s c h a r a c t e r i s i n g t h e 
observer's p a r t i c i p a n t (v;hether executed by a human 
b e i n g or a machine) i s a GET h e u r i s t i c " . 

Pask (1975, P-23). 

The teacher or c o u n s e l l o r may bo s a i d t o 'draw out' o f the l e a r n e r 

or c l i e n t c y c l e s o f search t h a t l e a d t o the execution o f procedures 

t h a t might otherv;ise remain i n o p e r a t i v e , and the c o n s t r u c t i o n o f 

procedures de novo, and t o e l a b o r a t e the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain 

i n o r der t o achieve u n d e r s t a n d i n g . Teacher and c o u n s e l l o r may thus 

be thought of as a ' c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t o r * i n t h i s s u p p o r t i v e r o l e ; 

"B drav/s out c y c l e s of und e r s t a n d i n g r e l e v a n t t o R 
From A's p o i n t o f view the su p p o r t , B, lo o k s 

l i k e a coo p e r a t i v e agent t h a t . . . . h e l p s him come t o 
g r i p s v ; i t l i t h i s c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain 3 does, o f 
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A i n the c o n t e x t o f R..,...,and a c t s as the complement­
a r y converse o f A i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain o f 
I t i s , i n f a c t , a r e f l e c t o r t h a t performs the f o l l o v / i n / 
( e q u i s i g n i f i c a n t ) o p e r a t i o n s : ( a ) B m i r r o r s A i n the 
c o n t e x t o f R and (b) B aJ.so does v;hatever i s needed 
i n order t h a t A s h a l l understand R 

Vask (1975, p.202- k) 

Viev.'inc the c o u n s e l l o r as a GET h e u r i s t i c e n t a i l s t h a t he:-

(a) encourage m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i n a domain nominated by the c l i e n t 

(b) p r o v i d e c o n d i t i o n s v/hereby t h i s m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i s 

e x t e r i o r i s e d i n the c o u n s e l l i n g i n t e r v i e v ; 

(c) s y m p a t h e t i c a l l y model the c l i e n t ' s processes h i m s e l f i n order 

t o support and d i r e c t the a c t i v i t i e s o f the c l i e n t 

(d) p r o v i d e the c o n d i t i o n s necessary f o r the c l i e n t t o inde p e n d e n t l y 

i n i t i a t e m c d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . 

These a c t i v i t i e s o f the c o u n s e l l o r v / i l l be developed i n t h e 

f o l l o v / i n g s e c t i o n i n connection w i t h i n t e r a c t i v e procedures f o r 

f a c i l i t a t i n g m o d e l l i n g . 

1.2.2.2. The c o u n s e l l o r - c l i e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p i s a s p e c i a l i s e d 

c o n v e r s a t i o n , i n t h a t the t o p i c s ostended i n t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

domain are f r e q u e n t l y the models t h a t the c l i e n t has c o n s t r u c t e d 

h i m s e l f . That i s , th.e c o u n s e l l o r engages the c l i e n t i n a 
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c o n v e r s a t i o n concerning h i s r e f e r e n c e frames i n p a r t i c i p a t i v e 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s . V/e have suggested t h a t i n o r d e r t o do t h i s , the 

c o u n s e l l o r must have c o n s t r u c t e d a frame o f r e f e r e n c e f o r counsel­

l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s , namely a t h e o r y o f c o u n s e l l i n g . V/e may now 

c o n s t r u c t a scheme which d e s c r i b e s t h e nat u r e o f the m o d e l l i n g con­

v e r s a t i o n t h a t the c o u n s e l l o r (C) e l i c i t s from t h e c l i e n t s ( S ) , 

and i t s r e l a t i o n t o the c o n v e r s a t i o n s t h a t t h e c l i e n t engages i n 

w i t h s i g n i f i c a n t o t h e r s (O), (see F i g . 1^). 

I t i s c l e a r t h a t the c o u n s e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n i s one l e v e l removed 

from the c l i e n t ' s everyday c o n v e r s a t i o n s , i n t h a t the c o u n s e l l o r 

i n v i t e s t h e c l i e n t t o p r e d i c t h i s frame o f r e f e r e n c e i n t h e 

conv e r s a t i o n s ( S s ) . Ilowever, i n a d d i t i o n t o t h i s the c o u n s e l l o r 

may a l s o induce the c l i e n t t o operate on h i s r e f e r e n c e frame, t o 

c o n s t r u c t or r e c o n s t r u c t procedures t h a t l e a d t o the e l a b o r a t i o n 

of t h e c l i e n t ' s model o f h i m s e l f . I n ver;;- simple terms i t mi^ht 

be s a i d t h a t the c o u n s e l l o r leads the c l i e n t to leai-n a l t e r n a t i v e 

v;ays o f viev/ing hi-msclf when p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n c o n v e r s a t i o n s v/ith 

o t h e r people. 

He may, f o r example, l e a d the c l i e n t t o overcome a s t a b l e s e t o f 

procedures e s t a b l i s h e d v ; i t h i n h i s r e f e r e n c e frame and t o e x p l o r e 

the consequences o f a l t e r n a t i v e param.etcrs f o r h i s c o n v e r s a t i o n s 

w i t h o t h e r s . A l t e r n a t i v e l y he may l e a d the c l i e n t t o the r e a l i s a ­

t i o n t h a t c e r t a i n parameters o f h i s model o f h i m s e l f are n e t 

r e f l e c t e d i n h i s a c t i o n s i n c o n v e r s a t i o n s w i t h o t h e r people. 
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C o u n s e l l i n g 

Conversation 

P ^ t i c i p a t i v e 

Converoation 

Fif^iu'c The r e l a t i o n s f i i n c oerv/een counscllin.r: and n a r t i c i n a t i v e 
converrjations 



•107-

1.2,2.3- The main featxu^e o f the c o u n s e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n i s 

t h a t i t takes place v / i t h i n a frame o f r e f e r e n c e t h a t corresponds 

t o a t h e o r y o f c o u n s e l l i n g . That i s , t r a n s a c t i o n s f o r the 

c o u n s e l l o r i n v o l v e those procedures t h a t govern the c o u n s e l l o r ' s 

mode o f i n t e r a c t i o n v ; i t h the c l i e n t ( C ^ ) ; t h e na t u r e o f t h e questions 

t h a t t h e c o u n s e l l o r asks, the t i m i n g o f h i e prompts, the n a t u r e 

of } i i s responses t o the c l i e n t ' s m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y , are a l l f e a t u r e s 

o f t h i s reference frame. 

I t i s i m p o r t a n t t o note t h a t t h e c l i e n t a l s o p a r t i c i p a t e s w i t h i n 

t h i s frame ( s ' ' ) . H i s mo d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y v / i l l be determined by 

h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f the c o u n s e l l i n g i n t e r v i e v / , hov/ever rudimen-" 

t a r y these may be a t the onset. As the i n t e r v i e w progresses these 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s may be developed, and a component o f the conversa­

t i o n w i l l be concerned w i t h t h e nature o f t h i s r e f e r e n c e frame 

f o r t h e c l i e n t . The c o u n s e l l o r may, f o r example, e x p l a i n what he 

i s doing and v;hy he i s doing i t , o r he may encourage t h e c l i e n t 

to express h i s views on the natu r e o f the c o u n s e l l i n g r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p . 

The development o f the c l i e n t ' s r e f e r e n c e frame i n the c o u n s e l l i n g 

inter^^iev; i s an i m p o r t a n t o b j e c t i v e o f c o u n s e l l i n g . I t i s tnrough 

t h i s r e f e r e n c e frame t l i a t the c l i e n t may opera t e on h i s model o f 

s e l f and o t h e r s , and t o the e x t e n t t h a t he may conduct t h i s model­

l i n g a c t i v i t y independently of the c o u n s e l l i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p the 

outcome o f c o u n s e l l i n g may be viev;ed as s u c c e s s f u l . Success i n 

c o u n s e l l i n g i m p l i e s t h a t the c l i e n t nay become a c o i m s e l l o r t o 

h i m s e l f . To do so, he must have represented f o r h i m s e l f a model 
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of t h e c o u n s e l l i n g process. The f i n a l stage o f c o u n s e l l i n g i s 

the i n t e r n a l i s a t i o n o f c o u n s e l l i n g procedures t o b r i n g about 

adaptive changes i n i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s , r e p r e s e n t e d 

s c h e m a t i c a l l y i n F i g , 15) v/here S'. r e p r e s e n t s t he imaged represent' 

a t i o n o f s e l f , ejid C the imaged r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f the c o u n s e l l o r . 

s 

^'(^'^g T?̂ e i n t e r n a l i s e d modoUinr c o r . v e r s a t i on 

1.2.2.'t. F i n a l l y , the p r i l i n i n a r y n-,odel c f co n v e r s a t i o n s may be 

r e v i s e d t o i l l u s t r a t e as s i n p l y as p o s s i b l e t h e r o l e o f the 

c o M s e l l o r i n f a c i l i t a t i n g m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s of the c l i e n t . 
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F i g . 16 d e p i c t s the process of c o u n s e l l i n g as beginning ( a ) v/ith 

the c o u n s e l l o r (C) p r o v i d i n g c o n d i t i o n s necessary f o r the c l i e n t 

( S ) . t o e x t e r n a l i s e h i s models o f h i m s e l f , (S ) and the c o u n s e l l o r 
s 

(S ) , t o v/hich the c o u n s e l l o r responds i n such a way as t o encourage c 
the c l i e n t t o engage i n i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y ( b ) , r e p r e s e n t e d 

as a c o v e r t conversation-between t h e c l i e n t and the imaged r e p r e s e n t -

a'tion o f the c o u n s e l l o r , and f i n a l l y ( c ) t o be capable o f managing 

and s u s t a i n i n g m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s independently o f t h e 

c o u n s e l l o r . 

The immediate goals o f the t ; o u n s e l l i n g i n t e r v i e w me.y then be 

summarised :-

( i ) The e l a b o r a t i o n o f the c l i e n t ' s i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e f e r e n c e frame. 

That i s , t h e e x p l o r a t i o n , r e c o n s t r u c t i o n and e x t e n s i o n of t h e c l i e n t ' s 

model of h i m s e l f and personal o t h e r s . Host t h e o r i e s o f c o u n s e l l i n g 

achieve t h i s , e i t h e r by p r o v i d i n g an a l t e r n a t i v e i n t e r p r e t i v e 

framework f o r the c l i e n t ' s experiences (e. g . V a l i n s N i s b e t t , 

1972) , or by p r o v i d i n g c o n d i t i o n s i n v;hich the c l i e n t m.ay o r i g i n a t e 

an a l t e r n a t i v e i n t e r p r e t i v e irameworh h i m s e l f ( e . g . B a n n i s t e r , 

1975)-

( i i ) The t r a n s l a t i o n of the e l a b o r a t e d and r e c o n s t r u c t e d 

r e f e r e n c e frame i n t o i t s b e h a v i o u r a l consequences. That i s , the 

e x p l o r a t i o n by the c l i e n t o f the outcomes o f r e c o n s t r u c t i o n s i n 

h i s model of h i m s e l f and o t i i c r s t o h i s personal r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

Theories 01 c o u n s e l l i n g e i t h e r request t}!e c l i e n t t o a n t i c i p a t e 

the e f f e c t s o f a l t e r a t i o n s i n h i s view o f h i m s e l f , or t o enact 

a l t e r n a t i v e s s e l f - c o n s t r u c t i o n s i n l a b o r a t o r y or r e a l - l i f e 
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c o n d i t i o n s w i t h the aim of i m p r o v i n g the c l i e n t ' s c a p a c i t y t o 

d e r i v e b e h a v i o u r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s f o r a g r e a t e r v a r i e t y o f s e l f -

r o l e s (Mann and Mann, 1959)-

( i i i ) The developments by the c l i e n t o f what may be termed 

'modelling s k i l l ' , o r the c a p a c i t y t o a d a p t i v e l y respond t o i n t e r ­

personal circumstances by b r i n g i n g h i s models of s e l f and o t h e r 

under critic£il reviev;. To achieve t h i s , the c l i e n t m.ust develop 

through the c o u n s e l l i n g i n t e r v i e w a h i g h e r - o r d e r model of the 

c o u n s e l l i n g process, capable o f makJ.ng comparisons betv/een and 

op e r a t i n g on the c l i e n t ' s i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e f e r e n c e fram.e. Fev/ 

t h e o r i e s o f c o u n s e l l i n g appear d i r e c t l y t o address t } i i s o b j e c t i v e . 

One e x c e p t i o n i s Rogers (1951), v;hose approach, o u t l i n e d i n 1-1.^., 

i s s p e c i f i c a l l y aimed a t i n c r e a s i n g the c l i e n t ' s 'openness' t o 

experience and c a p a c i t y f o r s e l f - i n i t i a t e d change. 

V.^at would be the p r o p e r t i e s o f an i n t e r a c t i v e a l g o r i t h m capable 

of s u b s t i t u t i n g f o r the c o u n s e l l o r i n t i i i s scheme? To ajisv/er 

t h i s q u e s t i o n , the a c t i v i t i e s o f the c o u n s e l l o r must be co n s i d e r e d 

i n r e l a t i o n t o s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r the design o f such a l g o r i t l i m s . 



I l l 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

F i g u r e 16 Tiie c o u n s e l l i n r ; process 
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1.2.3* S p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r c o n v e r s a t i o n a l Tjrocedurcs. 

1.2.3.1. The preceding a n a l y s i s o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l m o d e l l i n g has 

made p o s s i b l e the s k e t c h i n g o f a g e n e r a l i s e d scheme th r o u g h v/hich 

m o d e l l i n g may be enhanced. Of course, such a scheme i s i t s e l f 

c o n v e r s a t i o n a l i n t h a t i t seeks t o promote m o d e l l i n g w i t h i n a 

co n v e r s a t i o n a l c o n t e x t . Four g e n e r a l p r i n c i p l e s of t h i s c o n v e r s a t ­

ional, scheme may be considered: Ca) the f i r s t t a s k o f procedures 

v d l l be t o e x t e r i o r i s e i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n s ; {o) i t niust comprise 

c e r t a i n s p e c i f i e d m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s ; ( c ; i t must i n c o r p o r a t e a 

system of t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s on the e x t e r i o r i s e d c o n v e r s a t i o n , thus 

a c t i n g as a c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t o r ; ( d ) f i n a l l y i t must i n c o r p o r a t e 

methods t o ensure t h a t procedures become represented i n t e r n a J . l y . 

Each p r i n c i p l e may be considered in t u r n i n r e l a t i o n t o t h e s k i l l s 

of t h e c o u n s e l l o r . 

1.2.3-2. E > : t e r i o r i 5 i n g i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

Several issues must be considered i n the choice and development 

of methods f o r e x t e r i o i - i s i n g i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n s . The f i r s i ; 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n focusses on assumptions c o i i c e r n i n g the c o n t e x t i n 

v;hich m o d e l l i n g occurs, namely whether t o study m o d e l l i n g v / i t h i n the 

co n t e x t o f or a p a r t from i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . I f t h e for^rer 

i s chosen, m o d e l l i n g prut;csses are viev/ed as i n t i m a t e l y l i n k e d v/ith 

the r e l a t i o n s l i i p , and t l i e - x t e r i c r i s i n g of m o d e l l i n g becomes the 

focus of a t t e n t i o n i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n - T h i s paradigm c h a r a c t c r i 

the c o u n s e l l o r - c l i e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p , i n which the c o u n s e l l o r a c t s 

33 a pe r s o n a l i s e d c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t o r f o r the c l i e n t ' s m odellinr: 

es 
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processes. M o d e l l i n g i s thus c o l o u r e d by the form t h a t t h e 

r e l a t i o n s h i p t a k e s , and the number o f processes c o n s i d e r e d e s s e n t i a l 

t o t h e c l i e n t * s m o d e l l i n g depend on t h i s i n t e r p e r s o n a l c o n t e x t 

(e.g. t r a n s f e r e n c e , i n which the c l i e n t d i s p l a c e s on t o t h e 

c o u n s e l l o r f e e l i n g s and ideas which d e r i v e from p r e v i o u s f i g u r e s 

i n h i s l i f e ) . Such a paradigm i s acceptable i f , and only i f , the 

c l i e n t ' s modelling processes as r e v e a l e d i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p are 

viev/cd as determined by t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p , and n o t assumed t o be 

isomorphic v/ith any o t h e r s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p the c l i e n t m.ay 

subtend, nor v/ith m o d e l l i n g o p e r a t i o n s i n v/hich the c l i e n t may 

engage i n p r i v a t e r e f l e c t i o n . - C l e a r l y t h e r e i s noe equal t o a 

hujnan r e l a t i o n s h i p f o r p r o v i d i n g a c o n t e x t v / i t h i n which a c l i e n t 

may a r t i c u l a t e and modify models o f h i m s e l f and o t h e r s . Kov/ever, 

s p e c i f i c claims f o r t h e value o f a s p e c i a l i s e d r e l a t i o n s h i p 

concerned v/ith such an o b j e c t i v e a r e heird t o come by. Co u n s e l l o r s 

are neccssai'ily t r a i n e d and s k i l l e d a t p r o v i d i n g such a c o n t e x t , 

and i n the sympathetic r e f l e c t i o n o f the c l i e n t ' s processes, but 

they p r o v i d e s e r v i c e s v.-hich are essentiaJ.ly human, and v / i t h i n 

the c a p a c i t y o f most persons. V.̂ ien the disadvantages t h a t accrue 

from t h i s s p e c i a l i s e d r e l a t i o n s h i p are a l s o c o n s i d e r e d , t h e need t o 

c l a r i f y the f u n c t i o n s o f therapy and c o u n s e l l i n g become e s p e c i a l l y 

u r g e n t . L a n d f i e l d (1975), f o r example, i d e n t i f i e s f i v e f a c t o r s 

which may o b t a i n adverse outcomes i n the t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p : -

"Several facto2*s p e r t a i n i n g t o hov/ man o r d e r s h i s experience 
may be a b s t r a c t e d v;hich can a d v e r s e l y i n f l u e n c e the ease 
v/ith whicii a c l i e n t converses v/ith h i s t h e r a p i s t i n t h e 
i n i t i a l sessions of t r e a t m e n t . T}iese I'actors i n c l u d e : 
( l ) the c l i e n t ' s expectancies about the n a t u r e o f t r e a t ­
ment and h i s r o l e i n the process whicii a r c i n c o n g r u e n t 
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w i t h the expectancies o f h i s t h e r a p i s t (Stone e t a l . , 
196^; L e v i t t . 1966); (2) t h e t h e r a p i s t ' s expectemcies 
about t he n a t u r e 01 the t r e a t m e n t and h i s r o l e i n the 
process which a r e incongruent w i t h the expectancies 
of h i s c l i e n t ; (3) n h i g h l e v e l o f i n t e r p e r s o n c d r i s k 
a s s o c i a t e d v / i t h s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e ; (k) a h i g h degree 
o f incongruency between c l i e n t and t h e r a p i s t i n the 
content o f t h e i r a t t i t u d e s , s o c i a l language or 
values; and (5) an ambiguity o r l a c k o f d i r e c t i o n 
i n the treatment o f c l i e n t s v/ho need the s e c u r i t y 
of g r e a t e r s t r u c t u r e " . 

I ^ a n d f i e l d (1975, P-13). 

G l e a r l y , the c o n t e x t t h a t the t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p p r o v i d e s f o r 

the m o d e l l i n g processes o f c l i e n t s i s n e g o t i a b l e , t o the e x t e n t 

t h a t the r e l a t i o n s h i p should s t a b i l i s e a t a m u t u a l l y agreeable 

d e f i n i t i o n . Hov/ever, t h i s i s e x p e c t i n g a g r e a t d e a l o f 

co n v e r s a t i o n a l competence from a c l i e n t whose u n c e r t a i n t i e s are 

mainly i n the same area, and when c o n v e n t i o n a l r o l e e x p e c t a t i o n s 

of t h e r a p i s t and therapy are a l s o considered, n e g o t i a t i o n would 

seem u n l i k e l y i f not i m p o s s i b l e . 

The consequences are t h a t , i n many cases, the t h e r a p e u t i c r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p i s laden w i t h 'demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ' (Orne, 1962) as t o 

the nature and outcome o f the m o d e l l i n g processes i n which t he 

c l i e n t comes t o engage. Both t h e r a p i s t and c l i e n t must then 

e n t e r t a i n great u n c e r t a i n t y as t o the g e n e r a l i t y o f the models-

the c l i e n t c o n s t r u c t s i n such a r e l a t i o n s h i p . 
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Attempts t o ensure c l o s e r isomorphism between t h e e x t e r i o r i s e d 

and the h y p o t h e t i c a l i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n i n g e n e r a l seek t o 

remove 'demcuid c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ' from the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l c o n t e x t . 

N o n - d i r e c t i v e t h e r a p y , f o r example, r e - a s s e r t s t h e importance 

of the i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p but seeks t o remove ba j ? r i e r s 

t o m o d e l l i n g isom.orphism by r e d e f i n i n g t h e r o l e o f the c o u n s e l l o r 

t o a n o n - e v a l u a t i v e , n o n - i n t e r p r e t i v e p a r t i c i p a n t ' r e f l e c t o r ' . 

Hov/ever, c o n d i t i o n s f o r f u l f i l l i n g t h i s r o l e a r e c l e a r l y s p e c i f i e d 

(Rogers, 1959)» and th e p o s s i b l i t y must be con s i d e r e d t h a t the 

n o n - d i r e c t i v o c o u n s e l l o r becomes, i n the c l i e n t ' s eyes, a model 

t o be i m i t a t e d . 

Of course, isomorphism cannot be es t i m a t e d , but by i d e n t i f y i n g 

sources o f d i s t o r t i o n , and by de s i g n i n g procedures t h a t l i m i t 

these e f f e c t s , the p o s s i b i l i t y o f g r e a t e r isomorphism i s assumed. 

As t e s t s o f the importance o f the i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p , 

procedures have been developed which d i s c a r d the t h e r a p i s t 

e n t i r e l y , and s u b s t i t u t e him w i t h computerised a l g o r i t h m s f u l f i l l i n g 

the basic requirements f o r the e x t e r i o r i s a t i o n o f m o d e l l i n g 

processes (e.g.the MAD doctor n o n - d i r e c t i v e i n t e r v i e w i n g program, 

V/eizenbaum, 1967; PEGASUS, a program f o r e l i c i t i n g and t r a n s f o r m i n g 

r e p e r t o r y g r i d s , Thomas Shaw, 1976; Thomas, 1975)- Valuable as 

these systems are i n s i m u l a t i n g the r o l e o f the c o u n s e l l o r , t h e r e 

i s no reason t o b e l i e v e t h a t c l i e n t s ( o r s t u d e n t s ) do not 

experience 'demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ' i n t h e i r i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h them. 

Given these c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , procedures designed t o e x t e r i o r i s e the 

m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s of the user must meet the following 
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s p e c i f i c a t i o n s : -

( i ) . That the procedure i n c o r p o r a t e the means t o r e c o r d t h e user's 

p r e d i c a t i o n s . I t was p o i n t e d out i n 1.2.1. t h a t t h e p r e d i c a t i o n s 

the c l i e n t f o r m u l a t e s do not comprise the model i t s e l f , b u t are 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s produced v / i t h i n t h e parameters o f t h e model. The 

purpose o f a r e c o r d i s t o i n f e r the nature o f the jiarsxmeters by 

the a p p l i c a t i o n o f e x p l i c i t l y d e f i n e d t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s . 

( i i ) That the procedure enable as near as p o s s i b l e the e x t e r i o r i s a -

t i o n o f p r e d i c a t e s isomorphic t o p r e d i c a t i c n s w i t h i n i n t e r n a l 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s . Two c o n s i d e r a t i o n s are r e l e v a n t here. F i r s t , 

v e r b a l statements employing c o n v e n t i o n a l s i g n i f i e r s c a r j i o t be 

assumed t o completely convey personal experience. M i n i m i s i n g the 

demand f o r p u b l i c l y i n t e l l i g i b l e v e r b a l i s a t i o n s may i n c r e a s e 

isomorphism. Second, ensuring the c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y o f the user's 

p r e d i c a t i o n s may encourage p r i v a t e symbolism, a g a i n i n c r e a s i n g 

isomorphism. A r e s t r i c t i o n here i s t h a t such p r e d i c a t e s m.ust be 

amenable t o t r a n s f o r m a t i o n . 

( i i i ) That the procedure enable the user t o s p e c i f y the c o n v e r s a t i o n 

domain. I d e a l l y , t h e procedure should request the user t o nom.inate 

a domain, i d e n t i f y and comment on departures from t h a t domain, 

and enable the user t o r e d e f i n e the domain as m o d e l l i n g proceeds. 

1.2.3-3- S j j c c i f y i n r ; modelling: a c t i v i t i e s . 

I t i s i n s u f f i c i e n t f o r a c o u n s e l l o r simply t o i n v i t e a c l i e n t t o 
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h i s c l i n i c t o provoke the c l i e n t i n t o m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . He 

must, £uid does, p r o v i d e some rough g u i d e l i n e s as t o the k i n d o f 

a c t i v i t y i n v/hich t o engage. That i s , the c o u n s e l l o r i n d i c a t e s 

t h a t m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i s r e q u i r e d , f o r exanple, by d i r e c t 

q u e s t i o n s of the s o r t : 'v;hat made you come t o see mo?' o r 'what 

seems t o be the t r o u b l e ? ' and so on. Alt h o u g h i t may seem t r i v i a l 

t o a s s e r t t h a t t h e c l i e n t has t o do something i n o r d e r t o 

e x t e r i o r i s e h i s m o d e l l i n g processes, i t i s c e r t a i n l y n o n - t r i v i a l 

t o ask what he s h o u l d do. I n t h e f i r s t few minutes o f t h e counsel­

l i n g i n t e r v i e v / v;hat should be done may g r a d u a l l y be n e g o t i a t e d , 

and w i l l c e n t r e on the domain o f t h e com p l a i n t as p e r c e i v e d by t h e 

c l i e n t , and the n a t u r e o f e f f e c t i v e m o d e l l i n g processes as perceived 

by t h e c o u n s e l l o r . These o p e r a t i o n s may be s p e c i f i e d as those 

necessary f o r t h e e l a b o r a t i o n o f t h e c l i e n t ' s p e r c e p t u a l system 

from v/hich h i s models are c o n s t r u c t e d . 

Procedures designed t o s p e c i f y m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s must then m.eet 

the f o l l o w i n g s p e c i f i c a t i o n s : -

( i ) t h a t the m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s be a p p r o p r i a t e t o the conversa­

t i o n a l domain'as s p e c i f i e d by the user. That i s , the procedure-

should comprise a c t i v i t i e s t h a t encourage t he user t o p r e d i c a t e 

v / i t h i n an̂ -̂  domain he might nominate. 

( i i ) That the e x t e r n a l r e c o r d f u n c t i o n a s a secondary m o d e l l i n g 

f a c i l i t y on v/hich the user may perform a d d i t i o n a l o p e r a t i o n s . 

This i s an impo r t a n t f e a t u r e o f procedures designed t o promote 

ex p e r i m e n t a t i o n by the user, and suggests t h a t t h e a c t i v i t i e s 
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e n t a i l e d i n t h e c l i e n t b r i n g i n g about an a n t i c i p a t e d change i n the 

e x t e r n a l r e c o r d are as s o c i a t e d v ; i t h the development o f h i g h e r 

order c o n t r o l f u n c t i o n s . I n a d d i t i o n , a c t i v i t i e s v/hich operate on 

the e x t e r n a l r e c o r d may enable the user t o achieve a more s a t i s f a c ­

t o r y r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f h i s i n t e r n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

1.2.3.^. The c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t o r . 

Most c o u n s e l l o r s and t h e r a p i s t s v/ould agree t h a t t h e i r r o l e i s l e s s 

f r e q u e n t l y t o diagnose, i n t e r p r e t o r c l a s s i f y t h e i r c l i e n t ' s comments, 

than i t i s t o p r o v i d e a s u p p o r t i v e and b u f f e r i n g environment i n 

which the c l i e n t may engage i n s e l f - e x p l o r a t o r y d i a l o g u e . The 

i n t e r p e r s o n a l component o f the dial o g u e has been considered i n 

generEil temis ( l . 2 . 3 o 2 . ) , but i t i s necessary t o enumerate i n 

g r e a t e r d e t a i l the minimal f u n c t i o n s o f the c o u n s e l l o r â : ' c o g n i t i v e 

r e f l e c t o r ' (Pask, 1975). 

M i n i m a l l y , the r o l e of the c o u n s e l l o r i s t o p r o v i d e support f o r 

the c l i e n t ' s m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s , and t o achieve t h i s he must 

s y m p a t h e t i c a l l y p a r a ^ . l c l t h e c l i e n t ' s processes by engaging i n 

mo d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y h i m s e l f , s y n c h r o n i s i n g h i s r e f l e c t i v e a t t e n t i o n 

w i t h t h a t o f h i s c l i e n t : 

" j u s t as the p a t i e n t must r e l a t e evei-ything h i s 
s e l f - o b s e r v a t i o n can .detect and keep back a l l l o g i c a l 
and e f f e c t i v e o b j e c t i o n s t h a t seek t o make h i n s e l e c t 
cunongst them, so the doctor must p o s i t i o n h i m s e l f t o 
make a v a i l a b l e e v e r y t h i n g he i s t o l d v;ithout 
s u b s t i t u t i n g a censorship o f h i s own f o r t h e 
s e l e c t i o n t i i e p a t i e n t lias foregone. To put i t i n a 
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formula, he must turn his ovm unconscious l i k e a 
receptive organ tov;ards the t r a n s m i t t i n g unconscious 
of the p a t i e n t " . 

Freud (1953, X I I , p , 1 1 5 - 1 l 6 ) . 

I n a d d i t i o n the counsellor also performs the f u n c t i o n of summarising 

the c l i e n t ' s operations. Lacan, f o r example, r e f e r s t o the 

function of the analyst t o recede the patient's statements v;hen 

he remarks that he locates the 'point dc capiton', pinning dovm 

the patient's flow of expression by bringing 'the i n d e f i n i t e 

glissement of s i g n i f i c a t i o n t o a stop'. To do t h i s he performs 

transformations on h i s c l i e n t ' s statements, the most elementary 

transformation being the recombination of the c l i e n t ' s predications 

i n a novel form; f o r example, the counsellor may intervene v/ith 

'has vjhat ycu have said about X anything t o do w i t h what you have 

said about Y?' or 'when you say X do you mean Y?' and so on. 

Clearly, X a_nd Y are optimally re-presentations of the c l i e n t ' s 

predications i n h i s ov;n words. Transformations of t h i s k i n d 

frequently focus on predications relevant t o the c l i e n t ' s 

stated purposes. 

I n performing transformations and summarising c l i e n t ' s modelling 

a c t i v i t i e s t i i e counsellor i s acting both as a recording device 

ai\d as a medium f o r the feedback of relevant aspects of the c l i e n t ' s 

dialogue, A f i n a l function of a 'cognitive r e f l e c t o r ' i s t o 

o f f e r feedback summaries at the most appropriate moment i n the 

c l i e n t ' s r e f l e c t i v e processes. Judgements of t h i s k ind £vre 

p a r t i c u l a r l y d i f f i c u l t t o make, and are frequently viewed as 
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aspects of counselling s k i l l ( f o r example, Lacan recof^;niscs the 

d i f f i c u l t y f o r the thera.pist i n i d e n t i f y i n g appropriate 'tines 

for understanding* and 'moments f o r concluding'). However.^ naive 

c r i t e r i a f o r t h i s f u n c t i o n nay be t e n t a t i v e l y established, e.g. 

feedback may be offered v;hen (1) the c l i e n t requests i t , ( 2 ) the 

c l i e n t ' s modelling a c t i v i t i e s have slowed down or stopped, (3) at 

predefined and regular i n t e r v a l s , i r r e s p e c t i v e of the status of 

the c l i e n t ' s modelling processes, and {k) at predefined stages i n 

the program of a c t i v i t i e s . 

Procedures designed t o ftmction as cognitive r e f l e c t o r s must then 

meet the foll o w i n g s p e c i f i c a t i o n s : -

( i ) that they e n t a i l a supportive dialogue (Thomas £r K a r r i -

Augstein, 1976) responding to the user's current state and minimally 

f u l f i l l i n g the counselling ideals of 'empathy' and 'unconditional 

p o s i t i v e regard'• This mea:is that t h e i r i n t e r v e n t i o n i n t o the 

user's modelling i s based on a formulation of the i n t e r n a l state 

of the user'in order f o r him to engage i n c e r t a i n a c t i v i t i e s . To 

achieve t h i s , procedures must be able e i t h e r t c predict user states 

or to request information from the user concerning h i s current 

state, and to respond on the basis of h i s information. 

( i i ) That they embody a class of non-evaluative transformations 

to be perioiT^ed on the predicates the user formulates. The 

objective of tra:isforming user's predicates i s to provoke f u r t h e r 

modelling a c t i v i t y i n p a r t i c u l a r d i r e c t i o n s . Thus, transform.ations 

are criterion-based, although c r i t e r i a sliould be associated v/ith 
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the user's modelling process rather than the content of n o d d l i n g . 

The therapeutic i d e a l of 'congruence' (Rogers, 1951) between what 

the counsellor f e e l s and v/hat he says i n the interviev/ i s thus 

obviated. 

( i i i ) That they manage and coordinate the feedback of transform­

a t i o n outcomes to the user. Three issues are involved i n t h i s 

s p e c i f i c a t i o n , namely the type of transformation outcome t o be 

presented, the timing of the presentation, ajid the form of the 

display through which transformation outcomes Eire presented. As 

algoritlims of a c t i v i t i e s may embody a f i n i t e r e p e r t o i r e of trans­

formations, a means of appropriate s e l e c t i o n must be devised. r 

S i m i l a r l y , c r i t e r i a concerned with the receiv i n g state of the user 

are required to coordinate feedback timing. F i n a l l y , the outcomes 

of transformations must take a form that i s i n t e l l i g i b l e t c the 

user, and which permit the user to t r a n s l a t e the outcomes i n t o 

d i r e c t i v e s f o r f u t u r e modelling behaviour. 

1.2.3-5* I n t e r n a l i s i n g the procedures. 

I n the discussion of approaches t o the therapeutic r e l a t i o n s h i p , 

i t was noted that Rogers (1953) viewed the a c q u i s i t i o n of 

conversational competence as a movement from ' f i x i t y t c changingness' 

Such a movement suggests the development by the c l i e n t of the meajis 

to monitor cind msmage modelling processes as a r e s u l t of a c t i v i t i e s 

i n v/hich these processes are e x t e r i o r i s e d . That i s , of fundaT.ental 

importance to conversational competence i s the development by the 

c l i e n t of a superordinate perceptual system capable of i d e n t i f y i n g 
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the s t a t u s of h i s model and the requirements of convcrsationar 

circumstances i n v/hich he i s engaged. Ke does, i n f a c t , need 

to »learn-to-learn'• I n engaging the c l i e n t i n c e r t a i n modelling 

a c t i v i t i e s , t h e r a p i s t s and counsellors are aiming a t outcomes 

which may not immediately be manifested i n the therapeutic 

s i t u a t i o n . They are, i n general, expecting t o achieve a form 

of l e a r n i n g that i s a by-product of t h e i r overt a c t i v i t i e s . I n 

t h i s discussion of the ' l o g i c a l categories of learning' Bateson, 

(1972) notes that the form of lear n i n g sought i n the therapeutic 

encounter i s Learning I I I , v;here: 

"Leai'ning I i s change i n s p e c i f i c i t y of response 
by correction of errors of choice w i t h i n a set bf 
a l t e r n a t i v e s . Learning I I i s a change i n the 
process of Learning I , e.g. a c o r r e c t i v e chcuige i n the 
set of a l t e r n a t i v e s from which choice i s made, or i t 
i s a change i n how the sequence of experience i s 
punctuated. Learning I I I i s a change i n the process of 
Learning I I , e.g. a corrective change i n the system of 
sets 01 a l t e r n a t i v e s from which a choice i s made 
I n psychotherapy, Learning I I i s exemplified most 
conspicuously by the phenomena of 'transference'. 
Orthodox Freudian theory asserts that the patient 
v . ' i l l i n e v i t a b l y b t i n g t o the therapy room inappropriate 
notions about h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the t h e r a p i s t . 
These notions (conscious or unconscious) v / i l l be such 
tha t he w i l l act and t a l k i n a v;ay which would press 
the therapist to respond i n v/ays v;hich v;ould resemble 
the patient's p i c t u r e of hov/ some important other 
person (usually a pai^ent) treated the pa t i e n t i n the 
near or dis t a n t past. I n the language of the present 
paper, the :x i t i c n t vrLll t r y to shape h i s interch.mge 
v;ith the therapist according to the premises of h±s 
(the patient's) former Learning I I Lot us 
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l i s t some of the changes which we s h a l l be w i l l i n g 
to c a l l Learning I I I . (a) the i n d i v i d u a l might 
le a r n to form more readily those habits the forming 
of which v/e c a l l Learning I I . (b) He might learn to 
close f o r himself the 'loopholes' v;hich v/ould allov/ 
him to avoid Learning I I I . (c) He might l e a r n to 
change the habits acquired by Learning I I . (d) He 
might learn that he i s a creature v/hich can and does 
unconsciously achieve Learning I I . (e) He might l e a r n 
t o l i m i t or d i r e c t his l e a r n i n g I I . ( f ) I f Learning 
I I i s a lear n i n g of the contexts of Learning I , then 
Learning I I I should be a leai-Jiing of the contexts 
of those contexts". 

Bateson (1972, p.26^f-

2 7 5 ) . 

Learning I I I may be viewed i n the present context as the internsil-

i s a t i o n and construction of procedures f o r staging, managing and 

reviev;ing modelling conversations. That i s , the c l i e n t becomes 

a counsellor t o himself, predicating h i s model of himself through 

self-obseirvation performing i n t e r n a l i s e d transformations, and on 

that basis engaging i n fu r t h e r modelling. The nature of t h i s 

a c t i v i t y has been described as the 'hour-glass' phenomenon, 

(Thomas :xnd Harri-Augstein, 197D), i n which t h e . c l i e n t engages 

i n a f l e x i b l e cycle of operation i n v o l v i n g ( i ) the construction 

or i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e constructions of s e l f , ( i i ) 

the pursuit of one a l t e r n a t i v e i n v o l v i n g a s i n g l e organised 

hierarchy of c o n t r o l , and ( i i i ) an open-ended phase of r e f l e c t i o n 

and review of the outcomes of ac t i n g on the basis of that one 

a l t e r n a t i v e , ( F i g . 17 ) . 
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Provi s i onal i t y 

Decisiveness 

P r o v i s i o n a l i t y 

Phase 5 

(Heterarchy) 

Reflection + Revicv; 

Phase 2 

(Hierarchy) 

Pursuit of chosen 

a l t e r n a t i v e 

Hiase 1 

(Heteratchy) 

The construction 

of a l t e r n a t i v e s 

Divergent 

Convergent 

Diverrrent 

Figure 17 I'ho 'hour-(-;lasG' phenomenon. 

Tliomas & Harri-Augstein (1976, p.3.) 

To achieve an i n t e r n a l representation of procedures, algorithms 
should i d e a l l y : -

( i ) enable the user t o cngaf:;e i n independent modellinp; a c t i v i t y . 

To do so procedures should c a l l a t t e n t i o n t o i n t r i r j s i c cues 

E i r i s i n g during modelling a c t i v i t y by the j u d i c i o u s use of augmented 

feedback ( v i a the transforn:ations of 1.2.3-^« i i ) , making possible 

the c o n t r o l of the m.odelling conversation by the user on the 

bcu;is of i n t r i n s i c cues. I t i s important to note that the 
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existence of i n t r i n s i c cues cannot be i n f e r r e d from the user's 

performance w i t h the a i d of augmented feedback. Holding points 

out t h a t "there i s no point i n le a r n i n g t o r e l y upon information 

v/hich v ; i l l not be there when t r a i n i n g i s f i n i s h e d " (I965, p.22), 

Only i f s u f f i c i e n t use has been made of feedback during modelling 

a c t i v i t i e s can the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of i n t r i n s i c cues be assumed. 

Kov;ever, the experiments conducted by Tr o v / i l l (1967), M i l l e r 

and DiCara (196?), Shapiro and Z i f f e r b l a t t (1976) and Seymour 

(195^) do suggest that t r a i n i n g makes avail a b l e the use o f cues 

and the development of control i n functions which are frequently 

assumed t o be beyond voluntary c o n t r o l . 

( i i ) enable the user to explore the extent of transference of 

modelling s k i l l s to new conversational domains. The algorithm 

may incorporate the meajis for the user to nominate a l t e r n a t i v e 

domains and engage i n modelling a c t i v i t y vn.thin that domain. 

( i i i ) enable the user to formulate a meta-langua^^e through which 

he may comment on h i s modelling a c t i v i t y . This may be achieved 

by requesting that the user a n t i c i p a t e the outcomes of various 

transformations that the algorithm applies to his predications. 

To the extent that he becomes able to l a b e l and denote h i s model­

l i n g a c t i v i t y , h i s predictions concerning the outcomes of transform­

ations become increasingly accurate. 

1.2.3.6. A number of ex i s t i n g methodologies appear t o embody 

conversational procedures for encouraging the mcdelling of s e l f 

and others* As these methodologies may provide a framework f o r 
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the development of i n t e r a c t i v e algorithms, they may b r i e f l y be 

examined i n terms of the design s p e c i f i c a t i o n s of the preceding 

section. The moat promising methodologies f o r t h i s purpose are 

(a) McFall's 'mystic monitor*, (b) Hair's 'conversation cycle', 

and (c) Kelly's 'repertory g r i d ' . The features of each methodology 

associated v;ith the design s p e c i f i c a t i o n s are l i s t e d i n Table 1. 

(a) The procedure of McFall's 'mystic monitor' (reported i n 

Bannister and Fransella, 1971) e n t a i l s that a subject i s o l a t e him­

s e l f w i t h a tape-recorder and a set of self-administered suggestions, 

namely to set the tape-recorder to 'record' ajid t o t a l k i n t o i t 

fo r twenty minutes about whatever comes i n t o h i s head; t o rev.'ind.; 

the tape-recorder and l i s t e n to what he has said; to t a l k i n t o 

the tape-recorder a second time f o r as l o r ^ as he wishes; t o replay 

i t a second time; t o repeat t h i s process as many times as he vrLshes; 

f i n a l l y to erase tape t o ensure c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y . 

V/hilst notrequirin'o the subject to engage i n a s p e c i f i c modelling 

a c t i v i t y , the procedure does confront the subject v/ith the need 

to model s e l f . Maintaining a s e l f - d i r e c t e d monologue i s no easy 

task, and the emergence of dialogue (between the subject and an 

imaginary audience of generalised others, or a v a r i e t y of s p e c i f i c 

others) i s reportedly unavoidable. As i t stands, the procedures 

provides a minimal cognitive r e f l e c t o r , since the subject's 

monologue does not undergo any form of transformation. No attempt 

i s made to assess the outcomes cr continuance of the modelling 

processes involved-
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Design 
Speci f i c a t i o r ^ 

Mystic 
Monitor 

Conversation 
Cycle 

Repertory 
Grid 

1) EXTERIORISING 
MODEI.J:.IKG coinrER-

SATIONS 

a) Record of 
predications 

Tape-recorded 
solo speech 
sequences 

'Public' and 
'private* 
character-
isatior^s 

Grid matrix of 
element pred­
i c a t i o n s 

b) Isomorphism 
with i n t e r n a l 
conversation 

V/ithin l i m i t s 
of speech 

Iv'ithin l i m i t s 
of v;ritten 
represent­
ations 

Construing as 
a perceptual 
process 

c) Domain spec­
i f i e d by user 

Yes, but no 
checks 

Partner acts 
as check 

nomination of 
element sarnple • 

2) SPECIFY 

ACTIVITIES 

a) Appropriate 
to domain 

As deter­
mined by user 

Perceptions 
of partner 

Cor_structs 
e l i c i t e d from 
element s£imple 

b) Secondary 
modelling 

i-.'one 
specified 

Dialogue 
between 
p a r t i c i p a n t s 

Laddering, 
implications 
g r i d , e t c . 

cont/ 
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3) coGirn:i\rE 

REFLECTC'fi 

a) Supportive 
dialogue 

b) .Hon-cvaluative 
transformations 

c) Feedback of 
transformation 
outcomes 

None 

Hone 

None 

Partner as 
support 

Comparisons 
between 
successive 
character­
i s a t i o n s 

Mone : trans­
formations 
self-admin­
i s t e r e d 

vrnen mediated 
by experimenter 

M u l t i v a r i a t e 
analyses 

Various g r i d 
displays 

'0 II;TEI>r;AL'r 
ISATIOIi OF 
Pî OCEDUP̂ S 

a) Enable indep­
endent modelling 
a c t i v i t y 

b) Test tr a n s f e r 

c) Enable form.-
ation of meta­
language 

Mot sjxic-
i f i e d 

Hot spec­
i f i e d 

Not spec­
i f i e d 

i-jot spec­
i f i e d 

Not spec­
i f i e d 

Not spec­
i f i e d 

i f i e d 

Test element 
sample 

Laddering, 
impli c a t i o n s 
g r i d , e t c . 

Table 1 : A com-oarison of throe procedures. 
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Represented i n terms of the model of conversations, the procedure 

i d e a l l y leads to modelling a c t i v i t y through the comparison of 

two or m.ore recorded speech sequences ( F i g . l 8 ) , v/liich are r e ­

presented to the user untransformed. 

(b) Hair's'conversation cycle' (1970a, 1970b) requires two p a r t ­

i c i p a n t s A and B, v;ho both formulate and record character sketches 

of two kinds, (a) a 'public' sketch of the other p a r t i c i p a n t 

that they are w i l l i n g t o transmit and t o j u s t i f y t o the other, and 

(b) a 'private' sketch of the other p a r t i c i p a n t that they are not 

required to transmit, but to keep f o r personal reference. Sketches 

(a) are then exchanged by the p a r t i c i p a n t s and a j u s t i f i c a t o r y 

dialogue ensues. At the end of t h i s dialogue tlie f i r s t encounter 

i s terminated. The process i s then repeated on fut u r e encounters. 

The transfoimiations are self-administered independently by each 

pai'ticipant, and comprise ( i ) comparisons between the t\Jo sketches 

on each occasion, ( i i ) comjiarison betv/een sketches (a) betv;een 

occasions, ( i i i ) comparison between sketches (b) betv/een occasions. 

The aim i s t o i d e n t i f y changes i n the characterisation of the other 

p a r t i c i p a n t as a r e s u l t of exchange and j u s t i f i c a t o r y ' dialogues, 

and to i d e n t i f y the movement of ch a r a c t e r i s a t i o n elements from 

sketch (b) to sketch (a) over successive occasions. The modelling 

conversation i s thus s p e c i f i c a l l y centred on the other, r a t h e r thein 

on the s e l f . F i g . 19 represents the sti-ucture of the dialogue and 

the source of the tv;o types of chara c t e r i s a t i o n sketch and comparisons 

between them (denoted by comparator symbols). I d e a l l y , comparisons 

of t h i s kind, repeated over successive occasions, lead both p a r t i c i -
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a J 0 T A . 
a'y— 

Fif,-ure l3 The ' m y s t i c monitor' c y c l e . 

A ^ 

)(̂  

FitT^re 19 Tlio ' c o n v e r s a t i o n c v c l e ' . 



131-

pants i n t o modelling a c t i v i t y focussing on t h e i r viev/ of t h e i r 

partner.. . . . 

(c) The repertory g r i d ( K e l l y , 1955; Bannister Mair, 1963) i s 

usually administered by an experimenter, although v;ith some 

i n s t r u c t i o n and p r a c t i c e , may be self-administered. I n both cases, 

production of a g r i d e n t a i l s i d e n t i f y i n g a set of stimulus objects 

v/hich are then systematically predicated i n the subject's own terms. 

E l i c i t a t i o n of the i^^^^^icates (usually) follows from comparisons of 

subsets of stimulus objects presented i n a modelling f a c i l i t y , the 

predicates thus formed then applied to the e n t i r e set of stimulus 

objects. Predications arc usually represented nuinericaJLly by 

t r e a t i n g predicates and t h e i r polar oppositos as c o n s t i t u t i n g a 

scale. I n scaling stimulus objects, the subject i s performing 

operations that act on predications i n the conversational domain-

Transformations are usually numerical, and feature the assumption 

of f u n c t i o n a l equivalence, namely that predicates obtaining s i m i l a r 

(to a s p e c i f i e d degree) orderings of stimulus objects arc denoted 

£is f u n c t i o n a l l y equivalent discriminations. The procedure i t s e l f 

involves s p e c i f i c modelling a c t i v i t i e s , v.'hich are the construction 

of a semi-ordered set of predications. VHien the stimulus set 

comprises the subject himself and selected personal others, the 

process of predication p a r t i a l l y e x t e r i o r i s e s models of s e l f and 

others- Hear isomorphism i s achieved v;};en the procedure i s s e l f -

administered, as predicates formulated w i t h the a i d of an 

experimenter (E) r e f l e c t those modelling processes that obtain 

v/hcn the subject i s i n negotiation v;ith E. A number of secondai-y 

techniques, f o r exajnple, 'laddering' and 'implications g r i d ' 

(Hinlilo, 1965) load tc f u r t h e r n o d d l i n g a c t i v i t y . Fig,20 represent; 
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the subject i n t e r a c t i n g with the repertory g r i d procedure under 

conditions of s e l f administration. I t may be seen tha t both the 

subject ( i n h i s predications) and the procedure ( i n i t s transform­

ations) act on the externalised conversational domain v/hich com-orises 

predicatiorjs of A's view of himself and a number of other people. 

I n order f o r A to i n t e r p r e t the display's derived from the transforms, 

a model of what the procedure achieves i s developed, eventually enab­

l i n g i n t e r n a l modelling a c t i v i t y to take place. 

User Procedure 

( 
Iransforn 

Displays proc 

Pr 
1 

F i g u r e 20 The r e r j e r t o r y ^ r i d procedure. 

This b r i e f comparison of three procedures reveals t h e i r widely 

d i f f e r i n g conversational functions. t\ll three may p o t e n t i a l l y 

f a c i l i t a t e modelling com}jotence i n the p a r t i c i p a n t s , but by 

d i f f e r e n t routes. For example, the 'mystic moiiitor' may lead the 
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user to become more competent i n observing h i s ov;n behaviour and 

able to detect the p r o j e c t i o n of inappropriate expectancies on 

other people with v/hom he converses. Mair's 'conversation cycle' 

enables the a r t i c u l a t i o n of roles i n r e l a t i o n to others and the 

•development of s k i l l i n recognising and expressing f o r your own 

use the diverse ways i n v;hich ideas can be held f o r use v/ithin 

oneself rather than j e t t i s o n e d cai^elessly i n the outside world* 

C'lair, 1970b, p.171). F i n a l l y , the repertory g r i d enables the user 

to elaborate a d e t a i l e d model of himself and others, and t o explore 

the properties of t h i s model, with a view to i n i t i a t i n g adaptive 

changes v;ithin i t . 
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1 ,2 .4 . The programme of research^ 

1 . 2 . 4 . 1 . The st u d i e s reported i n the follov;ing chapters each 

develop separate i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s designed to promote conver-

s a t i o n a l competence. The key concept that emerges from these s t u d i e s 

i s that procedures must operate on the reference frame of the 

subject's conversations, both i n t e r n a l and i n t e r p e r s o n a l . From 

e a r l i e r discussions, i t w i l l be evident that the reference frame 

of a conversation delineates 'what may be known' i n that conversat­

ion, ajid that v/hat may be knoiim i n turn determines what may be-

communicated i n an object language. Intervention s t r a t e g i e s -

are devised to redefine or elaborate conversational, reference 

frames; i n t e r n a l l y , to enable the subject to make more known to 

himself i n h i s modelling a c t i v i t i e s , and i n t e r p e r s o n a l l y , to enable 

p a r t i c i p a n t s to make more knoim to each other through int e r p e r s o n a l 

a c t i o n . 

1 . 2 . 4 . 2 . The st u d i e s that follow are grouped according to three 

research o b j e c t i v e s ; namely (a) to revea l the optimal conditions 

for e x t e r i o r i s i n g i n t e r n a l modelling, (b) to develop procedures 

for enhancing i n t e r n a l modelling and (c) to develop procedures f or 

enhancing interpersonal modelling. 

(a) Preliminary s t u d i e s ; exploratory s t u d i e s aimed a t r e v e a l i n g 

the conditions i n v/hich the internatl conversation may be e x t e r i o r i s e d 

and the r e l a t i o n s h i p between interpersonal and i n t e r n a l reference 

frames. The three methods described above v;ere employed, namelyi 

HcFall's 'Mystic Monitor', F ^ r ' s 'conversation c y c l e ' , and the 
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repertory grid* 

( i ) I^eference frames i n a friendship; a study of a s e r i e s of s i x 

encounters between tv/o friends, each encounter follov/ed by a 

solo Mystic Monitor s e s s i o n . ( 1 ) The i n t e r p e r s o n a l conversations j 

are analysed to r e v e a l the sequence of i n t e r p e r s o n a l reference 

frames. ( 2 ) The solo sessions are discussed i n terms of the extent 

to which i n t e r n a l modelling conversations may be e x t e r i o r i s e d i n 

private monologue. 

( i i ) Reference frames of a n^oup; an account of the developnent 

of reference frames i n a study group composed of 12 students of 

a r t and design. Reference frames aire i d e n t i f i e d by t h e i r function 

for the group at d i f f e r e n t points i n i t s development, and i n t e r ­

personal action betv;een members highlighted to reveal the maintenance 

of and t r a n s i t i o n between reference frames. Towards the end of the 

s e r i e s of group discussions a c o l l e c t i v e 'group* repertory girid i s 

produced, and analysed to h i g h l i g h t ( l ) the construction of group 

events by •consensus groups* of members, and ( 2 ) the construction 

by the group of group events according to the extent to which the 

two group goals of 'task s a t i s f a c t i o n ' and 'social-emotional s a t i s ­

faction* are cichieved. 

( i i i ) Reference franes i n interviews; a s e r i e s of 12 repertory^ 

grid interviews of A-level students i s reported, the interviews 

being part of a ctudy course run i n a College of Technology. The 

grids produced on student's construction of s i g n i f i c a n t l e a r n i n g 

events they had experienced. The s e t of g r i d s are analysed to r e v e a l 



( 1 ) the extent of d i v e r s i t y i n students' construction of s i g n ­

i f i c a n t leaxninc experiences, ( 2 ) the d i s t r i b u t i o n of students' 

attention over various c l a s s e s of experience. Inteirviev/ r e l a t i o n ­

ships between course tutors and students are discussed i n terms 

of negotiation of an interviev; reference frame, and the extent 

to which the contribution of the interviev/er to t h i s frame are 

expressed as 'demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ' ( 1 ) shaping the students' 

verbal reports, and ( 2 ) shaping the students' i n t e r n a l reference 

frame, thus determining the extent of s e l f - e x p l o r a t i o n * 

(b) Studies of i n t e r n a l conversations; exploration_s of s e r i a l 

repertory g r i d procedures aimed a t providing the user with ( 1 ) 

i n d i c a t o r s of the l o c u s of changes i n construction, ajid ( 2 ) 

measures of the user's i n s i g h t i n t o h i s o\m modelling processes* 

( 1 ) i s achieved by d e r i v i n g from a sample of g r i d data a prob­

a b i l i s t i c model of a number of repertory g r i d outcomes, and the 

a p p l i c a t i o n of t h i s model i n the Eayesian a n a l y s i s of the user's 

grid. This a n a l y s i s provides predictions for subsequent 

grids, and discrepant outcomes are re-presented as d i r e c t e d prompts 

for the user to engage i n secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s . ( 2 ) i s 

achieved by the user a n t i c i p a t i n g g r i d outcomes on the b a s i s of 

h i s experience of modelling a c t i v i t y , these a n t i c i p a t i o n s s e r v i n g 

as r e f e r e n t s for l o c a t i n g discrepancies i n h i s observed g r i d out­

comes. Tliese discrepancies provide d i r e c t e d prompts for the 

development of the user's i n s i g h t i n t o modelling a c t i v i t i e s . 

(i> The core /^rid; a study of a sample of s e r i a l grids from f i v e 

subjects based on constructions of s e l f and personal others to 
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provide ( 1 ) an aggregate o p e r a t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n o f 'core* 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s and ' c e n t r a l ' elements, e n a b l i n g t h e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

of c o n s t r u c t s and elements i n the sample, ( 2 ) a n a l y t i c a l procedures 

capable o f d e t e c t i n g core c o n s t r u c t s emd c e n t r a l elements i n 

i n d i v i d u a l g r i d s , ( 3 ) estimates of the p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u ­

t i o n s o f core c o n s t r u c t s and c e n t r a l elements, and (^) est i m a t e s 

of t h e l i k e l i h o o d t h a t a n a l y t i c a l procedures are capable o f i d e n t i ­

f y i n g c o n s t r u c t s and elements t h a t s a t i s f y t h e aggregate o p e r a t i o n a l 

d e f i n i t i o n . These procedures are then a p p l i e d t o a s i n g l e case-

study o f a s e r i a l g r i d t o h i g h l i g h t ( l ) t h e d e r i v a t i o n of core g r i d 

outcomes, ( 2 ) the v;ay i n v/hicli degrees o f c e r t a i n t y are assigned t o 

these outcomes, ( 3 ) the use of outcomes as p r e d i c t i v e r e f e r e n t s f o r 

subsequent g r i d s , and (k) t h e l o c a t i o n o f d i s c r e p a n t outcomes end 

t h e i r use as prompts t o d i r e c t t h e s u b j e c t ' s m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s 

t o areas o f h i s experience undergoing r e c o n s t r v x c t i o n . 

( i i ) The r e c o n s t r u c t i o n g r i d ; a study o f a saimple of s e r i a l g r i d s 

from seven subject." based on c o n s t r u c t i o n s o f s e l f and personal o t h e r s 

t o p r o v i d e ( l ) a s e t o f o p e r a t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n s o f c o n s t r u c t and 

element r e c o n s t r u c t i o n , e n a b l i n g the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f constructs£nd 

elements i n t.he sample, ( 2 ) procedures capable o f d e t e c t i n g c o n s t r u c t 

and element r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i n r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s , ( 3 ) e s t i m a t e s o f 

the p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s o f c o n s t r u c t and element r e c o n s t r u c t i o n , 

and (^) estimates o f the l i k e l i h o o d t h a t r e c o n s t r u c t i o n i d e n t i f i e d 

by these procedures s a t i s f i e s o p e r a t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o r ^ s o f element 

and c o n s t r u c t r e c o n s t r u c t i o n - These procedures are a p p l i e d t o the 

san-e case-study as ( i ) above, t o h i g i i l i g h t t h e i n t e g r a t i o n o f 

core g r i d v;ith r e c o n s t r u c t i o n g r i d outcomes, and the u t i l i s a t i o n 
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of discrepancies betv/een probc^bilistic p r e d i c t i o n s and obseirved 

outcomes as prompts f o r the s u b j e c t ' s modelling a c t i v i t i e s . 

( i i i ) The i n s i g h t g r i d ; a study combining the core and 

reconstruction g r i d procedures i n v/hich methods for d i s p l a y i n g 

p r o b a b i l i s t i c and s u b j e c t ive predictions and outcomes are developed. 

These procedures form a six-module sequence of a c t i v i t i e s , and t h i s 

design i s applied to two case-studies, one of which i s reported i n 

d e t a i l . The procedures are evaluated to h i g h l i g h t ( 1 ) i n s i g h t into 

the construction processes of the modelling a c t i v i t i e s , ( 2 ) elabora­

t i o n of i n t e r n a l reference frames, ( 5 ) r e - c a t e g o r i s a t i o n of 

previously modelled experiences, and (k) the trar^sfer of t r a i n i n g 

to other modelling a c t i v i t i e s . 

(c) Studies of interpersonal conversations; explorations of 

s e r i a l repertory' g r i d procedures aimed at a i r t i c u l a t i n g i n t e r n a l 

reference frames with interpersonal reference frames vri.thin on­

going r e l a t i o n s h i p s - These s t u d i e s involve extending the procedures 

developed i n (b) above to i d e n t i f y the extent to which pa.rticipants 

contribute to a shared reference frame- Observing the c o n f i d e n t i a l 

nature of subjective modelling, techniques f o r smalysing the 

aggregate g r i d formed by combining p a r t i c i p a n t s ' constructs are 

developed. Additioncd outcomes are derived from the aggregate g r i d 

a n a l y s i s enabling ( 1 ) the construction of p r o b a b i l i s t i c predictions 

regarding the extent of each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s contribution to the 

sheired reference frame, and ( 2 ) the development of s u b j e c t i v e 

i n s i g h t into the shared reference frame. 
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( i ) The aggregate g r i d ; a study i n v;hich a n a l y t i c a l procedures 

f o r both i n t e r n a l and i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e f e r e n c e fr£unes are developed 

These are a p p l i e d t o a case-study o f the shared r e f e r e n c e frame 

of a f r i e n d s h i p dyad, i n order t o h i g h l i g h t ( 1 ) the maintenance 

and t r a n s i t i o n o f shared r e f e r e n c e frames, and ( 2 ) mechanisms 

v / i t h i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t enable p a r t i c i p a n t s t o a c t on the 

shared r e f e r e n c e frame. The procedure i s then f u r t h e r developed 

t o h i g h l i g h t two c l a s s e s of d i s j u n c t i o n : ( l ) betv/een-occasicn 

d i s j u n c t i o n s v / i t h i n the i n d i v i d u a l and aggregate g r i d outcomes 

v/hicli i n d i c a t e tov;ards the occurrence o f s i g n i f i c a n t events v ; i t h i n 

the r e l a t i o n s l i i p , and ( 2 ) v ; i t h i n - o c c a s i o n d i s j u n c t i o n s which 

i n d i c a t e towards t he d i f f e r e n t i a l and d i s c r e p a n t c o n t r i b u t i o n s 

of p a r t i c i p a n t s t o the shared r e f e r e n c e frame. T h i s extended 

procedure i s then a p p l i e d t o a second case-study o f an unmarried 

couple t o i l l u s t r a t e ( l ) the l o c u s o f core c o n s t r u c t d i s j u n c t i o n s 

v / i t h i n - and betv/een-occasions, and ( 2 ) the v/ay i n v;hich these 

d i s j u n c t i o n s £er\''C as d i r e c t e d prompts i n the p a r t i c i p a n t ' s 

m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s . 

( i i ) The . r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d ; a study o f a r r a r r i e d couple 

i n v;hich the procedures of the i n s i g h t and . aggregate g r i d a rc 

combined t o i d e n t i f y , p r e d i c t , and assign degrees of c e r t a i n t y 

t o p r e d i c t i o n s o f 'core* c o n s t r u c t s i n i n d i v i d u a l and shared 

reference frames. The r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d s are analysed t o 

h i g h l i g h t (1) the use o f d i s j u n c t i o n s bctv/eon p a r t i c i p a n t s as 

d i r e c t e d prompts f o r secondary m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y , ( 2 ) the use of 

d i s j u n c t i o n s betv/eon occasions f o r i d e n t i f y i n g s i g n i f i c a n t events 

w i t h i n the r e l a t i o n s h i n . 
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2 , 1 . 1 . The c o n v e r s a t i o n c y c l e . 

2 . 1 . 1 . 1 . The p i l o t study r e p o r t e d i n t h i s c h a p t e r e x p l o r e s the 

c o n d i t i o n s under which t h e m o d e l l i n g o f s e l f and o t h e r may be 

e x t e r i o r i s e d i n an e x i s t i n g f r i e n d s h i p i - e l a t i o n s h i p , and t h e v a l u e 

of p a r t i c u l a r t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s performed on the r e c o r d o f m o d e l l i n g 

a c t i v i t y . Tlie procedures of t h i s study are based on t h e 

' c o n v e r s a t i o n c y c l e * described by H a i r ( 1 9 7 0 a , 1 9 7 0 b ) , but m o d i f i e d 

by i n c o r p o r a t i n g McFall's 'mystic monitor' ( d e s c r i b e d i n B a n n i s t e r 

and F r a n s e l l a , 1 9 7 T ) - The form t h a t the combined procedures took 

v;as two p a r t i c i p a n t s ( t h e experimenter, E, and a c o l l e a g u e , Peter) 

t o engage i n a s e r i e s o f s i x tape-recorded c o n v e r s a t i o n s i n v;}iich 

the n a t u r e o f t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p v/as the t o p i c o f d i s c u s s i o n 

(corresponding t o t h e ' p u b l i c ' c h a r a c t e r sketches o f t h e ' c o n v e r s a t i o n 

c y c l e ' ) , the c o n v e r s a t i o n s immediately f o l l o w e d by each p a r t i c i p a n t 

r e t i r i n g alone t o a p r i v a t e room, f i r s t t o r e p l a y the t a p e -

r e c o r d i n g o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n , and then t o t a l k i n t o t he t a p e -

r e c o r d e r on the t o p i c o f the p r e c e d i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n ( c o r r e s p o n d i n g 

t o the ' p r i v a t e ' c h a r a c t e r sketches o f the ' c o n v e r s a t i o n c y c l e ' ) . 

T h i s ' s o l o ' r e c o r d i n g Wcis immediately r e p l a y e d and a second 'solo' 

r e c o r d i n g made. 

Tlie i n t e n t i o n a t the onset v;as t o c o n t i n u e t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n s 

a j f t e r each 'solo* s e s s i o n . Hov/ever. the design was f l e x i b l e 

and the f i n a l form t h a t the sessions took was as f c l l o v / s : -

Session 1 Conversation 1 ( 3 0 mins.) 

Solo ( 1 5 +15 mins. 

Conversation 2 ( 3 0 mins.) 
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Session 2 Conversation 3 ( 6 0 mins) 

Solo ( 1 5 + 1 5 mine.) 

Session 3 Conversation k ( 6 0 mins.) 

Solo ( 1 5 * 15 n i n s . ) 

Session Conversation 5 ( 3 0 mins.) 

Solo ( 1 5 + 15 mins.) 

Conversation 6 ( 3 0 n i n s * } 

Each p a r t i c i p a n t c a r r i e d with them t h e i r own portable tape-

recorder and simultaineous recordings of each of the s i x conversa­

tions were obtained. The 'solo' tape-recordings were r e t a i n e d 

by the p a r t i c i p a n t s because of t h e i r c o n f i d e n t i a l nature, and 

completely erased a f t e r the s i x t h conversation. The recordings 

of the conversations were retained i n order to (a) e x h i b i t the 

course of the s i x conversations, and (b) develop a s e t of t r a n s ­

formations to be applied to the content of the conversations. 

2 . 1 . 1 . 2 . The procedure may be described i n terms of the model 

of conversations ( F i g . 2 1 ) as a c y c l e involving the a l t e r n a t i o n 

between a primarily interpersonal modelling conversation and a 

T^artly e x t e r i o r i s e d i n t e r n a l modelling conversation. Modelling 

i n the 'solo' sessions i s cued by the recording obtained i n the 

' conversationad' s e s s i o n s , but the solo sessions do not incorporate 

£iny form of transformation on the record produced. The 'conversa­

t i o n a l ' sessions do, hov/ever, act as a modelling f a c i l i t y , i n which 

each p a r t i c i p a n t may attempt to bring about changes i n the nature 
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C o n v e r s a t i o n a l sess i o n 

0 

Solo s e s s i o n s 

F i g u r e 21 The n o d i f i o d c o n v^T - . - , p c y c l e 

of the n e g o t i a t e d models of both p a r t i c i p a n t s ( 

of comparisons between »solo* tape sequences ( i n d i c a t e d by the 
'^ \ , b ^ on the basis 

comparator symbols). 



Transformations o f each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s m o d e l l i n g p r e d i c a t e s v / i t l i i n 

the ' c o n v e r s a t i o n a l ' sessions were e s s e n t i a l l y mediated by the 

o t h e r p a r t i c i p a n t . That i s , each p a r t i c i p a n t responds t o the 

comments of the o t h e r concerning the nature o f t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i n terma o f personal i m p l i c a t i o n s . Such t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s c l e a r l y 

are not n o n - e v a l u a t i v e . As an a t t e m p t t o e s t a b l i s h a c l a s s o f 

d e s c r i p t i v e t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s capable of being i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o the 

procedure, an independent judge v/as asked t o l i s t e n t o the t a p e -

r e c o r d i n g s o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n s a f t e r the fovir sessions had been 

completed. The i n t e n t i o n v;ais t o employ common-sense c r i t e r i a f o r 

f i r s t l y i d e n t i f y i n g ' s i g n i f i c a n t events* v / i t h i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n s 

which i-elated t o e i t h e r or both p a r t i c i p a n t ' s m o d e l l i n g processes, 

ajid secondly t o c a t e g o r i s e * s i g n i f i c a n t events' i n terms c f the 

n a t u r e of the n e g o t i a t e d models o f each p a r t i c i p a n t v / i t h i n the 

c o n v e r s a t i o n , henceforward termed the r e f e r e n c e frame of t h e 

c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

The judge v/as chosen f o r her knowledge o f drama and l i t e r a r y 

c r i t i c i s m , and thus had a c r i t i c a l eye f o r r o i e - p l a y i n g and 

c h a r a c t e r a c t i n g . The f o u r hours o f c o n v e r s a t i o n , f u l l o f h e s i t a ­

t i o n s , s i l e n c e s , and redundancies, was reduced t o h i g h l i g h t s a l i e n t 

f e a t u r e s o n l y . Having l i s t e n e d t o a l l the tapes, the judge v/as 

asked t o i s o l a t e ' s i g n i f i c a n t events' 

"iJov/ t h a t you have heard a l l the tapes, w i l l you please 
s t a r t back a t the begir-r:ing and i s o l a t e what you c o n s i d e r 
t o be s i g n i f i c a n t events i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 3y 
s i g n i i i c i x n t , I mean having an e f f e c t , immediate or o t h e r ­
wise, on both t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s as a whole. A s i g n i f i c a j i t 
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event may be a number o f t h i n g s ; somebody l o s i n g 
t h e i r temper, somebody d i s c l o s i n g p e r s o nal f e e l i n g s , 
a l t e r c a t i o n s , p r e v a r i c a t i o n s and evasions, pregnant-
s i l e n c e s , and so on. Nov/ s v / i t c l i on the t a p r - r e c o r d e r 
cuid mark dov;n the numbers on the counter t h a t correspond 
t o the b e g i n n i n g and ending o f s i g n i f i c a n t events as 
you see them. Feel f r e e t o rewind the tape a t any 
time and p l a y back s e c t i o n s o f i t , Tliere i s no l i m i t 
t o t he number o f events you may wish t o i s o l a t e " . 

A f t e r v/orking through a l l s i x t a p e s , h7 separate events v/ere 

i s o l a t e d as ' s i g n i f i c a n t ' , and the f o u r hours of com^ersaticn v/as 

reduced t o 5 3 - 6 minutes (see Appendix A ) . The i s o l a t e d events 

v;ere then t r a n s f e r r e d , i n t l i e o r d e r i n which they occurred, t o a 

second tape v/hich then represented the sequence o f s a l i e n t p o i n t s 

i n t he s i x c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

A coding freune was then developed i n d i s c u s s i o n v/ith the independent 

judge, and a p p l i e d t o the s i g n i f i c a n t events t h a t had been i s o l a t e d , 

2 . 1 . 1 , 3 . I n summary the purpose o f t h i s p i l o t study i s t o 

c l a r i f y t h e follov.'ing p o i n t s ; -

( i ) the nature o f m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i n ongoing c o n v e r s a t i o n s , and 

the c o n s t r u c t i o n and r e c o n s t r u c t i o n o f r e f e r e n c e frames w i t h i n 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s , 

( i i ) t h e development of a coding fraTie f o r c a t e g o r i s i n g m o d e l l i n g 

a c t i v i t i e s i n ongoing c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 
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( i i i ) the c o n d i t i o n s under v;hich i n t e r n a l m o d e l l i n g processes 

might be e x t e r i o r i s e d to" enable a p a r t i c i p a n t t o develop c o n t r o l 

over m o d e l l i n g processes. 

Points ( i ) and ( i i ) a re discussed i n d e t a i l by f i r s t l y summarising 

m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i n the s i x c o n v e r s a t i o n s i n terms o f t h e 

s i g n i f i c a n t events s e l e c t e d by t h e independent judge ( s e c t i o n 2 . 1 . 2 ) , 

and secondly by developing a coding frame ( s e c t i o n 2 . 1 . 3 ) and 

examining i t s f e a s i b i l i t y as a p o s s i b l e t r a n s f o r m a t i o n t o be i n c o r p ­

o r a t e d i n t o t he procedure ( s e c t i o n 2 . 1 . 4 , ) . P o i n t ( i i i ) i s 

examined by d i s c u s s i n g the value o f the ' s o l o ' sessions as a s e l f -

d i r e c t e d m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y ( s e c t i o n 2 . 1 , 5 . ) . 



- 1 4 8 -

2 . 1 - 2 . Modelling events i n conversations-

2 . 1 . 2 . 1 , From the k7 s i g n i f i c a n t events s e l e c t e d by the independent 

judge a summciry of the s i x conversations becomes p o s s i b l e . The 

following account i s u n l i k e l y to be completely i m p a r t i a l , however, 

but does s e r Y e to convey the nature of negotiations concerning 

a shaxed model of p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n conversation. I t w i l l become 

evident that such negotiations are neither non-problematic nor 

t o t a l l y e x p l i c i t ; misunderstandings, d i s j u n c t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

and h o s t i l i t y appear to be d i s t i n c t i v e features of j o i n t modelling 

a c t i v i t y - Of p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t i n t h i s study are those episodes 

and occasions where d i s j u n c t i o n s might be resolved by appropriate 

interventions, and the form that procedures might take to coordinate 

intervention of t h i s kind. 

2 . 1 . 2 . 2 . The f i r s t conversation. 

Peter and I had arranged to meet one afternoon to begin the 

experiment. V/hen v/e had both s a t dovm, I opened the conversation 

with a statement summarising what I thought the experiment could 

achieve for our e s t a b l i s h e d r e l a t i o n s h i p . This statement i n i t i a l l y 

provoked a f a i r l y t h e o r e t i c a l discussion about how v/e could observe 

r o l e s i n i n t e r a c t i o n s . This discussion seemed to provide an 

orientation v/hich, a f t e r 10 minutes, allowed both of us to t a l k 

i n an unemotional way about our r e l a t i o n s h i p , even though what wa^ 

being described v/ere ostensibly personal f e e l i n g s 

(E) I v e l l , the things you say to me are that you l-:nov/ 
you can upset me e a s i l y (pause) and often I see you 
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e x e r t i n g r e a l d i s c i p l i n t o a v o i d doing t h a t . Now i t 
may be q u i t e f a l s e , the assumption t h a t you upset me 
by doing c e r t a i n t h i n g s . 
(P) I t h i n k o f two cl a s s e s o f t h i n g s I can't say t o 
you; the t h i n g s t h a t w i l l upset you, and the thJ.ngs t h a t 
w i l l upset me t o say (pause). P e r s o n a l l y , I am more 
v/orried by the t h i n g s I can't say, than t he t i l i n g s I 
shouldn't say (pause). That's where the s t r e s s i s 

During the f i r s t 20 minutes o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n , t h i s remote stance 

towards our r e l a t i o n s h i p seemed t o predominate. Both o f us v.'ere 

i n i t i a l l y v ery aware o f the microphones, and t h i s had the e f f e c t 

o f making us both s e l f - c o n s c i o u s and the c o n v e r s a t i o n s t i l t e d . 

fIov;ever, i t seemed t o keep cur a t t e n t i o n on v;hat was being s a i d . 

On the v/hole, I d i s c l o s e d very l i t t l e o f the way i n v/hich I 

experienced the r e l a t i o n s h i p , and i n s t e a d i n t e r r o g a t e d Peter about 

h i s experiences, as he seemed more ready t o r e f l e c t on them tiian I 

v.'as: -

(E) You f e e l t h a t v;hen you're t a l k i n g t o me you have 
t o behave y o u r s e l f , compared v/ith o t l i e r people? 
(P) V/ell, no. I f e e l much l e s s c o n s t r a i n e d by you, 
because I don't f e e l judged by you. 
(E) But you don't f e e l judged by F&ul, do you? 
(P) V/ell, you and Paul. I am much c l o s e r t o you 
than o t h e r people, t o both o f you. 

Although much of what was being s a i d was f a i r l y d i s c r e d i t i n g -^f each 

ot h e r , the mood of the f i i ' s t 20 minutes was o f a m.utual p o s i t i v e 

regard, each o f us conceding our bad p o i n t s t o the o t h e r v/ithout 

imch r e a l d i s c l o s u r e : -
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(P) I've always been l e s s a f r a i d of you than most 
.people. 
( E ) T l i a t ' s because I am more formal and i n t e l l e c t u a l 
than you, p r o b a b l y . 
(P) I\nd y e t people don't f i n d you as c o l d and h o s t i l e 
as me. People f i n d you a much more e a s i l y l i k e a b l e 
person. 
( E ) That's because I go al o n g v/ith t h e i r f e e l i n g s a t 
the expense o f my ovm. 

These concessions v/ere being made v/ithout c i t h e r o f us p u t t i n g 

ourselves a t r i s k , v/e had al r e a d y expressed these f e e l i n g s t o eacn 

other on e a r l i e r occasions. I n t h i s sense, the i n t e r a c t i o n i n 

the f i r s t 20 minutes v/as a ceremony i n v/hich we e s t a b l i s h e d a 

frame o f reference t h a t was f a m i l i a r t o us from t h e p r e v i o u s 

meetings. Mention v/as even made o f the d i f f i c u l t y o f us r e l a t i n g 

t o each other on d i f f e r e n t terms 

( E ) V/e've come t o an agreement over the years, t h a t 
t h e r e are d e f i n i t e l y t h i n g s t h a t v;e don't do t o each 
o t h e r . 

(P) Yes. I suppose I don't talJc about my emotional 
l i f e much, and I don't ask you about y o u r s . 

I t became evide n t t h a t I was jnorc ccmr.iittcd t o m a i n t a i n i n g our 

usual frame of r e f e r e n c e than v/as Peter. I n the l a s t 10 minutes 

of t h i s f i r s t c o n v e r s a t i o n , i t v;as ev i d e n t t h a t Peter was 

a t t e m p t i n g t o make knov/n f e e l i n g s he v/ould o t h e r w i s e not have 

expressed.- For my p a r t , I v.-as r e l u c t a n t t o move av/ay from the 

'safe' obiecti.ve a t t i t u d e t o our r e l a t i o n o h i p - The f i r s t breach 

i n t h i s frame o f r e f e r e n c e came a f t e r 2^ minutes i n an oxchange o: 



ncgative f e c l i i ^ s tov/ards each o t h e r 

(P) I remember the o t h e r n i c h t , v;hen you s a i d hov/ 
v;e had d r i f t e d a p a r t (pause). My immediate f e e l i n g v/as 
t h a t you v/ere more d i s p e n s i b l e t o no than I v/as t o you, 
(E) (Laughs) Of course I That has f i r s t s u i - v i v a l 
v a l u e , doesn't i t ? 
(P) .Ch, r e a l l y ? 
(E) I'm sure o f i t . I t h i n k the same t h i n g ( p a u s e ) . 
That's one v/ay o f p r o t e c t i n g myself, saying* 'Oh, Peter 
i s a bad t r i p , and loci-: a t him now. He o b v i o u s l y needs 
people. Aren't I lu c k y t o get ou t ' , or something l i l i e 
t h a t . 
(P) V/ell, I'm g l a d i t s mutual. 

This exchange had the e f f e c t o f b r i n g i n g t c Peter's a t t e n t i o n the 

f a c t t h a t I v/as remaining a l o o f from the c o n v e r s a t i o n , not 

d i s c l o s i n g my r e a l f e e l i n g s , and sim p l y i n t e r r o g a t i n g him. At 

t h i s p o i n t hov/ever, \-c l e f t f o r s e m r a t e rooms t o ma.ke our s o l o 

tapes. The c c n v e r s a t i o n seemed t o have ended on t h i s u n r e s o l v e d 

i s s u e ; t h a t i f e i t h e r o f us r e a l l y v/ished t o a l t e r our u s u a l 

p a t t e r n o f i n t e r a c t i n g , then both o f us v/ould have t o v/ork hard 

to p a r t i c i p a t e i n b u i l d i n g an a l t e r n a t i v e frame o f r e f e r e n c e . I t 

seemed as i f each v/as unv.dlling t o make t h i s e f f o r t v / i t h o u t being 

convinced the o t h e r v/as doing so as v ; e l l . I n l a t e r c o n v e r s a t i o n s 

i t emerged t h a t vo each thought t h e o t h e r v;as not p u l l i n g t h e i r 

v/oight, and t h i s , combined v;ith much expression o f n e g a t i v e 

f e e l i n g s , prevented e i t h e r o f us from t a k i n g r i s k s necessary t o 

e s t a b l i s h a nev/ ba s i s f o r the r e l a t i o n s h i p . 
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2,1,2,3* The second conversation. 

V/hcn v/e reconvened t o resume t he c o n v e r s a t i o n a f t e r mald-ns 

s o l o tapes, Peter appeared withdrawn and unresponsive, and 

seemed r e l u c t a n t t o con t i n u e v/ith t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n . Ae i t seemed 

t o l a c l : any immediate purpose, I once again found myself e s t a b l i s h ­

i n g our usual p a t t e r n f o r i n t e r a c t i n g , prompting Peter t o comment 

on h i s experience o f making h i s s o l o tape, £Uid a d o p t i n g t h e 

f a m i l i a r o b j e c t i v e , i n t e r r o g a t i v e stance. However, Peter seemed 

to have been able t o de t e c t the inadequacy o f our fram.e o f 

referenc e i n maJcLng h i s s o l o t a p e , and commented s t r o n g l y on the 

d i f f i c u l t i e s he experienced i n t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n s , lie V/ELS r e a c t i n g 

a g a i n s t what he observed t o be happening, b u t w i t h o u t b e i n g a b l e 

t o make any headv/ay towards an a l t e r n a t i v e : -

(P) V/ell, what v;as I supposed t o do on the s o l o tape? 
V/as I supposed t o t a l k t o you as i f you were there? 
Or v;as I supposed t o t a l k about t a l k i n g t o you? I 
t a l k e d about t a l k i n g t o you. I t a l k e d about v;hat I f e l t 
about you, V.^lat I thought v/as v/rong w i t h what v;e d i d and 
are doing. 

n e v e r t h e l e s s , i n s t e a d o f responding t o these comments, I p e r s i s t e d 

i n f o c u s s i n g a t t e n t i o n on Peter's experiences, and avoided t r y i n g 

t o move the c o n v e r s a t i o n i n t o an a l t e r n a t i v e area. I t seemed 

t h a t , because o f Peter's experience nia3:ing h i s s o l o tape, n e i t h e r 

he nor I v/ere able t o d e f i n e our s i t u a t i o n . I n s t e a d , i t s l i p p e d 

deeper i n t o on ' i n t e r v i e w for:nat' , ne by n e c e s s i t y ask.ing 

q u e s t i o n s , and Peter, a l s o by n e c e s s i t y , having t o r e f l e c t on h i s 
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ov;n experiences. EventucLlly a f t e r 15 minutes, vie both came t o 

r e a l i s e t h a t v/o might be e l i c i t i n g good i n t e r v i e w material", but 

as a c o n v e r s a t i o n v/e v/ere g e t t i n g nowhere. I c o u l d do l i t t l e but 

prompt Peter i n a h a l f - h e a r t e d v/ay, and Peter c o u l d do n o t h i n g but 

meander through h i s u n c e r t a i n t i e s . F i n a l l y , I begaji t o f e e l 

f r u s t r a t e d v;ith the apparent i n e v i t a b i l i t y o f our s i t u a t i o n , and 

i n a n i l d o u t b u r s t , o b j e c t e d t o t h e s t a b l e r o l e s t h a t v/e v;ere 

f o r c e d t o assume:-

(P) I don't tliinJ-: i t * s as you thin!-:. I ai7i making a 
f u s s because I f e e l bad, and I don't see why X s h o u l d n ' t . 
But i t ' s not n e c e s s a r i l y t h a t s e r i o u s . 
( E ) Ha » Look hero'. I've got no grounds f o r any o t h e r 
c o n c l u s i o n s , o t h e r than yoiJrc o b s t r u c t i n g me, and I'm 
o b s t r u c t i n g you, I've o n l y got your behaviour, I ' v e 
o n l y got what you sa^', and t h e way you 3.ook, haven't I ? 
(P) So. I s a i d i t makes me f e e l bad and depressed, I 
haven't s a i d t h a t m a t t e r s . You t h i r J : i t ' s s e r i o u s . 
(E) I t makes i t i m p o s s i b l e t o t a l k t o you a t t h i s 
momentI 

Soon after.'/ards, we broke f o r the day. V/e were once ag a i n i n the 

p o s i t i o n o f n e i t h e r of us being a b l e t o produce asi a l t e r n a t i v e 

d e f i n i t i o n o f our r e l a t i o n s h i p , p a r t l y because n e i t h e r of us 

wanted t o , and p a r t l y because when we d i d want t o v/e c o u l d not 

c o i n c i d e i n our e f f o r t s . Peter had become more av/are of t h i s 

impasse than I v / h i l s t he v;as l i s t e n i n g t o the tape of the p r e v i o u s 

c o n v e r s a t i o n , and seemed r^ore a b l e and v / i l l i n g t o d e s c r i b e h i s 

experiences o f i t . 



2.1.2,4. The t h i r d c o n v e r s a t i on 

On the second day, the c o n v e r s a t i o n resumed i n much the same mood 

as i t had closed on the day b e f o r e . Once again, Peter v;as w i t h -

dravm and a p p a r e n t l y d i s i n t e r e s t e d i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n , and I 

sensed he would not be i n t e r e s t e d i n a n y t h i n g I might have t o 

say. He seemed t o have given up t r y i n g t o i ^ a r t i c i p a t e i n t h e 

c o n v e r s a t i o n , and because t o him i t seemed i m p o s s i b l e t o a l t e r our 

s t y l e o f r e l a t i n g , he had e n t e r e d a fugue s t a t e o f s e l f - r e p r o a c h . 

As he seemed t o be unapproachable, I once again assamed an 

i n t e r r o g a t i v e stance-

T h i s v/as t o both o f us the f a m i l i a r p a t t e r n o f me paying a t t e n t i o n 

t o Peter's experience but being unable t o r e c i p r o c a t e , and Peter 

becoming more v;ithdrav;n and u n f o r t h c o n i n g . Hov/ever, Peter's 

commentary on h i s f e e l i n g s seemed t o be an i n s i g h t f u l account o f 

the u n c e r t a i n t i e s he experienced i n r e l a t i n g t o o t h e r p e o p l e , 

e s p e c i a l l y t o me i n the present encounter:-

(P) I have made a k i n d o f progress i n the l a s t y e a r , 
v;hich c o n s i s t s of adjustment-, and l e a r n i n g t o enjoy 
-v.'hat I have. Learning t o l i v e i n the present ( p a u s e ) . 
But i t f e e l s l i k e a b e t r a y a l (pause). I t ' s a b e t r a y a l 
o f myself. I t makes me e a s i e r f o r o t h e r peop].e t o g e t 
on w i t h - i t makes m̂^ l i f e more pleasant (pause), but 
I f e e l t h e r e arc r e a l i s s u e s (pause) I f e e l i t ' s v e r y ' 
i m p o r t a n t t o go i n t o my d e p r e s s i o n and i t ' s t h e r e t h a t 
I , v / i l l f i n d myself. 

So Peter v;cc a s s e r t i n g t h a t t o mal:e an e f f o r t t o e l e v a t e t h e 

c c n v c r s a t i c n appeared t o iiim t o f a l s i f y and b e t r a y h i s r e a l 



155-

f e c l i n g s . He was, i n f a c t , j u s t i f i e d i n c o n c e n t r a t i n g our 

a t t e n t i o n on h i s pi'oblems, and v/as f u l l y e x p l o i t i n g t h e 

»question-ansv/er' frame o f r e f e r e n c e I had e s t a b l i s h e d a t t h e 

o u t s e t . Although I f e l t able t o a p p r e c i a t e these f e e l i n g s o f 

Peter's, I d i d not seem t o be abl e t o r e c i p r o c a t e . T h i s appeared 

t o be no f a u l t of e i t h e r Peter or myself. Hov/ever, I began t o chal­

lenge Peter d i r e c t l y over my not be i n g allowed t o p a r t i c i p a t e :-

(P) Maybe i f I nal;e you l o o k a t me f o r l o n g enough, 
y o u ' l l get bored w i t h i t , and then I v/on't have t o 
l o o k a t you (pause). I'm Ju s t not b o t h e r i n g with you. 
(E) Because i t ' s much more i n t e r e s t i n g t o t a l k about 
you? 
(P) Yes, (pause) I'm not sure t h a t ' s v/rong. I t h i n k 
b o t h e r i n g v/ith you i s very d i f f i c u l t . 
(E) Hot worth the e f f o r t ? 
(P) vmo can say? 
(E) You're the only person v/hc can say. 
(P) I don't k̂ nov/ i f you're v/orth the e f f o r t , do I ? 

This l e d Peter t o express v/hy he found i t i m p o s s i b l e t o a l t e r the 

fra;:ie o f our c o n v e r s a t i o n : -

(P) I don't know v;hat you're good f o r . I don't knov/ 
v/hat can be done w i t h you (pause) I knov/ what I can do 
w i t h you as a t h i n g , but I don't know v/hat I can do w i t h 
you as a person. 

V/lien we withdrew t o rna.kc our s o l o tapes we had once ag a i n reached 

the impasse of being unable t o r e d e f i n e our r e l a t i o n s h i p , b u t v/e 

had achieved a p a r t i a l r e c o g n i t i o n o f t l i i s f a c t . Peter i n p a r t i c u ­

l a r v/as able t o des c r i b e t i i e l i m i t a t i o n s , as he experienced them. 



-156. 

i n h i s and my p a r t i c i p a t i o n , but d i d so i n a way t h a t made these 

p e r c e p t i o n s s e l f - v a l i d a t i n g . That i s , i n d e s c r i b i n g the shorcomings 

of t h e present encounter, a l t e r n a t i v e modes of i n t e r a c t i n g were 

p r o h i b i t e d . 

2.1.2.5. The f o u r t h c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

The next day the c o n v e r s a t i o n began v;ith an attempt not t o repeat 

the r o u t i n e s of the previous day. V/e began by i n i t i a l l y t a l k i n g 

about o t l i e r people, o u t s i d e t h e p r e s e n t encoimter:-

(E) Yes, I have s i m i l a r problems w i t h o t h e r people. 
I knew you must be r e c u p e r a t i n g from something. I 
mean you j u s t walked r i g h t past H and I-i w i t h o u t acknow­
l e d g i n g them a t a l l . 
(P) Yes. I can»t t a l k t o them a t a l l . I t ' s j u s t hope­
l e s s * I used t o f e e l t h a t I c o u l d n ' t t a l k t o M because 
i t was such a drag, now I can't because I am overv/helnied 
by my own f e e l i n g s . 

Once again I t r i e d t o e s t a b l i s h t h e 'question-answer' frame of 

r e f e r e n c e , but Peter v/isely drov; a t t e n t i o n t o t h i s . I n s t e a d , we 

both acicnowlodged the p i t f a l l s i n our u s u a l p a t t e r n o f r e l a t i n g , 

and by r e f e r r i n g t o them, seemed t o be seeking an a l t e r n a t i v e . 

For t l i e f i r s t time s i n c e the c o n v e r s a t i o n began, we both appeared 

t o c o i n c i d e i n cur e f f o r t s a t p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

A f t e r 20 minutes, I seemed t o f i n d myself more able t o d i s c l o s e 

my experiences, and Peter seemed more a.ble to accept them as 

c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o the c o n v e r s a t i o n : -



(E) I probably have more d i f f i c u l t y w i t h you t a l k i n g 
about concepts than I . do t a l k i n g about a n y t h i n g e l s e . 
Then again, I've got the f e e l i n g t h a t I'm dependent 
on you f o r some t h i n g s . My experience o f you has been 
t h a t you can be v e r y n i c e but when you're n o t , you're 
ve r y bad f o r m.c. That s o r t o f p a y o f f makes i t seem i t ' s 
not v/orth my w h i l e . I n i t i a l l y I thought a l l I had t o do 
v/as t o f o r g e t about you and n o t t a l k t o you. But I now 
r e a l i s e t h a t e i t h e r I breoic t h i s dependency ~ and I v/as 
g e t t i n g close t o i t by s a y i n g t h a t you're the l e a s t 
a c c e s s i b l e person I know, and t h e r e f o r e the most d e s i r a b l e 
t o access - o r X j u s t l e t i t d r o p l i k e you've done, s a y i n g 
'there's t h a t area of my l i f e t h a t ' s incomplete and un­
r e s o l v e d ' , cLP.d simply t h i n k o f i t as a mistol^ie. 

These exchanges seemed t o be p o s s i b l e o n l y by both o f us t a l k i n g 

about events t h a t had happened i n p r e v i o u s c o n v e r s a t i o n s . That 

i s , t h e c u r r e n t frame of r e f e r e n c e seemed t o be t o a l l u d e t o our 

immedio.te experiences by i n t r o d u c i n g events and f e e l i n g s from the 

n e u t r a l r e g i o n s o f past c o n v e r s a t i o n s -

V/e v;ere t l i u s able t o exchange our p e r c e p t i o n s i n a way we had 

not b e f o r e . I n t h i s l i v e l y exchoiige we both had t o defend our 

v i e w p o n i t s , but a t l e a s t there appeared t o be genuine I ' e c i p r o c a t i o n 

t a k i n g place 

(E) You're s a y i n g you d i d n ' t deny my v;orth? 
CP) Yes. 
(E) I don't b e l i e v e i t . I'm p o s i t i v e you d i d . A l l 
I heard on the tape v/as s p a r r i n g , me ajid you eacii g e t t i n g 
i n our b i t as q u i c k l y as v;e c o j i , ondsfcaying v r i t h i t . 
You b u l ] . i c d r.c a t a t i r . e v/hc:: i was j u s t a t a breaking-
p o i n t , and you b u l l i e d me t i l l I f e l l o f f the edge. 
(?J (laughs) But I don't Icnov; v/here the edge i s f o r you 
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(E) But you knov/ theie i s an edge, and i f you b u l l y 
me enough I ' l l f a l l o f f i t . 
(P) I don't, a c t u a l l y . 
(EJ I?ubbishl You expect me 
(.P) (Laughs^ You seem t o be g e t t i n g very i n t e n s e now 
Are you r e a c h i n g the edge nov/? 
CE) i:oi 

By f o r c i n g each o t h e r t o mal^e concessions, we were each j u s t i f y i n g 

our r i g h t s t o express our f e e l i n g s , and have them accepted by the 

o t h e r . At the c l o s e o f t h i s s e s s i o n , wo both seemed t o have 

recognised s e v e r a l i m p o r t a n t aspects o f our r e l a t i o n s h i p ; t h a t v/e 

have a very l i m i t e d r e p e r t o i r e o f a l t e r n a t i v e frames o f r e f e r e n c e , 

t h a t v;e employed them i r r e s p e c t i v e o f our s i t u a t i o n , b e i n g unable 

t o modify or extend them i n any v;ay, and t h a t v;e found v/e were 

unable t o c r e a t e a new frame of r e f e r e n c e t o a l l o w us t o i n t e r a c t 

i n a d i f f e r e n t wa.v:-

(E) So wc can o n l y p l a y these two games? 
(P) Yes. I t ' s a p i t y t h e r e a r e n ' t any a l t e r n a t i v e s . 
(E) Yes, i t ' s a p i t y they are the o n l y a l t e r n a t i v e s 
and they are b o t h e q u a l l y bad f o r us, Vfliat e l s e i s th e r e ? 
(P) (Laughs) I don't know, V/hat e l s e t h e r e i s i s 
v;hat happens, and i t doesn't hap2:>en t o us. 

On t h i s note o f r e s i g n a t i o n , we r e t i r e d t o make our s o l o t a p e s . 

I n t h i s c o n v e r s a t i o n we had a t l e a s t achieved more than e a r l i e r 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s . ±:\ t h a t vjc had exchanged our p e r c e p t i o n s o f t l i c 

l i m i t a t i o n s o f our r e p e r t o i r e of frames, and expressed the d i f f i c u l ' 

t i e s o f i n t e r a c t i n g w i t h i n them. V/e had a l s o recognised t h a t 

c r e a t i n g new frames of r e f e r e n c e r e q u i r e d a ' n a t u r a l ' s p o n t a n e i t y . 
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and t h a t , by d e f i n i t i o n , t h i s c o u l d not be f o r c e d . The o r i g i n a l 

aim o f a t t e m p t i n g t o achieve new i n t e r a c t i o n frames now seemed 

more d i s t a n t , but we v;ere a t l e a s t aware o f the d i f f i c u l t i e s . 

2.1-2.6. The f i f t h c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

On the f i n a l day, the c o n v e r s a t i o n began v; i t h a r e t r o s p e c t i v e 

account o f each o f our problems i n p r e v i o u s c o n v e r s a t i o n s . V/e 

were responding t o each ot h e r as i f the experiment were a l r e a d y 

over, cind t h a t v/e .had t r i e d and f a i l e d t o e s t a b l i s h c/ianges i n our 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . However, t h i s ' a n a l y t i c ' frame d i d a3,low b o t h o f 

us t o express our experience o f t h e o t h e r i n t h e n e u t r a l c o n t e x t 

of j^ast events, n e v e r t h e l e s s , we were s t i l l i n c o n v e r s a t i o n , and 

what we were expressing seemed t o have r e l e v a n c e t o the immediate' 

encounter, even though the v;ay i t was s a i d was couched i n t h e pact 

tense. T h i s enabled us both to-remain f a i r l y d i s t a n t from each 

other's f e e l i n g s , t o accept them i n an o b j e c t i v e , understanding v/ay, 

but not t o f e e l t i i a t they put us a t imnsediate r i s k i n the p r e s e n t . 

The r e s u l t v/as a calm, undemonstrative exchange o f o p i n i o n s : -

(?) I d i d n ' t want t o be l i k e t h a t . I d i d n ' t want t o 
s u b j e c t people t o t a l l y t o my emotions. On the o t h e r hand, 
I d i d n ' t wa:it t o be l i k e you, because I see you as un-
rea c i i a b l e - My j u s t i f i c a t i o n v;as t h a t I wasn't making 
p o l i c y d e c i s i o n s but t h a t you were. As I d i d n ' t have 
access t o them, I d i d n ' t have access t o ;/ou. 
(E) I agi-ee I was slow t o s t a r t , but once I had I l o s t 
my head i n i t . Pcirt of i t v/as not t o g i v e i n , because I 
r e a l i s e d t l i a t v;hen I t r y not t o g i v e i n , you s t o p . The 
b i n d was t h a t you s a i d 'you don't value y o u r s e l f , and I ' l l 
o n l y value you i f you value y o u r s e l f . Th.en v/hen I t r i e d 
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i t made no d i f f e r e n c e , so e i t h e r v/ay I l o s t o u t . 

V/e both seemed t o be av;are t h a t t h i s v/as the l a s t i n the s e r i e s o f 

conve r s a t i o n s , and seemed r e l u c t a n t t o take r i s k s and v/ere resigned 

t o our l i m i t a t i o n s . I n the o b j e c t i v e , ' a n a l y t i c ' f r a n c , v/e both 

seemed t o f i n d i t easy t o ma^e concessions t o the o t h e r : -

(E) I t h i n k t h a t l o s i n g my temper i s b e i n g i r r e s p o n ­
s i b l e and i n c o n s i d e r a t e , and l i s t e n i n g t o my own music 
e x c l u s i v e l y . Betz^aying myself on t i i e o t h e r hand (pause) 
I used t o thin]-c o f myself as an empty v e s s e l , i m p r e s s i o n ­
a b l e and being l e d i n t o f e e l i n g s j u s t by l i s t e n i n g t o 
o t h e r people. 
(P) Yes. I used t o t h i n k o f you l i k e t h a t . 
(E) V/ell, i t v/as t r u e . That v/as a case o f I T / b e t r a y i n g 
myself. 

At t h i s p o i n t v;e broke t o make our s o l o tapes- V.^.ilst i t appeared 

t i i a t v/c had achieved a great deal i n the v/ay o f expressing and 

r e c i p r o c a t i n g our experiences, v/e had done so v / i t h i n a fraine o f 

referenc e t h a t had e f f e c t i v e l y n e u t r a l i s e d t h e i r impact on each 

o t h e r . T h i s seemed t o be a s s o c i a t e d v/ith our awareness o f the 

t e r m i n a t i o n o f the s e r i e s o f c o n v e r s a t i o n s , and o f our r e s i g n a t i o n 

to t h e f a i l u r e t o achieve any s i g n i f i c a n t changes v / i t h i n o u r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

2,1,2.7. The s i x t h c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

I n the f i n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n , the ' a n a l y t i c ' a t t i t u d e v;as resumed. 

Very fev/ s i g n i f i c a n t exchanges occurred, and i n s t e a d an impersonal 
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and conceptual d i s c u s s i o n took p l a c e , V/e had, i n f a c t , resumed 

the f a m i l i a r ' i n t e l l e c t u a l ' frame o f r e f e r e n c e , seemingly because 

the end o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n was i n s i g h t . V / i t h i n t h i s frame, W2 

discussed the experiment and our r o l e s f o r each o t h e r i n 

i n t e l l e c t u a l terms. I n s h o r t , v/c seemed t o be 'winding o u r s e l v e s 

dovm' through an impersonal reviev/ o f events, a shov; o f mutual 

understanding, and a f i n a l t h e o r e t i c a l d i s c u s s i o n . I n a s i m i l a r 

way t o our i n t r o d u c t o r y frojno, t h i s c l o s i n g frame appeared t o be 

a ceremony i n which we ensured t h a t v/e c l o s e d on terms f a m i l i a r 

to us both. I f f e e l i n g s v;cre expressed, they v;ere expressed as 

concessions t o the o t h e r , who would i n t u r n be expected t o acknov/-

ledge them and r e c i p r o c a t e . I t seemed as though, i n r e c o g n i s i n g our 

f a i l u r e t o s i g n i f i c a n t l y chajige our r e l a t i o n s h i p , we had a t l e a s t . , 

r a t i f i e d t h a t i t c o u l d continue on terms f a m i l i a r t o us b o t h from 

the p a s t . 
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2.1.3- A coding frame f o r c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

2.1.3.1. I t i s e v i d e n t from the preceding summary o f the s i x 

conversations t h a t on s e v e r a l occasions the p a r t i c i p a n t s e n t e r e d 

a r e c u r s i v e c y c l e i n v;hich a sequence o f r e f e r e n c e frames v;ere 

r e p e a t e d l y n e g o t i a t e d , enacted, and um^esolved. To d i s c u s s the 

nature o f procedures t o f a c i l i t a t e the r e s o l u t i o n o f c y c l e s such as 

these, a method o f i d e n t i f y i n g r e f e r e n c e frames must f i r s t be 

developed. Such a m.cthod should i n i t i a l l y achieve t h r e e o b j e c t i v e s : -

( i ) t o i d e n t i f y types o f i n t e r a c t i o n m o d a l i t y i n d e p e n d e j i t l y o f the 

content of the c o n v e r s a t i o n . By m o d a l i t y i s meant the i n t e r a c t i v e 

p r o p e r t i e s o f c o n v e r s a t i o n s ( f o r exa;nple, v/hether the t o p i c o f 

di s c u s s i o n i s o f an immediately personal n a t u r e , s i g n i f y i n g model­

l i n g a c t i v i t y ) , v/hicli describe a v a r i e t y 01 c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

s i t u a t i o n s . 

( i i ) t o i d e n t i f y classes o f comp].emontary models of s e l f and 

other c o n s t r u c t e d by p a r t i c i p a n t s , That i s , t o c l a s s i f y r e f e r e n c e 

frames o f s u f f i c i e n t g e n e r a l i t y t o appJLy t o a v a r i e t y o f conve r s a t ­

i o n a l s i t u a t i o n s , 

( i i i ) t o h i g h l i g h t t l i e sequencing of and t r a n s i t i o n s betv/een 

r e f e r e n c e frar::es, and the nature o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l events t h a t 

l e a d t o t r a n s i t i o n s . 

As a f i r s t a p proximation t o a coding frame capable o f f u l f i l l i n g 

those f u n c t i o n s tv/o dinonsions 01 i n t e r a c t i o n m o d a l i t y and f o u r 
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types o f r e f e r e n c e frames were e s t a b l i s h e d t h r o u g h d i s c u s s i o n 

w i t h the independent judge and repeated examinations o f t h e tape-

r e c o r d i n g s . 

2.1,3.2. I n t e r a c t i o n a l m o d a l i t y . 

The f i r s t coding frame c l a s s i f i e d ' s i g n i f i c a n t events' by t h e i r 

i n t e r a c t i o n m o d a l i t i e s , namely the degree o f a c t i v i t y and the 

extent o f r e f e r e n c e t o immediate p e r s o n a l meanings. The ^r? 

' s i g n i f i c a n t events' were each t r a n s c r i b e d and typed on separate 

sheets o f paper, and then t t a n s f e r r e d i n random order t o a second • 

magnetic tajx;. Thus, the second tape c o n s i s t e d o f a c o n t i n u o u s 

sequence o f d i s c r e t e events drav;n from a l l s i x c o n v e r s a t i o n s , but 

ai-ranged i n rojidom o r d e r . The t r a n s c r i p t s v/ere arranged i n t h e 

same order as the events on the t a p e . The independent judge v/as 

then presented v/ith the t r a n s c r i p t s and asked t o read them through 

from s t a r t t o f i n i s h w h i l s t l i s t e n i n g t o the e d i t e d tape r e c o r d i n g . 

The tape was then rewound, and the judge v/as asked t o go t l i r c u g h 

both the t r a n s c r i p t s and the tape once more and c l a s s i f y eacii 

event as e i t h e r , ( i ) ' a c t i v e ' or ' m s s i v o ' ; ( . i i ) ' personaJ, or 

'impersonal'. The c r i t e r i a f o r these c a t e g o r i e s were as f o l l o w s : -

( i ) " A c t i v e events are r a p i d and 'snappy' exchanges o f i d e a s , 

f e e l i n g s or p e r c e p t i o n s . Both people are a c t i v e l y p a r t i c i p a t i n g 

and r e c i p r o c a t i n g , even tliough they may seem more i n t e n t on g e t t i n g 

t h e i r own ideas and f e e l i n g s across, than they are 01 u n d e r s t a n d i n g 

t'ne o t h e r person. A c t i v i t y does not n e c e s s a r i l y imply understanding 

comprehension o r cmpat}iy, but s i m p l y the event o f a r a p i d two-way 
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exchange, e f f e c t i v e or otherwise. 

( i i ) "By c o n t r a s t , m s s i v e events are slov; and l o n g drawn o u t , 

u s u a l l y tal-:ing t h e form o f a monologue by one or both people, i n 

v;hich ideas or f e e l i n g s cire being e x p l o r e d but n o t r e c i p r o c a t e d . 

Both people seem se l f - a b s o r b e d , • i i i a c t i v e ajid u n v / i l l i n g t o p a r t i c i ­

pate. 

( i i i ) " I n personal events one or both people oj:*e d i r e c t l y experien­

c i n g themselves i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n , and are expressing iinmediato 

p e r c e p t i o n s and f e e l i n g s about the r e l a t i o n s h i p . They seem t o be 

d e s c r i b i n g experiences f o r the f i r s t t i m e , experiences they might 

not have d i s c l o s e d a t oth e r t i n e s i n o t h e r circumstances. They 

may f e e l they have t o defend and j u s t i f y these f e e l i / i g s -

( i v ; "Ey c o n t r a s t , i n impersonal events both people are f o c u s s i n g 

on a b s t r a c t i d e a s , o b j e c t s , or o t h e r people, o r on themselves but 

e x t e r n a l t o t h e i r c u r r e n t encounter. I f they a r e t a l k i n g about 

ther.iselves, they are doing so i n a remote and n e u t r a l v^ay, and 

seem t o a v o i d expressing immediate p e r c e p t i o n s and f e e l i n g s . The 

co n v e r s a t i o n seems t o be formal and i i L h i b i t e d A I I 

Tlie encoding o f the ̂ ^7 ' s i g n i f i c a n t events' i s l i s t e d i n 

Appendix A. 

2,1.5.3. I n t e r a c t i o n a l r e f e r e n c e f r a r - c . 

The second stage i n t i i e dcvelop-ient o f the co d i n g xrajrie c o n s i s t e d 



of c l a s s i f y i n g the ^7 ' s i g n i f i c a n t events' by the i n t e r a c t i o n a l 

frame of reference they appeared t o i m p l y . Frame o-f r e f e r e n c e 

r e f e r s t o the t a c i t assumptions, or model, t h a t both p a r t i c i p a n t s 

share, p r o v i d i n g a shared d e f i n i t i o n o f the s i t u a t i o n i n w h i c h 

the c o n v e r s a t i o n takes place. 

However, persons i n r e l a t i o n are predisposed t o a p a r t i c u l a r 

subset of a l l p o s s i b l e frames of r e f e r e n c e ; 

"But one i s not simply a person, one i s a l s o t h i s p>art-
i c u l a r person. One has an i d e n t i t y . One's i d e n t i t y i s 
e s t a b l i s h e d i n and through the way one r e l a t e s t o the : 
persons...comprising one's world....The s t y l e o f a person's 
r e l a t i o n s h i p i s the p a t t e r n o f r e l a t i n g which d e f i n e s the 
p a r t i c u l a r person one i s i n t h e r e l a t i o n . . I n r e l a t i n g 
p e r s o n a l l y , t h e r e f o r e , a person i s formed, and i n becoming 
formed, a p a r t i c u l a r person i s c o n s t i t u t e d . " 

Esterson (1972, p 21^5) 

Nevertheless, the p a r t i c u l a r person t h a t cones t o be c o n s t i t u t e d 

i s a f u n c t i o n of the p a r t i c u l a r person t o v;hom he r e l a t e s . 

V/hat i s a t issue here i s the form t h a t 'complementarity', takes i n 

any p a r t i c u l a r c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

Complementarity r e q u i r e s the r e c i p r o c a l r e c o g n i t i o n and r a t i f i c a t i o n 

of a model of s e l f by the e t h e r person. V/hcn t h i s i n t e r l o c k i n g 

of models of s e l f i s not p o s s i b l e , a frame o f r e f e r e n c e has e i t h e r 

to be c o n s t r u c t e d de novo or the c o n v e r s a t i o n has t o be confined 

to a s o c i a l l y p r e s c r i b e d l e v e l - Tv;o s t r a t e g i e s are then p o s s i b l e ; 

e i t h e r one may search f o r t h a t p a j - t i c u l a r person v;ho v / i l l p r o v i d e 
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a s a t i s f a c t o r y complement t o one's ovm model of s e l f , o r one engages 

i n m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y w i t h or w i t h o u t c o o p e r a t i o n from t he o t h e r 

person, t o provide a s a t i s f a c t o r y comp/lement t o the o t h e r person. 

P r a g m a t i c a l l y , b o t l i a c t i v i t i e s seem, t o occur i n c o n v e r s a t i o n s , etnd 

the measure of a f u l f i l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n may w e l l be the balance 

achieved between these two a c t i v i t i e s . 

The e x t e n t t o which complementarity v/as achieved i n the s i x 

conv e r s a t i o n s described liere may be assessed by the prevalence 

of c e r t a i n frames o f refere n c e i n the encounters. As the r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p was l o n g - s t a n d i n g , v;e may expect p a r t i c u l a r frames o f r e f e r e n c e , 

f a : n i l i a r t o both T : a r t i c i p a n t s from p r e v i o u s occasions, t o be 

i n t r o d u c e d and employed as a means t o s t a b i l i s e s e l f - m o d e l s . Of 

p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t then, would be those occasions i n w l i i c h model­

l i n g a c t i v i t y took p l a c e , and the r e s u l t i n g c o n f u s i o n a r i s i n g from 

c o n t r a d i c t o r y or ^paradoxical models d u r i n g these t r a n s a c t i o n s -

C o n t r a d i c t o r y models would be those m.odels o f s e l f comjnunicated 

by t he o t h e r person t h a t r e p u d i a t e d the model t h a t s e l f was i n 

process o f c o n s t r u c t i n g . A p a r a d o x i c a l model v/ould a r i s e from, two 

or more in c o m p a t i b l e models o f s e l f communicated by the o t h e r 

person. During m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y , where both T X i r t i c i p a n t s may 

be see k i n g a nev/ s t a b i l i t y , paradoxes and c o n t r a d i c t i o n s a r e bound, 

t o a r i s e . L̂'he main issue t h a t t h i s r a i s e s f o r the study o f model­

l i n g c o nversations i s v;hether paradox and c o n t r a d i c t i o n may be 

overcome by the p a r t i c i j ^ a n t s , vjho t h e n achieve a new e q u i l i b r i u m , 

or v/ncthcr m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i s i n h i b i t e d , w i t h the r e s u l t t h a t 

both p a r t i c i p ^ . t s f a l l back i n t o a complementarity f a m i l i a r t o 
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them b o t h from e a r l i e r c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

• 2,1•3*''- To i d e n t i f y the u n d e r l y i n g frames o f ̂ r e f e r e n c e i n the 

s i x c o n v e r s a t i o n s , the ̂ 7 ' s i g n i f i c a n t events*, typed on se p a r a t e 

sheets, v;ere s o r t e d by t l i e independent judge i n t o c l a s s e s . 

I n s t r u c t i o n s f o r t h i s s o r t i n g v/ere as f o i l o v / s : -

"Mov; t h a t you are f a m i l i a r v / i t h the 'f7 s e c t i o n s o f 
co n v e r s a t i o n , w i l l you nov; a t t e m p t t o s o r t them i n t o 
p i l e s r e p r e s e n t i n g d i f f e r e n t themes as you see theni. 
By theme I mean you t o c o n s i d e r the p a t t e r n and purpose 
of the i n t e r a c t i o n s , and the G^mes or r o u t i n e s t h a t a r e 
being played out by e i t h e r or both people, T h i i i k of 
each as a fra^^ment of a p l a y , and co n s i d e r the drama 
t h a t each i n t e r a c t i o n sugf^ests, and the r o l e the charac­
t e r s have t o take t o enable t h i s drama t o u n f o l d . Nov/ 
go through the t r a n s c r i p t s , ar.d separate the f i r s t fev; 
t l i a t you see as d i f f e r e n t from each o t h e r . As you go 
on, place on top o f these f i r s t fev; those t r c L n s c r i p t s 
v;hich you see as being o f the sane k i n d . Make as 
many p i l e s as you wish, but i f you end up v/ith a l a r g e 
number of separate p i l e s , t r y t o c o l l a p s e them t o g e t h e r , 
and so end v/ith the b a r e s t minimum o f d i s c r e t e c l a s s e s . 
I f you have any d i f f i c u l t y v ; i t h some o f the s e c t i o n s , 
j j u t then i n t o a separate p i l e and c o n s i d e r them l a t e r " . 

Having completed the s o r t , f o u r separate p i l e s representing^ d i f f e r e n t 

frames o f reference emerged (see Appendix A ) . 3y v/orking through 

the t r a n s c r i p t s i n each p i l e , the independent judge and S came t o 

an agreement on the nature o f each o f the f o u r fra.mcs, and terms 

t o d e s c r i b e them, nap.;ely 'debate*, * performance^ , ' s t r o k i n g ' , 

and ' i i g h t - r i i , r ; h t ' . I n t l i c f i r s t t l i r e e frames corp.plementarity 
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betv;een p a r t i c i p a n t s Goemed s t a b l e , but i n the f o u r t h ( * f i f T ; l i t -

f l i g h t * ) , complementarity appeared t o be i n a s t a t e o f f l u x . The 

f o u r f r a n c s may be b r i e f l y d e s c r i b e d as l o l l o v / s : -

( i ) The 'debatc' frame o f r e f e r e n c e appeared t o be a p r e v a l e n t 

f e a t u r e o f the r e l a t i o n s h i p p r i o r t o the experiment- C h a r a c t e r i s ­

t i c o f t h i s frame i s the * i n t e l l e c t u a l d i s c u s s i o n ' , i n v/hich ideas 

and concepts v;ere toyed v;ith i n a p u r e l y absti-act and f o r m a l v.'ay, 

Uov/ever, underlying; the i n t e l l e c t u a l exchange v;as a p;reat d e a l 

of unexpressed h o s t i l i t y and resentincnt, and c o n p l e n c n t a r y r.odels 

.-.were e s s e n t i a l l y c o m p e t i t i v e , i n v/hich each person v/ould a t t e r i p t 

t o Gubsune the othei-*s idecis w i t h h i s ov;n. The main f e a t u r e o f 

t h i s coniplerfientarity v/as t h a t t h e r e s e n t n c n t v/as never openly 

expressed, even tl-out^h a t times i t v/as a c u t e l y experienced, but v/as 

cha n n e l l e d i n t o the * c u t and t h r u s t * o f the i n t e l l e c t u a l exchange. 

T}iis i s i l l r . s t r a t c d i n the f o l l o v / i n ^ ; exchange from the s i x t h 

c o n v e r s a t i o n : -

(E) S a r t r e had t h i s concept o f * bad f a i t h * , by v/hich 
he described people v/ho v/ere unable t o d i r e c t l y e xperience 
t h e i r present, a:-.d v/hc l i v e d " i n the past. I t seems q u i t e 
a good d e s c r i p t i o n o f you. A l l t h i s s t u f f about your 
h i s t o r y . You knov/ how bad i t i s , but you can* t not do i t . 
(P) Yes, W e l l , I'm not r e a l l y i n t e r e s t e d i n a c q u i r i n g 
good f a i t h . I nean, scrr:e people say they know o t h e r 
people. I t h i ! i k i t * s very i n p o r t a n t not t o b e l i e v e 
them. I t h i n k the r e a l t r a p i s t h e r e , i n t h a t i l l u s i o n 
o f e x p e r i e n c i n g the present. I thinic ycu have t o 
rcner.bcr y o u r s e l f , l i k e Cuspensky says. 
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( i i ) The 'performance' frame o f r e f e r e n c e v/as a l s o a p r e v a l e n t 

f e a t u r e of the r e l a t i o n s h i p , and v/as c h a r a c t e r i s e d by the complcni-

entary r:iodel3 o f * a c t o r * and 'audience'. I n t h i s f rane, one 

person v/culd e n t e r a s e l f - e x p l a n a t o r y monologue, i n which a p p a r e n t l y 

profound f e e l i n g s would be expressed, v ^ n i l s t t h e o t h e r v;ould assume 

the r o l e o f 'audience', o c c a s i o n a l l y prompting and ask i n g q u e s t i o n s . 

The two main f e a t u r e s o f t h i s frame are t h a t the a c t o r : 

" i m p l i c i t l y r e quests h i s observers t o take s e r i o u s l y 
the impression t h a t i s f o s t e r e d b e f o r e them 
t o b e l i e v e t h a t the c h a r a c t e r they see a c t u a l l y 
posses the a t t r i b u t e s he appears t o possess'*. 

Goffniaii (1972, p.23). 

t h a t the audience be a p p a r e n t l y f u l l y a t t e n t i v e , p a t i e n t and 

understanding;, "^his frame i s i l l u s t r a t e d i n the t h i r d c o n v e r s a t i o n : 

(E) VAiy<s t h a t ? 
(P) X made a k i n d of progress i n the l a s t year, v/hich 
c o n s i s t s o f adjustment, and l e a r n i n g t o enjoy v/hat I 
have. Learning t o l i v e i n the present ( p a u s e ) . But 
i t f e e l s l i k e a b e t r a y a l (pause). I t ' s a b e t r a y a l t o 
myself. I t mai:es me e a s i e r f o r o t h e r people t o get on 
w i t h . I t mai-:es my l i f e more pleasant (pause) but I f e e l 
th.ere are r e a l issues (priusc) I f e e l i t ' s very i m p o r t a n t 
t o go i n t o r̂ .y depression and i t ' s t h e r e t h a t I v / i l l f i n d 
myself. 

(E) Yes. I see, 

( i i i ) ?l:e ' stz-ohinr' fra'ne o f r e f c r o i i c e i s o s t e n s i b l y more o f a 
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• r i t u a l ' than those p r e v i o u s l y d e s c r i b e d , i n t h a t i t seems t o 

achieve complementarity by a ceremonial mutual r e c o g n i t i o n o f the 

feeling'^ o f the o t h e r person. That i s , althoui^h the c o n t e n t o f 

' s t r o k i n g * eixhanges may not convey immediate f e e l i n g s and e x p e r i e n ­

ces, t h e exchange e s t a b l i s h e s a s t a b i l i t y o f p o s i t i v e r e g a r d betv;ecn 

p a r t i c i p a n t s . The term has been coined from Berne, (I968): 

" s t r o k i n g may be employed c o l l o q u i a l l y t o denote any 
ac t i m p l y i n g r e c o g n i t i o n of the other»s presence 
An exchange o f s t r o k e s c o n s t i t u t e s a t r a n s e c t i o n , which 
i s t h e u n i t o f s o c i a l i n t e r c o u r s e " -

I n may cases, * s t r o k i n g ' i n v o l v e s conceding t o the o t h e r person 

f a u l t s ;!.nd nega t i v e aspects o f s e l f , u s u a l l y iaiov/n by both p a r t i c i 

pants and thus c o n s t i t u t i n g no r i s k t o the s e l f - i m a g e , ajid r e c i p r o ­

c a l concessions o f the same k i n d by the o t h e r person. T h i s i s 

i l l u s t r a t e d i n the f i r s t c o n v e r s a t i o n : -

(P) I've alv;ays been l e s s a f r a i d o f you than most 
people. 

(E) That's because I'm more f o r m a l and i n t e l l e c t u a l 
than you, p r o b a b l y . 

(P) I see ( l a u g h s ) . Vou're the cne t h a t ' s even 
v/crse than even me-

(E) Yes. But I haven't got such a b l a c k h i s t o r y 
( l a u g l i s ) . But I am probably f u r t h e r removed from my 
experience than you are 

( i v ) F i n a l l y , the ' f i g h t ^ f l i ; ^ h t ' frame o f r e f e r e n ce i s character-
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i s e d by a g r e a t d e a l o f a c t i v i t y , i n which p a r t i c i p a n t s a t t a c k 

each o t h e r , o f t e n q u i t e v i o l e n t l y , o r defend themselves from 

a t t a c k . The term, coined from Bion (1952), emphasises the 
s i m i l a r i t y i n the s t a t e of mind u n d e r l y i n g both a t t a c k and defence, 

and as Bion a s s e r t s , " t h e r e i s no e s s e n t i c i l d i f f e r e n c e betv/een 

panic f l i g h t and u n c o n t r o l l e d a t t a c k " . The complem.entarity o f t h i s 

frame o f reference appears i n s t i n c t i v e l y and i n v o l u n t a r y , i n no 

way t h e r e s u l t of a t r a n s a c t i o n , and p u r e l y t r a n s i t o r y , i n t h a t t h e 

models commionicated by s e l f and o t h e r do not o f f e r any k i n d o f 

s t a b i l i t y . I n many i n s t a n c e s , ' f i g h t - f l i g h t ' appears as a r e a c t i o n , 

r a t h e r than an a l t e r n a t i v e , t o the ' s i t u a t e d i d e n t i t i e s ' o f oth e r 

frames, and i t i s perhaps through t h i s frame t h a t r e d e f i n i t i o n of 

models o f s e l f and o t h e r occurs. }!owever, d u r i n g a t t a c k i n g and-

defending exciiangcs, t h e r e i s a g r e a t deal o f co n f u s i o n and 

u n c e r t a i n t y i n communications concerning models, and paradox and 

c o j i t r a d i c t i o n i n v a r i a b l y r e s u l t . O f t e n , t'ncre i s e x p l i c i t r e f e r e n c e 

t o th.e models o f s e l f being convoyed by each r > a r t i c i p a n t , a j i d 

sometimes d i r e c t r e f c r e n x e i s made t o those a c t i v i t i e s f n a t c r e a t e 

paradox and c o n t r a d i c t i o n . An i l l u s t r a t i o n o f t h i s i s t o be fc*And 

i n t h e second c o n v e r s a t i o n : -

(P) I don't t h i n k i t ' s as bad as you t h i i i l - : . I 
am m.aking a fu s s because I f e e l bad, a.nd I don't see 
why I s h o u l d n ' t . But i t ' s n ot n e c e s s a r i l y t h a t s e r i o u s . 
( E ) Hal Look here'. I've got no grounds f o r any 
o t h e r c o n c l u s i o n , other than you're o b s t r u c t i n g me, and 
I'm o b s t r u c t i n g you. I've o n l y got you're behaviour. 
I've o::ly got •.;i:at you say, and the v;ay you l o o k , 
haven't I ? 

(?) So, I s a i d i t mal:es me f e e l bad and depressed. 
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I haven't s a i d t h a t m a t t e r s . You thin!-: i t ' s 
s e r i o u s . 
(E) I t rnaJ^es i t impossible t c t a l k t o you a t t h i s 
moment. 
(P) (Laughs) That's your problem. 

2.1.3.5. F i n a l l y , t l i e sequence o f ' s i g n i f i c a n t events' i n 

each o f the s i x con v e r s a t i o n s v/as d e s c r i b e d i n terms o f c o n t e n t 

This v/as a g l o b a l d e s c r i p t i o n , i d e n t i f y i n g n ot only v/iiat v/as 

s a i d , but a l s o the a c t i v i t i e s ox t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s i n s a y i n g i t . 

Using t h i s coding frame, the * s i g n i f i c a n t events' i n the s i x 

conversations v/ere f i r s t l i s t e d i n t a b u l a r form t o h i g h l i g l i t 

t h e i r sequence (Table 2). 
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TABLE Z A n a l y s i s o f Events i n the Six Conversation; 

COriTEiiT IMTERACTION FI^M-iE OF 

MODALITY REREra-i^iCE 

1.1 

1.2 

E P dis c u s s 
concepts i m p l i e d 
by experiment 

E c; P apply ideas t o 
present encounter 

F^xssive/ 
imi:)ersonal 

A c t i v e / 
impersonal J 

Debate 

1.3 

10 

1.6, 

1.7 -
1.3 

E prompts P t o 
d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g s 
about present 
encounter 

E :̂ P concede 
t h e i r f a u l t s 

E 8: P ackj:io'i-ledge 
l i m i t s o f present 
encounter 

E pi'ompts P t o 
d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g s 

abo about present 
encounter 

Passive/ 
personal 

Performance 

\ S t r o k i n g 

Performance 

1.9 S a- P exchange 
negative f e e l i n g s 

1.10 P i n t e r r o g a t e s E 
t o d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g s 
about present encounter 

A c t i v e / 
personal 

) P - i g h t - f l i g h t 



^ A B L E 2 ( c o n t i n u e d ) . 

EVENT COMTE!NT irraEPJlCTION 

MODALITY 

!£ttAl'iE OF 

I^SFEREMCE 

2o1 
2.3 

2.'f 
2,5 

E prompts P t o 
d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g s 
about present 
encounter 

P expresses 
neagativo f e e l i n r : : 

Passive/ 

personal 
Performance 

2.6 
2.7 

E £r P exchange 
negative f e e l i n g s 

A c t i v e / 
personal 

F i g h t - f l i g h t 

3.1 
3.2 

3.2 
3A 

."J prompts ? t o 
d i s c l o s e f c e l i i i g s 
about pi'esent 
encounter 

P expresses 
neagative f e e l i n g : 

Passive/ 

personal 
reriormance 

3.3 

3.6 

E expresses 
negative f e e l i n g s 

E P exchange 
negative f e e l i n g s 

A c t i v e / 
personal 

F i g h t - f l i c r h t 

y exTrcsse; 
negative f e e l i n g s 

r t L s s i v e / 
nersonal 

Performance 
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CCi; INTEPJ^CTION FPJVI'IE. OF 

MODALITY REFEPJ-MCE 

3-S E £; P exchange 
negative f e e l i n g s 

A c t i v e / 
personal 

F i g h t - f l i g h -

^.1 

h.2 

E & P exchange 
ideas about e x t e r n a l 
r e l a t i o n s 

E P acknov/ledge 
l i m i t s of present 
encounter 

Passive/ 
im-personal 

S t r o k i n 

E P exchange 
negative fcelinn;: 

A c t i v e / 
personal 

F i g h t - f l i g h -

E prompts P t o 
d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g ; 
about present 
encounter 

Pt i s s i v e / 
p ersonal 

Performance 

.̂7 

.̂3 
^.11 

exchange 
f e e l i n g s about 
present encounter 

E P d i s p u t e 
t h e i r f a u l t s 

A c t i v e / 
personal 

Kri ^ - f l i r c h t 

'̂ •12 E C- P acknov/iedge 
l i m i t s o f present 
encounter 

Passive/ 
personal 

3 t r o k i n r : 



TABI.E 2 (continued) 

176-

COMTEJ*-; II-rnER/iCTION F.^\ME OF 

I-^ODALITY }^E5'EREi!C] 

3.1 

5.2 

5.3 -
5.7 

E prompts P t o 
d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g s 
about present 
encountcr 

P prompts E t o 
d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g s 
about present 
encounter 

E £: P concede 
t l i e i r f a u l t s 

E prompts ? t o 
d i s c l o s e f e e l i n g s 
about present 
encounter 

E £: P concede 
t h e i r f a u l t s 

l ^ s s i v c / 
TDcrsonal 

\ Performance 

G t r o k i n j 

Periormance 

S t r o k i n g 

6.1 
experimental 
nrccedure 

Passive/ 
imcersonal 

Debate 

6.2 S h ? concede 
t h e i r f a u l t s 

Passive/ 
norsona. 

3trol:^nr: 
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TABLE 2 (continued) 

E\Ti:ijT corrrEriT IMTERiiCTIOIj FPJvME OF 

MODALITY i?EFEl^E; iCE 

6 0 E £: P dis c u s s 
concepts i m p l i e d 
by experiment 

l ^ s s i v e / 
impersonal 

Debate 
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2.1.^-. The U n f o l d i n g Drama. 

2,1.4.1. Of the f o u r hours o f tape-recorded i n t e r a c t i o n s , 22,5/3 

(55*6 minutes) were s e l e c t e d as c o n t a i n i n g ' s i g n i f i c a n t events' by 

the independent judge. Although t h i s i s a f a i r l y h i g h percentage, 

i t m.ust be remembered t h a t the purpose o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n s as 

understood by the p a r t i c i p a n t s was t o e x p l o r e a l t e r n a t i v e bases 

f o r t l i e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p . By comr-arison, the i n c i d e n c e o f 

s i g n i f i c a n t e::changes i n l e s s p u r p o s e f u l encounters v;ould be 

expected t o be much s m a l l e r . 

The purpose o f the coding fra;ne may be sumxiarised as f o l l o w s : -

( i ) t o o b t a i n an a n a l y s i s of the s t r u c t u r e o f the s i : : c o n v e r s a t i o n : 

i n terms o f the frequency and sequence o f c l a s s e s of s i g n i f i c a n t 

events; 

( i i ) t o i d e n t i f y those p o i n t s w i t h i n conversatioriS at which the 

coding frame might be u t i l i s e d by the. p a r t i c i p a n t s t o c o n s o l i d a t e 

or r e d i r e c t t h e i r m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s ; 

( i i i ) t o i d e n t i f y those p o i n t s over the conversational'sequence 

as a v;hole a t which the coding frame might be u t i l i s e d t o 

c o n s o l i d a t e or r e d i r e c t m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t i e s . 

'dy examining the conversations i n t h i s v;ay the p o t e n t i a l usefulness 

of the coding frame as a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n o f p a r t i c i p a n t ' s m o d e l l i n g 

may be assessed. 
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2.1.^.2. The s t r u c t u r e of the c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

Table 2 may be summarised t o r e v e a l the nature o f the s i x 

• c o n v e r s a t i o r ^ i n terms o f the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f the ̂ 7 s i g n i f i c a n t 

events i d e n t i f i e d by the independent judge (Table 3)• 

Of the f o u r frames o f r e f e r e n c e , 'performance' (3'3.3/̂ ) and ' f i g h t -

f l i g h t ' (31 •95-̂) v/ere represented o v e r a l l c o n s i d e r a b l y more 

f r e q u e n t l y than e i t h e r 'debate' (3,3̂ -̂ ) or ' s t r o k i n g ' (21.3?:;). 
This suggests t h a t 'debate' and ' s t r o k i n g ' had s p e c i f i c f u n c t i o n s , 

p a r t i c u l a r t o c e r t a i n circumstances ajid conditio.ns i n the conversa­

t i o n a l sequence, w - i i l s t 'performance' and ' f i g h : t - f l i g h t ' had more 

gen e r a l f u n c t i o n s i n t i i e dcvelop-nent of the c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

I f v;e l o o k i n mere d e t a i l a t the d i s t r i b u t i o n of the f o u r frames 

over the s i : : c onversations v;o see t h a t 'debate* arid ' s t r c k . i n g ' 

occur p r i n c i p a l l y a t the bcgir.ning an,d end o f the s e r i e s , and are 

thus p a r t i c u l a r l y r e l e v a n t t o 'opening' and ' c l o s i n g * m.anoe-uvres i n 

the c o n v e r s a t i o n s . V.Cailst they may achieve a s i m i l a i * o v e r a l l 

e f f e c t f o r the tv/o p a r t i c i p a n t s , t h e y do so by d i f f e r e n t means. 

As a p r e v a l e n t f e a t u r e o f the r e l a t i o n s h i p p r i o r t o th.e experiment, 

•debate' appears t o f o s t e r a s t a b i l i t y based on a v ; e i l e s t a b l i s h e d 

and f a m i l i a r p a t t e r n o f i n t e r a c t i c n - . The s t a b i l i t y a r r i v e d a t 

t}irough the ' s t r o k i n g ' frame d e r i v e s p r i n c i p a l l y i r cm a concordance 

of regard of eac}i person f o r the cth.er, achieved by r e c i p r c c a l 

concessions and d i s c l o s u r e s . T h i s temporary and mutual understand­

i n g i s . hov/ever, more cc n v c n i c n t than r e a l , and immediate f e e l i n g s 

are supresscd i n f a v o u r o f th.e exchange o f r e l a t i v e l y ' r i s i d c s s 
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Reference f rame Interaction modality T o t a l 

Conversation D P S FF Act. Fas. Per. Imp. 

1 2 ^̂  - 2 2 3 7 - 0 2 10 
2 - 3 - 2 2 3 7 - / 

3 - 3 - 3 3 3 o 
O - 8 

- 1 3 o o 3 10 2 12 
- 3 - 7 7 - 7 

r O 2 - 1 - - 1 3 

T o t a l 2 13 10 13 16 31 6 

P e r c t n t 33. 3 21.3 51.9 3'̂ .0 66.0 37-2 12.8 

TABLE 3 CIassi f i c a t i o n o f s i g n i f i c a n t events. 

Qiscj-osures. 

T'hese frames appear t o c o n s t i t u t e ceremonial behaviour, i n p-art 

an a f f i r m a t i o n of the p o s s i b i l i t y o f r e l a t i n g , and i n p a r t the 

avoidance of c o n f r o n t i n g r o l e s f o r each o t h e r , and the i n e v i t a b l e 

l e s s o f ccmplementarity, v / h i l s t 'debate* c o n s t i t u t e s a r e t r e a t 

i n t o v f c l l - t r i e d and n e u t r a l bases f o r r e l a t i n g , ' s t r o k i n g ' may 

bo seen as ' p l a y i n g a t ' s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e , v/ithout r e a l commitment o: 
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a c t i v e partic}:>ation. As can be seen i n Table ^, v;hich c l a s s i f i e s 

each r e f e r e n c e frame i n terms o f i n t e r a c t i o n m o d a l i t y , 'debate', 

ajs yiev/ed by the independent judge, e n t a i l s i n t e r a c t i o n a t a 

predominantly 'impersonal* l e v e l , w h i l s t ' s t r o k i n g * , a l t h o u g h 

an app>arcnt r e c i p r o c a l expression o f f e e l i n g s , i s i n f a c t a 

'p^assive' cxcliange, i n v/hich p a r t i c i j ^ a t i o n i s a t a minimum. The 

f u n c t i o n a l - v a l u e o f these frames a t the opening and c l o s i n g o f 

the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s c r i e s i s a t f i r s t ' a meeting r i t u a l ' , i n 

"which the c o n v e r s a t i o n i s i n i t i a t e d i n terms f a m i l i a r t o b o t h part' 

i c i p a n t s , and second as a ' p a r t i n g r i t u a l * , where both persons 

ensure t h a t the r e l a t i o n s h i p nay c o n t i n u e o u t s i d e the experiment 

on f a m i l i a r terms. 

Frr ̂  ̂  

A c t i v e 

Modal 

Passive 

i t y 

Personal Impersonal T o t a l 

Debate 1 3 U 
Perf crmar.ce 18 13 To 
o t r o k i n g - 10 3 2 10 
F i g h t - f l i g h t 15 - 15 - 15 

T o t a l 16 31 41 6 '̂ 7 

c a t i o n of r e f o r o n c e frames by i n t e r n e t i c : 
modali tv 
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T h i s f e a t u r e can be seen i n the d i s t r i b u t i o n o f i n t e r a c t i o n 

m o d a l i t i e s over the s i x conversations (see Table 3)i where ' a c t i v e * 

modes o f i n t e r a c t i o n peak on the f o u r t h c o n v e r s a t i o n , and t a i l 

o f f t o zero i n t h e l a s t tv;o c o n v e r s a t i o r i s , and the s t r i k i n g p r e ­

valence o f 'impersonal' meanings i n the s i x t h and l a s t c o n v e r s a t i o n 

Here the ' p a r t i n g r i t u a l * i s emphasised, i n t h a t t o achieve a 

s t a b i l i t y e n a b l i n g t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p t o cont i n u e r e q u i r e s a f i n a l 

c l o s i n g dov/n of a c t i v e and personal exchanges. 

The sequence o f c o n v e r s a t i o n s appears t o comprise tv/o c y c l e s of 

a c t i v i t y , and opens and closes v;ith f u n c t i o n a l , but r i t u a l i s e d , 

behaviour. Locking more c l o s e l y a t the d i s t r i b u t i o n o f the 

'performance' and ' f i g h t - f l i g h t ' frames (see Table 3)i we see 

t h a t the tv;o c y c l e s do i n f a c t d i f f e r . I n the f i r s t c y c l e , the 

' perforr.ance' frame predominates i n the a c t i v i t y phase, v / h i l s t the 

' f i g h t - f l i g h t ' frame g r a d u a l l y increases i n d u r a t i o n t o become 

the dominant frame i n the a c t i v i t y phase o f the second c y c l e -

S i m i l a r l y , i t i s t h e 'passive' mode o f i n t e r a c t i o n t h a t dominates 

the f i r s t c y c l e , and the ' a c t i v e ' mode the second. ' F i g h t - f l i g h t ' 

appears t o be a r e a c t i v e frar.e, i n which the complementarity o f 

ot h e r frames i s c o n f r o n t e d . I n t h i s sense, the tv/o c y c l e s o f 

r e p e a t i n g a c t i v i t y - r e c e s s i o n are analogues t o a p l a j ^ , w i t h t h e 

dramatic form o f e x p o s i t i o n , p l o t , c o u n t e r - p l o t and denouement. 

I n the f i r s t c y c l e t h e tv/o a c t o r s f a c e each o t h e r , and i n a l a n g u i d 

and r e s i g n e d v/ay, d i s c u s s the s t e r i l i t y and f u t i l i t y o f t h e i r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . !!ere Feter i s the p r i n c i p a l a c t o r , and i t i s h i s 

sel f - a b s o r b e d s o l i o q u y s t h a t express t h i s shared sense o f f u t i l i t y : -
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(P) I seem t o fin.d the honesty o f a l l my fe e l i n ^ ; 3 
r e a l l y q u e s t i o n a b l e . I don't sccrn t o b e l i e v e any­
t h i n g I f e e l , I thinJ-: about you, eirid I t h i n k »0h 
h i n , 1 dcn*t r e a l l y l i l : c )iim* . And yeb I don't 
t h i n k I r e a l l y d i s l i k e you, I j u s t don*t seem t o 
b e l i e v e v;hat I f e e l f o r anyone I don't knov; 
v/hat you're good f o r . I don't knov/ what can be done 
v/i t h you (pause). I linow v:hat I can do w i t h you as 
a t h i n g , but I don't 1̂ -ncv/ v/hat I can do v ; i t h you as 
a person As a r e s u l t o f seeing you, I nov/ see 
myself d i f f e r e n t l y , and do t h i n g s d i f f e r e n t l y v/ith 
o t h e r people but not v;ith you. (pause) I s a i d on 
the s o l o tape t h a t you v/ere j u s t as bad as mc (pause) 
V/ith you I 5 c t s t r a i g h t t o ny depression ( l o n g pause) 
I t l i i n J : i t ' s because you're l i l : e me.' You have the Scine 
dcadness as no, you're looK-ing f o r your experience j u s t 
as much as I am. 

This mood of r e s i g n a t i o n i s exacerbated by the s t i f l i n g n a t u r e o f 

the • pcrfcr.T.ar.cc' frame, i ^ e c i p r o c a t i o n i s at a minimum, s i n c e a 

passive aucici:ce i s the e s s e n t i a l complerjent t o the s e l f - e x r A o r a t o r 

s o l i l o q u y , Hov/evor, t h i s frar.ie seemed o f t e n t o be used by both 

a c t o r s t o channel t l i e i r n egative f e e l i n g s f o r the o t h e r v/ithout 

f e a r o f r e c i p r o c a t i o n . That i s , t h e nature o f t h e actor-audience 

r o l e s i n h i b i t e d r e c i p r o c a t i o n , and because of t h i s the a c t o r 

v;as a b l e t o punish the passive audience", and have t h i s punish-^'crit 

l i n q u e s t i o n a b l y accepted. T h i s perhaps e x p l a i n s the h i g h frequency 

of t r a n s i t io:is from the * per; or::-ance' t o the ' f i g h t - f l i g h t * frar.e 

(see Appcndi:: A), i n t h a t the a c t o r v/ould e v e n t u a l l y exceed the 

t h r e s / i o l d c f t o l e r a t i o n o f the audience. 
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}Iaving described the s t r u c t u r e o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n s as a r e r e a t i n ^ j ; 

sequence of p a r t i c u l a r r e f e r e n c e fraxies, v;e inay no\-i e n q u i r e 

v/hether the codir-c frames p r o v i d e an a p p r o p r i a t e neans f o r 

i n t c r v e n i n c i n the c o n v e r s a t i o n t o achieve e i t l i c r c o n s o l i d a t i o n 

or r e d i r e c t i o n of j i a r t i c i p a n t s * m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . To do t h i s , 

c r i t e r i a must be developed t o i d e n t i f y a t v/hat p o i n t i n t e r v e n t i 

i s most d e s i r a b l e - By ercairinimf^ p a r t i c u l a r episodes v / i t h i n 

c o n v e r s a t i o n v/e nay begin t o i d e n t i f y i n t e r p e r s o n a l events t h a t 

i n d i c a t e b l o c k i n ^ i o r c y c l i n g i n m o d e l l i n s -

2• 1.4o- C o n t r a d i c t i o n û-.d parade:: i n inodellin^^-:'.; 

A f e a t u r e of the t h r e e franes 'debate*, • perfornance* a.nd ' s t r o k i n g * , 

i s t h a t the s t a . b i l i t y o f cor.pler.entar^,' riiodeic i s assured by a reduc­

t i o n i n the v a r i e t y of i n t e z ^ a c t i o n outcomes. ?iov/ever, under the 

lav; o f ' r e q u i s i t e v a r i e t y ' as f o r m u l a t e d by Ashby (1963), t h i s 

l i m i t a t i o n i n the v a r i e t y o f outcomes can be achieved i n tv/o v;ays: 

by implementing^ frames th.at comprise i i ^ h e r e n t l y r e s t r i c t e d outcomes, 

or by the a c t i v e compensation of b o t h p a r t i c i p a n t s t o c o u n t e r the 

v a r i e t y o f outcomes v/ i t h v a i ^ i e t y i n t h e i r beh.a.viour. Ac i s e v i d e n t , 

the f i r s t t hree frames achieve s t a b i l i t y by the former nieai-s, 

r e s t r i c t i n g the r o l e s t h a t may be assamed and the k i n d s o f i n t e r ­

p ersonal a c t i o n t h a t are p e r m i t t e d v ; i t h i n them. By c o n t r a s t , the 

' f i g h t - f l i g h t ' frame appeal's t o o f f e r mcmy partlciTrati-v.e r o l e s , i n 

v/hicii 'no holds a.re b a r red'. Thus, s t a b i l i t y may be a c h e i v e d 

only by a compensatory increase i n the v a r i e t y o f i n t e r - e c r s o n a l 

a c t i o n . The s t r i v i n g f o r a s t a b l e c o m p l o n e n t a r i t y thus e l i c i t s a 

v i d e v a r i e t y o f behaviours, and as a r e s u l t c o n t r a d i c t i o n s and 

paradoxes i n ' s i t u a t e d i d e n t i t i e s ' may a r i s e . 
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' F i g h t - f l i g h t ' i o fundamentally a r e a c t i v e framoo I n i t ^ p a r t i c i ­

pants seek a l t e r n a t i v e assumptions f o r t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p , on 

which 's i t u a t e d i d e n t i t i e s ' more consistent with their, cxirrent 

needs may be basedo However, i t does not e n t a i l cooperative 

a c t i v i t y , but i s i n s t e a d p r i m a r i l y a n t a g o n i s t i c . The v a r i e t y 

introduced into the encoimter by one person i s matched by v a r i e t y 

from the other. Often, each blames the other f o r p r o h i b i t i n g the 

emergence of self-models that each f e e l are appropriate and genuine. 

Blaming takes the form of e x p l i c i t denunciation, the exposing the 

blocking by the other, and the imputation of deliberate c o n s p i r a c i e s 

Fe e l i n g s of persecution predominate, and f a i l u r e s i n the encounter-, 

are a t t r i b u t e d to the behaviour of the other. Contradictions of 

self-models fostered by the other i s used as a means to r e j e c t the 

complementarity they a s s e r t , t h i s often talcing the form of moves i n 

an elaborate game:« 

(P) I remember the otlier night, when you s a i d how 
v/o had d r i f t e d apart ( j a u s e ) . My immediate f e e l i n g 
was that you were more dispensable to mo than I 
was to you. 
(Asse r t s a self'^modcl of i n d i f f e r e n c e , dcmajids dependence 
from E a s i t s complement) • 
(E) (Laughs) Of coursol That has f i r s t s u r v i v a l v a l u e , 
doesn't i t ? 

(Reduces the implica t i o n s of P^s self-model for o'rfn s e l f " 
.model.) 
(P) Really? 

(E ) I'm sure of i t . I think the same thing (pause) 
That*s one way of protecting myself, saying 'Oh, Peter 
i s a bad t r i p , and look at him nov;« He obviously needs 
people. Aren't I lucky to got out', or something l i k e 
t h a t . 

( R e j e c t s 'dependent' r o l e , i n d i r e c t l y c o n t r a d i c t s P's 
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self-model)o 
(P) I'm glad i t ' s mutual. 
(Re-asserts self^model i n a modified forro)* 

5!his i s an example of an attempted t r a n s i t i o n to a new s e t of 

shared assuraptione. V/hilst both p a r t i c i p a n t s are a s s o r t i n g the 

r i g h t to e s t a b l i s h new eelf«models, they f a i l to achieve a 

mutually s a t i s f y i n g complementarity. 

Open confrontation ajid c o n t r a d i c t i o n imply t h a t both p a r t i c i p a n t s 

are aware that a l t e r n a t i v e models ai'e being f o s t e r e d i n the encounter, 

^ c o n t r a s t , a paradoxical s i t u a t i o n a r i s e s when one or both part­

i c i p a n t s are unaware of modelling a c t i v i t i e s as they are occui*ring. 

Open confrontation may, however, follow the r e a l i s a t i o n t hat para-" 

do x i c a l expectations are being made:-

(E) I t only i n t e n s i f i e s i t ? I t makes i t more d i f f i c u l t 
f o r you to spealc to tne now? 
(Assumes on 'audience' self-model)« 
(P) YQ3 (long pause). I don't think i t ' s as bad as 
you think. I am making a f u s s because I f e e l bad, and 
I don't see why I shoiildn't. But i t ' s not n e c e s s a r i l y 
that s e r i o u s o 

( R e j e c t s E'e 'audience' compleisent). 

( E ) Hal Look herel I've got no grounds f o r any other 
conclusions, other than you're obstructing me, and I'm 
obstructing you. I've only got you're behaviour. I've 
only got v/hat you say, and the vay'you look, haven't I ? 
(Refers e x p l i c i t l y to paradoxical demands.) 
(P) So, I s a i d i t makes me f e e l bad and depressed. 
I liaven't s a i d that matters. You think i t ' s s e r i o u s . 
( I m p l i c i t l y denies exjjrcssing ya.radoxicaI demands). 
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(E) I t makes i t impossible to tallc to you a t t h i s 
momentI 
(Refers to the l a c k of complementarity) . 

During the modelling process i n conversations, c o n t r a d i c t i o n and 

paradox i n the expectations that each p a r t i c i p a n t has for the 

other's i-ole may i n e v i t a b l y occur. However, i t i s apparent i n t h i s 

s e r i e s of conversations that a nevi complementarity did not emerge 

from a c t i v i t y i n the ' f i g h t - f l i g h t ' frame. Instead, the dramatic 

confrontation was l e f t unresolved, and i n the l a s t two conversations 

both participEuits attempted to resume familiar' frames of r e f e r e n c e . 

I t i s evident from Table 2 that the f i f t h conversation v/as 

p r i m a r i l y ' a n a l y t i c ' , i n the sense that both persons discussed events 

i n the previous four conversations, but did so i n the n e u t r a l 

t e r r i t o r y of passive reminiscence. 

To r e c a p i t u l a t e , the drama, as i t unfolds over the s e r i e s o f 

conversations, does i n d i c a t e an attempt by both persons to r e ­

define t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p . Attempts at r e d e f i n i t i o n appear to 

occur during ' f i g h t - f l i g h t ' episodes, and i t i s a t those points i n 

c o l l e c t i v e modelling a c t i v i t y v/here paradoxical and c o n t r a d i c t o r y 

self-models a r i s e that procedurally defined i n t e r v e n t i o n might occur. 

The task of such a procedure v/ould be: 

( i ) to i d e n t i f y the occurrence of paradoxical or contradictory 

self-models; 

( i i ) To display ( i n terms i n t e l l i g i b l e to the p a r t i c i p a n t s ) the 

sequence of immediately preceding reference freimes; 
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( i i i ) to encourage secondarj- modelling \>d.th the aim of modifying 

the rec u r r e n t sequence of reference frames. 

A coding frame s i m i l a r to that reported here might provide the 

ba s i s f o r such a procedure. However, such a coding frame must 

n e c e s s a r i l y be open-ended, and capable of recognising the emergence 

of novel reference frames v a t h i n the conversation. Moreover, such 

an open-ended frame v/ould e n t a i l the development of a recording 

device capable of i d e n t i f y i n g reference frames i n diverse conversa­

tions, and capable of i s o l a t i n g the d i s t i n c t i v e features of 

reference frames as they appear from the very s t a r t of the conver­

s a t i o n . V/hilst the frames i d e n t i f i e d i n the present s e r i e s of 

conversations appear to have some g e n e r a l i t y to the p a r t i c i p a n t s ^ 

i n the study, v/e may expect to f i n d p a r t i c u l a r frames s j ^ e c i f i c to 

c e r t a i n pExrticipants. A recording device capable of f u l f i l l i n g 

these functions would then need to be able to: 

( i ) generate and redefine coding frames by observing ongoing 

exchajiges; 

( i i ) t r a n s l a t e exchanges as they occur i n t o the tenns of the 

coding frame; 

( i i i ) i d e n t i f y appropriate moments to intervene i n ongoing 

exchanges; 

( i v ) d i s p l a y the coding of exchariges i n a form i n t e l l i g i b l e to the 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ; 
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(v) focus the display i n a way that d i r e c t s the p a r t i c i p a n t ' s 

attention for secondary modelling a c t i v i t y . 

Computer programs capable of achieving some of these o b j e c t i v e s 

do e x i s t , for example PRIMATE (Humphreys, 1971), but aâ e not 

designed to analyse and feedback i n t o ongoing conversations. 

Secondly, such programs are not capable o f independently devising 

coding frames; those are generally provided by the user i n coding 

hi s data i n a p^articular form. T h i r d l y , c r i t e r i a for intervention 

into ongoing exchanges are only t e n t a t i v e l y defined here (namely, 

the occurrence of paradoxical or contradictory self-models), and 

require further d e t a i l e d elaboration. F i n a l l y , the d i s p l a y of the 

coding frames and focussing of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' attention i s as yet 

undefined; what d i r e c t i v e s for fur t h e r modelling should the 

procedure embody? 

In conclusion we have i d e n t i f i e d the need to develop a procedure 

capable of generating a coding frame for analysing r e c u r s i v e 

behaviour i n conversations, and intei-vening i n t o the conversations 

in a constructive v;ay. The coding frarrie developed here i n d i c a t e s 

the functions of such a procedure, and exajnples of c r i t e r i a for 

coordinating intervention. Hov/ever, the frame ax\d the c r i t e r i a 

lack s u f f i c i e n t generality to form the basis of such a procedure. 

Moreover, there i s every i n d i c a t i o n that rrodelling conversations 

require to be computer-mediated i n order to achieve these purposes 



-190-

Encountering one's s e l f . 

2 . 1 . 5 » 1 * V/hat e f f e c t did the Bolo recording s e s s i o n s have on 

the course of the encounters? T h i s i s d i f f i c u l t to a s s e s s vdthin 

an orthodox experimental approach f o r two reasons. 

F i r s t l y , the aolo recordings v/ere, by n e c e s s i t y , p r i v a t e e e s e i c n s , 

and although the tapes were not immediately erased, they v;ere 

kept f o r personal reference onlye Consequently, t h e i r content 

i s not open to the treatment that i s normally applied to psychol­

ogi c a l data. 

Secondly, the msdn e f f e c t of the s o l o s e s s i o n s may not be to 

produce immediate change i n succeeding i n t e r a c t i o n s , but i n s t e a d 

long-term clianges outside the scope of the study. 

I n t h i s p i l o t study, perhaps the question may be more u s e f u l l y 

reworded as; what, might the solo s e s s i o n s achieve? To explore 

t h i s . I w i l l describe my ovm impressions of the e f f e c t s of 

l i s t e n i n g to recordings of i n t e r a c t i o n s i n v;hich I p a r t i c i p a t e d , 

and of making and l i s t e n i n g to s o l o tapes. 

By both l i s t e n i n g to oneself i n i n t e r a c t i o n , and p r i v a t e l y 

• t a l k i n g to oneself* , that i s , e x t e r n a l i s i n g an othervri.6e covert 

and i n t e r n a l dialogue, one i s presented with feedback about the 

s o c i a l r o l e s assumed i n conversations \/ith others, and those 

assumed i n conversation vrith oneself. I n d e s c r i b i n g a 'conversation 

cy c l e ' i n v/hjich ' p r i v a t e ' and 'public* statements about another 
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p a r t i c i p a n t ai-e recorded during a s e r i e s of i n t e r a c t i o n s , Kiair 

has c l a r i f i e d the l o g i c of t h i s process: 

"The posture one person takes up toufards another may 
be more r e a d i l y c l a r i f i e d (even f o r the person h i m s e l f ) 
when he compares what he would cay and v;hat he would 
not say to the other person. By examining the 
s i m i l a i r i t i e s and differences between one's p r i v a t e 
and public views of a person, one may be able to 
more surely define h i s assumptions about that other 
person i n r e l a t i o n to liimself. He may then be i n a 
bet t e r position to choose to adju s t or maintain that 
stance once i t has been.-:spelled out so c l e a i ' l y . 
The p a r t i c i p a n t s i n so examining the d i f f e r e n c e s 
between t h e i r public and p r i v a t e v e r s i o n s and 
sy s t e m a t i c a l l y questioning themselves as to 'why?' 
each difference and s i m i l a r i t y exD.sts f o r them are 
l i k e l y a l s o to extend t b o i r av/areness and s k i l l s 
i n conceptualising the s o r t s of needs or concerns 
they have x'ogarding self-inaintcnance or self-develop-
mont i n many of t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p s with others". 

ViBxr ( 1 9 7 0 b , p. 1 7 2 ) . 

I n a s i m i l a r vein, the discussion of Part 1 emphasised the i n t e r ­

dependence betv;een what i s p r i v a t e l y communicated \d.thia the 

i n d i v i d u a l , and what i s pu b l i c l y coinmunicated betvjecn i n d i v i d u a l s . 

That i s , the solo sessions may be seen not only as an e x e r c i s e 

i n bringing to av/areness one's r o l e s f or others, but a l s o a meajis 

to bring about changes i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the interperson­

a l and the i n t e r n a l dialogue. Many people experience the i n t e r n a l 

conversation occxirring duringihe i n t e r a c t i o n i t s e l f a s d i s r u p t i v e . 
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I n c r e a t i n g a separate, p r i v a t e , s i t u a t i o n i n which the i n t e r n a l 

dialogue i s externalised, the aim i s not to dimiuiah or remove 

i t s occurrence during person-to-person i n t e r a c t i o n s * I n s t e a d , i t s 

purpose i s to provide conditions whereby the othemvise covert 

a c t i v i t y may be ext e r n a l i s e d , attended to and obsez'ved and possibly 

modified. 

2.1.5.2. One major obstacle t l i a t feedback of t h i s s o r t c r e a t e s 

i s an over-determination of r o l e behaviour i n succeeding i n t e r a c ­

t i o n s . That i s , becoming av;are of what one did or did not do i n 

past i n t e r a c t i o n s can, and does, l e a d one-.to 'programme' a s e l f - ' 

model f o r l a t e r i n t e r a c t i o n s , and t o implement i t i r r e s p e c t i v e 

of circumstances and conditions when face-to-face v/ith the other-

person. 

Secondly, l i s t e n i n g to a recording of myself i n on i n t e r a c t i o n 

v/ith another person immediately presents me with a view of myself 

as seen by a t h i r d person. I n e f f e c t , I am forced to regard 

myself and the other person as s o c i a l objects i n the process of 

communicating (Cameron, 1 9 ^ 7 ) - Without l i s t e n i n g to the tape 

recording, t h i s stance i s d i f f i c u l t to achieve. I become immediat­

ely aware of v/hat both persons as s o c i a l objects are or are not ac l i -

i e v i n g i n the i n t e r a c t i o n , and t h i s enables me to appraise the 

conversation as a whole event, r e l a t i v e l y independent of my own 

i n t e r e s t s i n it<, 

There are d i f f i c u l t i e s witli t h i s a t t i t u d e . I can, for i n s t a n c e , 

bc.ccrce emotionally absorbed i n the recorded events, and f e e l 
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• i f only Z bad s a i d t h i e , then Here, I become absorbed by 

my own i n t e r e s t s , cease to viev/ the i n t e r a c t i o n as a whole event 

and f a i l to talce the ro l o of the other and s e r i o u s l y c onsider 

h i s i n t e r e s t s i n the i n t e r a c t i o n . 

T h i r d l y , i n encountering r^yself i n t h i s v/ay, I am confronted \ri.th 

basic Meadian dichotomy betv/een ' I ' and »me«. I n attempting to b r i n ^ 

myself as an experiencing su b j e c t ( I ) to my awareness, I succeed 

only i n r e c r e a t i n g a s o c i a l object (me), a s p e c i f i c memory of 

Viy • o b j e c t i v e - l i s t e n e r ' attitoido thus prevents me from encountering 

n^yeelf as an experiencing s u b j e c t . 

F i n a l l y , i n majcing a solo tape I attempt d i r e c t l y to address myself. 

I am attempting to e x t e r n a l i s e my stream c f consciousnesa, but as 

speech i s l i m i t e d a s a chemnel, I am immediately forced to make 

i m p l i c i t decisions about wliat I need or f e c i able- to say, and to 

r e j e c t redundant thoughts or f e e l i n g s . I n i t i a l l y , I am more aware 

of having to make these decisions, than X am of the content about 

f h i c h I am deciding. Because of t h i s , . I sense a c e r t a i n f a l s i t y i n 

v/hat I am sa^^ins mj'self, and t h i s s e l e c t i o n process does not 

permit ray thoughts and f e e l i n g s to froc-v:heel« 

2.1.5.3. These l i m i t a t i o n s r e f l e c t the depths of the h a b i t s 

developed i n person-to-person i n t e r a c t i o n s by v/hich s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n 

i s regulated. I n short, I ajn l e d to \d.ew myself or the tape 

recoi'der as another person, and apply s i m i l a r forms of s e l e c t i v i t y 

to the choice c f what to say or not to saj' LIS 1 would i f another 

person were a c t u a l l y present. On l i s t e n i n g to the f i r s t I 5 minutes 
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of the solo tape t h i s becomes embarrassingly obvious i n a number 

of ways. 

F i r s t , there are numerous s i l e n c e s i n which t h i s s e l e c t i v i t y has 

grown so acute that a l l expression i s prohibited, and extreme s e l f -

consciousness predominates. Second, the l i n g u i s t i c form of what 

i s s a i d reveals a v a r i e t y of r o l e postures. For exajnple, fake 

melodrama, corrections, apologies, confiding i n whispers, fake 

laughter, question and answering, ajid the punctuation of statements 

with s o c i o c e n t r i c sequences C I mean, 'You know?', etc.*,Duncan, 1 9 7 2 ) 

that derive from s o c i a l intercourse, a l l demonstrate the adoption of 

rol e s - f o r - o t h e r s , when in fact no others are present. T h i r d , p a r t i c ­

u l a r a t t i t u d e s demonstrate not simply a 'generalised other' but a 

v a r i e t y of ' p a r t i c u l a r others'. For example, I may be complaining 

about some i n j u s t i c e done to myself to a 'sympathetic l i s t e n e r ' , 

an other whose a t t i t u d e s towards me are f a m i l i a r and favourable. 

Or I may d i r e c t l y address the other p a r t i c i p a n t as i f he were present 

and continue our conversation i n a ' r i s k l e s s ' s i t u a t i o n where I can 

express the feelings I had i n h i b i t e d during the conversation. Yet 

again, I may address a 'father f i g u r e ' , or a colleague, and so on. 

The choice of which ' p a r t i c u l a r other' i s appropriate seems to be 

determined by what I wish to say, and I cannot say anything of 

s i g n i f i c a n c e without an imaged other person being present. Fourth, 

I may adopt two r o l e s , and support an apparently r e a l dialogue 

between two pcirticipants, a l t e r n a t i v e l y tsiking the tv/o separate 

r o l e s , often to the extent of using d i f f e r e n t voices for each r o l e . 

F i n a l l y , I may be addressing a future s e l f , i n that I am using the 

solo tape as a means to plain and organise my behaviour i n succeeding 
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i n t e r a c t i o n s . I n t h i s instance, I am using the tape recording 

as a note-pad, er.d by making notes for future reference, I nay 

regulate the aspects of myself that I i f i s h to express. 

V/e must then conclude that for these reasons the solo tape sessions 

do not achieve the c x t e r n a l i s a t i o n of i n t e r n a l modelling conversa­

t i o n s . However, completing the solo s e s s i o n s may be u s e f u l i n 

other ways^ for example, i n exposing the l i m i t a t i o n s that r o l e s -

for-others impose on pri v a t e dialogue, i n providing a means to 

plan futui-'e conversations, and so on. V/hilst s o l o s e s s i o n s may be 

valuable i n these respects, v;e must turn to other tecl^iniques to 

provide a means to e x t e r i o r i s e and record i n t e r n a l modelling conver­

s a t i o n s . 
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2 . 1 . 6 . SviinnicJjrj. 

2 . 1 - 6 . 1 . The p i l o t study reported i n t h i s chapter described the 

a p p l i c a t i o n of a conversational procedure i n a s e r i e s of s i x 

conversatioiis between tv;o f r i e n d s . Each conversation v;as recorded 

and v;as follovxed by a self-confrontation e x e r c i s e v;hich the part-

i c i p i n t s exirlorcd v/ith a tai^e-recorder i n p r i v a t e t h e i r experience 

of the conversations. 

2 . 1 . 6 . 2 . The recorded conversations were analysed by an independent 

judge i n order to develop a coding frame for conversational events 

capable of providing a display for the participcmts to enhance t h e i r 

modelling a c t i v i t i e s i n the ongoing conversation. The coding frame 

focussed on a c t i v e - p a s s i v e and personal-impersonal aspects of the 

conversations, and four categories of shared reference frame were 

i d e u t i f i e d . The use of the coding frame as a means t o prompt 

modelling a c t i v i t y i n the conversations v/as discussed, and problems 

associated v/ith t h i s fiuiction highlighted. 

2 . 1 . 6 . 3 c Ov/ing to t h e i r c c n f i d o n t i o l nature, the private record­

ings v/ere not r e t a i n e d . However, tho r^tui*e of solo convereatiojis 

using t h i s technique v;as discussed i n d e t a i l , and i t v/as concluded 

that the technique was not a s a t i s f a c t o r y means of e x t e r n a l i s i n g 

interncil modelling processes. 



- 1 9 7 -

Chapter 2 . 2 

Reference frames of a group 

2 . 2 . 1 • The construction and maintenance of reference frames 

i n the group. 

2 . 2 , 2 . Modelling conversations i n the group, 

2 « 2 . 3 . E x t e r i o r i s i n g the model of the group, 

2 . 2 . ^ . Suma2iry. 
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2.2.1. The construction and maintenance of reference frames 

i n a group. 

2 . 2 . I . I . I n the previous study the nature of modelling a c t i v i t y 

i n an ongoing s e r i e s of conversations was examined, and the 

conditions under which modeUing a c t i v i t y might be enhanced 

discussed. The ob j e c t i v e was to outline i n general terms the 

requirements of a procedure capable of intervening i n modelling 

conversations to bring about change i n modelling a c t i v i t y . T h i s 

chapter has s i m i l a r goals, but focusses instead on modelling a c t i v i * 

ty w i t h i n a group. That i s , we must f i r s t enquire what form 

modelling takes i n a group, how t h i s a c t i v i t y might be enhanced, 

and explore the c a p a b i l i t y of one technique, namely the 'group 

gr i d * , to achieve t h i s fimction. 

2.2.1.2. How does a group meeting for the f i r s t time e s t a b l i s h 

a reference frame f o r t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s ? The group studied i n t h i s 

chapter comprised 32 f i r s t - y e a r art students i n a south London 

Polytechnic, meeting once a week f o r 16 weeks, i n the context 

of a 'learning workshop', organised by myself. 

The meetings were convened as part of the Complementary Studies 

course f o r 9 0 minutes on each Tuesday morning, and were arranged 

before term began by the Head of the Complementary Studies depart­

ment and the Design Course Tutor. As the group meetings progressed 

s e v e r a l students gradually l o s t touch and ceased to come r e g u l a r l y , 

and when they did come, p a r t i c i p a t e d only h a l f - h e a r t e d l y . O v e r a l l , 

the students' r e a c t i o n s to the workshop v a r i e d considerably; some 
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thought i t a waste of time aad unproductive, some thought i t 

a c t i v e l y d i s r u p t i v e , and some made use of i t i n a v a r i e t y of ways 

and s t a t e d that they had prof i t e d by i t . 

Although I opened the f i r s t meeting with a b r i e f statement about 

my purposes i n being i n the group, I i n s i s t e d that I would not 

do those things nonhally seen as l e c t u r i n g or teaching, and I 

proposed that I p a r t i c i p a t e only as another member of the group. 

I put t h i s over i n .ithe f i r s t two meetings by f i r s t l y n e i t h e r 

o f f e r i n g material f o r group d i s c u s s i o n nor by l e c t u r i n g them on a 

top i c , and secondly by r e f l e c t i n g back the students? demands for 

me to structxire the meeting i n the t r a d i t i o n a l way. I n s h o r t , I 

did not o f f e r a ready-made frame of reference w i t h i n which the 

group could operate. 

The general r e a c t i o n to t h i s was to i n s i s t that I l e a d the group, 

and much of the d i s c u s s i o n i n the f i r s t three meetings wag e i t h e r 

questions di r e c t e d a t me about what I intended to do, or p a r t i a l 

attempts by the students to i n i t i a t e a discussion about what the 

group could or could not achieve .without a leader. These 

discus s i o n s extended over the f i r s t three weeks and seemed to be 

by f a r the modt c e n t r a l and r e c u r r i n g problem the group experienced. 

I t was a question that determined i n those f i r s t few weeks which 

of the students were prepared to accept the ambiguity of the 

s i t u a t i o n and attempt to p a r t i c i p a t e , and those that r e j e c t e d the 

group because of i t . 

2 . 2 . 1 . 3 - During t h i s period the p a r t i c i p a n t s were a c t i n g a s 
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i n d i v i d u a l e , r a i s i n g questions and offering conments. However^ 

by the second v/eek various members began to act together, and two 

or three subgroups formed to express shared opinions about t h e i r 

s i t u a t i o n . On one occasion the e n t i r e group excluded me from 

t h e i r discussion which was the f i r s t coherent statement by the 

group a s a u n i t of the way they experienced the worlcshop, emd 

as a way of announcing that they could be cohesive and independent 

i f they so vdshed. Some members thought that I had s e t up a 

•Candid Camera' s i t u a t i o n and was observing t h e i r r e a c t i o n s f or my 

own purposes. I f e l t I had to admit to being i n t e r e s t e d i n group 

behaviour, but i t was not my i n t e n t i o n to put them in t o a d i f f i c u l t 

s i t u a t i o n foi* research purposes alone. Other members complained 

that coming to the meetings was p o i n t l e s s as the group had no 

purpose, and 'did not seem to be going anywhere* • Some disagreed 

and claimed that they enjoyed the 'party atmosphere*. One or two 

others reacted by r e j e c t i n g , not j u s t c y s e l f , but the group as a 

whole. They s a i d they 'were not i n t e r e s t e d i n the group a s a 

group* , and that they had joined the design course to develop 

t h e i r own ideas independently of t h e i r colleagues. 

2 . 2 . 1 . ^ . By and l a r g e , these reactions gave to the group a sense 

of cohesion i n the face of perceived a d v e r s i t y . This cohesion 

derived from the emergence i n the group of a s i n g l e shared assumpt­

ion, namely that the only form of a c t i o n i n the group that was 

acceptible was e i t h e r complaints about the group, or d i r e c t l y 

d i s r u p t i v e a c t i o n s . T h i s assumption might be termed the 'grumble 

assumption'. I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t that when one member began to 

voice an opinion that the group could achieve something worthv/hile, 
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other group members greeted t h i s comment with s i l e n c e , and she 

qtiickly appended i t w i t h the q u a l i f i c a t i o n • i f only you could 

give us something to do and get involved in». So, i n r e a c t i n g 

against the s i t u a t i o n , the group as a whole had provided i t s e l f 

with some d e f i n i t i o n , and t h i s was s u f f i c i e n t to give i t a u n i t 

i d e n t i t y , with myself as a negative referent, and to provide some 

normative basis f o r coordinating t h e i r a c t i o n s . However, the 

group seemed to be more u n i f i e d because of the coherent views 

expressed by one member. He was, i n e f f e c t , i m p l i c i t l y 'elected' 

to represent the group's views on t h e i r s i t u a t i o n . That i s , h i s 

contributions as the group's representative were an axmouncement 

to the group of what the group viewed as acceptable a c t i o n s . I t 

seemed as i f the group was o b j e c t i v i s i n g , through h i s statements, 

the norms for the group. I t must be remembered that the students 

met each day during the intervening weeks, and i t was d i f f i c u l t to 

a s s e s s how i m p l i c i t or e x p l i c i t t h i s process of nomination was. 

However, l a t e r group events do seem to i n d i c a t e that nomination 

and e l e c t i o n are u s u a l l y not openlj^ discussed, but are the r e s u l t 

of a c o l l e c t i v e t r a n s a c t i o n w i t h i n the group. 

2 . 2 . 1 . 5 . However, by the fourth week i t seemed as i f the group 

had exhausted i t s 'grumbles', and had become accustomed to my 

abdication of the r o l e 'leader'. The 'grumble' assumption did not 

seem to provide a s a t i s f a c t o r y b a s i s for the group's a c t i v i t i e s , 

and members began to show signs of boredom and f r u s t r a t i o n . At 

t h i s point s e v e r a l students decided i t was not p r o f i t a b l e to 

remain with the group, and ceased to come r e g u l a r l y to the meetirigs 

own f e e l i n g s were that to make anything productive the group 



.202-

vould need to get down to some hard work and expend a l o t of 

effort» and aa I d i d not appear to want to be s o l e l y responsible 

for t h i s work, the members began to ask themselvea whether they 

were prepared to put that much e f f o r t i n t o the group themselves. 

Those that remained i n the group began to search around f o r a 

constructive a l t e r n a t i v e to the 'grumble* assumption. S e v e r a l 

members began to propose a c t i v i t i e s of various kinds, but i t was 

the representative f or the •grumble* phase that seemed more vocal 

and was l i s t e n e d to more r e a d i l y . His suggestion, to form an 

improvised music group, was greeted with r e l i e f . I n e f f e c t , 

he was becoming the group's spokesman. Other members, confronted 

with the e f f o r t and a x i e t i e s of organising the group, were more 

ready to follow t h i s member to redefine the group's assizmptions as r, 

he wished, than they were to e l e c t a new representative to more 

appropriately represent t h e i r current assumptions. Suggestions 

from other group members were ignored, s i n c e the spokesman had 

been seen to adequately a f f i r m the group's e a r l i e r assumptions. 

As i t happened, the group slowly became aweire of the discrepancy 

between t h e i r current assumptions and those expressed by t h i s 

student, and he was l a t e r to be superseded by another member. 

With t h i s suggestion, the group once again became redefined, t h i s 

time seemingly as »task-oriented', and the e l e c t e d leader appraised 

suggestions from other members as to how to organise the event. He 

claimed that improvising music 'was a good way of l o s i n g i n h i b i t i o n s 

and g e t t i n g to know each other b e t t e r . Instead of a l l t h i s t a l k , 

w e ' l l play a game'. I t seemed c l e a r to me that many d i d not wish 

to l o s e t h e i r i n h i b i t i o n s i n t h i s way, but were unable to express 
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t h i s view coherently. I n t e r e s t i n g l y , t h i s tension between current 

shared assumtions i n the group and the representative's i d e a s for 

for the group was p a r t i a l l y r e l i e v e d by another student^ who 

jokingly began to make fun of the group and the •improvised music 

game* suggestion. He seemed gradually to be e l e c t e d the ' s o c i a l -

emotional' leader of the group (Bales fic S l a t e r , 1955) t smoothing 

out the discrepancy the group experienced between i t s own goals 

and the •task* l e a d e r ' s purposes. 

Several weeks l a t e r when the group was reviewing the rsusic event, 

another representative was i m p l i c i t l y e l ected to voice the then sha­

red opinion that the znxsic group was good fun, but achieved nothing 

worthwhile. As a r e s u l t , there was a mild confrontation between 

the two, leaders d i r e c t l y about *what was good f o r the group*, 

and i n d i r e c t l y about who best represented the l e s s v o c al members. 

The group entered a d i f f e r e n t phase of discussion focussed on 

person-to-person commimication, and again seemed to meet the 

group's immediate needs. I n may ways the group was r e a c t i n g 

against the hasards of personal d i s c l o s u r e that was a r e q u i r e d part 

of the 'improvised music game'. The group was now quieter and l e s s 

demonstrative, and seemed to wish f o r an ' i n t e l l e c t u a l disctission* 

i n t e r l u d e . With the emergence of the ' i n t e l l e c t u a l * assumption 

came the nomination of another representative, who, although not 

as i n t e l l e c t u a l as some other members, seemed best to represent 

the group's quiescent mood. Naturally enough, t h i s v/as s t r o n g l y 

opposed by the previous representative, but the group had a l r e a d y 

c o l l e c t i v e l y moved away f r c n the 'party games* assumption. 
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2 . 2 . 1 . 6 . These few examples seem to i n d i c a t e t h a t a t s e v e r a l 

points during the course of the workshop the group experienced a 

need to change the d e f i n i t i o n of t h e i r s i t u a t i o n . The a c t i v i t i e s 

engaged i n by the group a t these points may be viewed a s modelling 

conversations. To achieve r e d e f i n i t i o n they would appear i n i t i a l l y 

to pool ideas and suggestions, but i t was often not the person 

with the best suggestion that was elected to represent the group's 

views. Instead, the representative was required to achieve 

c e r t a i n t r a n s i t o r y functions, c h i e f l y to restore a sense of 

cohesion^ purpose and i d e n t i t y to the group, enabling i t t o move 

from one s e t of assumptions to another, and to express, not necess­

a r i l y openly, the current mood and desired d e f i n i t i o n of the group. 

I n each case, the acceptable behaviour of the group was regiilated 

by these assumptions. For example, during the '.party games' phase, 

making a great deal of noise and shedding i n h i b i t i o n s was the 

standard e s t a b l i s h e d by the group. During the 'grumble' phase, 

only complaints about the purpose of the group were a c c e p t i b l e . 

The movement of the r o l e of leader from one person to another 

seemed to coincide with a t r a n s i t i o n between assumptions t h a t the 

group f e l t to be necessary. Leadership changed hands many times, 

depending on the group's need f o r new contributions, and most of 

the members of the group assumed t h i s r o l e on a v a r i e t y of occasions. 

That the rol e was assumed and awarded i m p l i c i t l y , and was a n a t u r a l ­

l y occurring aspect of the group's develorment, was evident from 

the reluctance of the members to adopt the suggestion of a 

•leadership-rota'. Had i t been adopted, t h i s would have e n t a i l e d 

a s i n g l e person maintaining f or a week the rol e of leader i r r e s -
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pective of the contributions he might be able to make, or the 

s t a t e of the group. At that stage, many students saw t h a t , shoiold 

that happen, the assumptions of the group would have been disrupted, 

and the purpose of the group's a c t i v i t i e s would have been d i s c r e p ­

ant with i t s i m p l i c i t needs. 

Modelling a c t i v i t y w i t h i n the group seemed to be a necessary part of 

the group's function. I t i s d i f f i c u l t to assess whether by moving 

through a v a r i e t y of d i f f e r e n t assumptions the group progressed i n 

emy way. As pointed out, t h i s d i s c i i s s i o n i s not intended t o evalu­

ate the outcome of the workshop. Instead, i t haa drawn a t t e n t i o n 

to the continuous t r a n s a c t i o n bet^rfeen group members, and between 

expressed porposes and covert needs, over the i n i t i a l 8 to 10 

weeks of the workshop. I t remains necessary to look i n more d e t a i l 

a t communication w i t h i n the group a t d i f f e r e n t t i n e s t o e s t a b l i s h 

how assumptions, needs and nomination of leaders are negotiated i n 

modelling conversations. 



2 . 2 . 2 « Modelling conversations i n a group. 

2 . 2 . 2 . 1 . Applying the model of conversations developed i n I ^ t 1 

to the group, we may sketch the nature of conversations between 

one group member (M) and the r e s t of the group ( F i g . 2 2 ) , i n 

both the p a r t i c i p a t i v e and modelling modes. 

C 

Group 
I f e r t i c i p a t i v e 

Conversation 

C ) 

Modelling 

Conversation 

Figure 22 Conversations within a ^roup. 
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I t may be seen that i n modelling conversations the pairticipant 

operates on h i s model of the group's ac-tLvitdeS (M Said 

negotiates with the group a shared frame of reference (G ) , which 
• S 

i s then i n t e r n a l i s e d v i a group sanctions on member behaviour. 

What form do conversations within the group take when i n the 

modelling mode? I t i s c l e a r that without a shared reference frame 

members would remain i n a s t a t e of bewilderment, and would be unahle 

to develop a coherent p i c t u r e of what was expected of them and 

what they expected of others. I n the f i r s t meeting, f o r example, 

i t was evident that my opening remarks had deprived the group of 

such a d e f i n i t i o n , and the members were l e f t wondering how each 

of them was expected to p a r t i c i p a t e . I n d i v i d u a l l y thrown back on 

t h e i r resources, the students began to attempt to i n t e r p r e t the 

purpose of the group a s i f I were concealing i t from then, i n 

order to a r r i v e at some d e f i n i t i o n of the s i t u a t i o n . V/hat seemed 

to be c l e a r was that, without a purpose, the group could not 

provide ant ba s i s f o r regulating member's self-models. 

Reservedly at f i r s t and l a t e r more r e a d i l y , the students began 

to seek to define t h e i r s i t u a t i o n by expressing t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a ­

t i o n s , and by agreeing with other member's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , often 

a t the expense of t h e i r own i d e a s . 

Two tra n s a c t i o n s appeared to be occurring simultaneously. F i r s t l y , 

the members were e s t a b l i s h i n g that they were i n communication 

without n e c e s s a r i l y having anything of s i g n i f i c a n c e to cay to each 

other. The show of consensus and the feel i n g s of mutuality that 
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appeared- to e x i s t between group members did not seem to imply r e a l 

agreement, but instead constituted a ceremony that had to be 

performed to e s t a b l i s h a 'password' (Lacan, 1968) , i n d i c a t i n g that 

fu r t h e r communication wais p o s s i b l e * 

Secondly, i n the absence of any a l t e r n a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n , each 

member seemed to be seeking to i n f l u e n c e the d e f i n i t i o n of the 

s i t u a t i o n that other members came to formulate. That i s , each 

person was trying to gain some measure of control over how they 

presented themselves within the group and hov/ much information 

about themselves they were prepared to d i s c l o s e . 

2 . 2 . 2 . 2 . The r e s u l t of t h i s bargaining was twofold. F i r s t , each 

member of the group attempted to construct an image of how they 

appeared to other members, and what was expected of them on the b a s i s 

of t h i s image. The v a l i d i t y of these constructions could be tested 

e i t h e r by overtly a c t i n g on the b a s i s of that construction, or by 

'putting himself t e n t a t i v e l y i n the other person's shoes' ( K e l l y , 

1955)1 and covertly a n t i c i p a t i n g the group's responses. The show 

of mutuality of f e e l i n g s r e f l e c t e d members' attempts to .obtain 

v a l i d a t i o n from other members, often at the expense of t h e i r r e a l 

f e e l i n g s , and to s e t the s e a l to a contractual self-model i n the 

context of the group. 

Second the group achieved a d e f i n i t i o n of t h e i r s i t u a t i o n , even 
X 

though i t may have been innappropriate. C o l l e c t i v e bargaining 

had thus established a code-of acceptable behaviour (e.g. the 

'grumble' assumption), v;hich seemed to be the product of i m p l i c i t 
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t r i a l - a n d - e r r o r communication i n the group.. For example, the 

student who s a i d , "You are s e t t i n g t h i s a l l up to observe our 

re a c t i o n s " was affirmed by another, who remarked, "Tes, you must 

have a purpose you haven*t or wont t e l l us about". Other members 

expanded t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , each confirming the others aad 

contributing an o v e r a l l d e f i n i t i o n of the s i t u a t i o n : " I t ' s a 

p o i n t l e s s exercise because we now know what ycu are up to", "V/e're 

on Candid Camera", e t c . So, i n addition to a c o l l e c t i v e a f f i r m a t i o n 

of the readiness of group members to communicate, they were able to 

approximate a d e f i n i t i o n of t h e i r predicament, which enabled 

i n d i v i d u a l s to express t h e i r ideas and f e e l i n g s about i t , a 

contribution they were unable to make before. 

2 . 2 . 2 . 3 * Having es t a b l i s h e d a sliared d e f i n i t i o n , there appeared 

to be strong pressures within the group to maintain that d e f i n i t i o n 

and to conform to the standards i t implied. One way that shared 

assiuaptions seemed to be affirmed by the group was i n sanct i o n s 

against non-standard remarks (e.g. the s i l e n c e with which favourable 

comments were greeted i n the 'grumble' phase). 

A second, more profound, method of affirming shared assumptions 

occurred during a c t i v i t i e s and events the group had i n i t i a t e d . 

For example, i n the l ^ t h week the group met to create a c o l l a g e 

on the w a l l of t h e i r coffee-room, using paper, paint and g l u e . 

The mood of t h i s event was a 'party game', but i t was through the 

medium of the a c t i v i t y i t s e l f ( s h a r i n g ideas, and cooperative 

glueing and painting) that the form the group wished the f i n i s h e d 

collage to take, and the way i t was to be achieved, was negotiated. 
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The s i t u a t i o n was pre-defined (the group had arranged the event a t 

the previous meeting), the context within which i t was to take place was 

fi x e d (the coffee-room, the paint and glue, the purpose of c r e a t i n g 

a c o l l a g e ) . A l l that remained was to tran s a c t the frame of 

reference necessary to coordinate each person's a c t i v i t i e s towards 

the c o l l e c t i v e goal. 

D i f f e r e n t i n d i v i d u a l s began by approaching the problem i n d i f f e r e n t 

ways; some covered ^small areas v/ith a great deal of d a t a i l , v;hilst 

others tackled l a r g e r areas. Eventually, d i f f e r e n t areas began to 

overlap, and the need for coordination v^as f e l t s t rongly. ~ V/ithout 

being v e r b a l l y e x p l i c i t , group members demonstrated t h e i r i d e s t o 

each other vnth the a i d of paint and glue and 'context-bound' 

statements: "No, not l i k e that. L i k e t h i s " , and "That's good. I f 

I did t h i s , then ". Because of the shared context i n which the 

group was operating, communication within the group took the fora 

of a " r e s t r i c t e d " code" (Bernstein, 1971), anchored i n the a c t i v i t y 

i t s e l f . At the ob j e c t i v e or 'report' l e v e l (Eateson & Ruesch, 1931), 

the students were expressing t h e i r i ntentions as a mix of incomplete 

verbal statements and action p r e d i c a t e s . At the i m p l i c i t , or 

•command' l e v e l they were expressing t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h one 

another, the form that permitted i n t e r a c t i o n should take, the extent 

of personal d i s c l o s u r e that would be acceptable, and the s t r u c t u r e 

the group required i n order to achieve i t s goals by cooperative 

a c t i v i t y . I n t h i s way, the group was able to s e t up shared assump­

t i o n s , and affirm them i n a c t i o n . 

Additionally, they were able to convey and £iffirm these assumpK 
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tions by c r i t i c i s i n g members who v i o l a t e d them. Again, at the 

•report' l e v e l , one student wsis m i l d l y r i d i c u l e d for something he 

had drawn on the w a l l , but what was important was not to make fun 

of h i s work, but for the group to c o l l e c t i v e l y express at the 

'command' l e v e l t h e i r assumptions about appropriate contributions 

to the collage. I n short, i t was not what he was doing t h a t the 

group disapproved of, but who he thought he was i n r e l a t i o n to the 

group. His actions did not i n v a l i d a t e the group's shared assumpt­

ions, nor did they lead the group to r e v i s e them. On the contrary, 

h i s actions reinforced the group's cohesion, and i t v/as he v/ho 

experienced i n v a l i d a t i o n . 

Whilst the group was committed to achieve a p a r t i c u l a r goal or 

a c t i v i t y , i t seemed i t v/as impossible to review and f u l l y r e v i s e 

the frcime of reference for the group's behaviour. That i s , a 

• r e s t r i c t e d code' was appropriate f o r affirming assumptions and 

s i t u a t e d i d e n t i t i e s , and for managing cooperative a c t i v i t y , but did 

not permit s u f f i c i e n t f l e x i b i l i t y of expression v/ithin the group to 

re-appr£Lise r o l e r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Instead, moments of t r a n s i t i o n 

seemed to require an 'elaborated code', through which members v/erc 

able to openly discuss the group, what i t had achieved, what i t 

might attempt next, and how i t should reorganise i t s e l f - An 

•elaborated code' might at these stages be introduced v i a procedures 

for e x t e r i o r i s i n g group membei's modelling of group a c t i v i t i e s . 

Section 2.2.3- discusses such an attempt, employing the 'group 

grid' procedure. 
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2 .2 .2 .'f. I have described these examples i n order to h i g h l i g h t 

the v a r i a t i o n s of the group's s t r u c t u r e i n time, changes i n the 

functioning of the group, and the way these changes were transacted 

within the group. Althoiigh the development of the group c u l t u r e 

followed the pattern of dependence-counterdependence-consensual 

v a l i d a t i o n (Bennis, 196^) described by T-group t r a i n e r s , i t i s 

important to note that these processes seem not to be 'instantaneous, 

i n e v i t a b l e and i n s t i n c t i v e ' , as Bion (1952) chooses to see them. 

They are instead a r e f l e c t i o n of the way a group of i n d i v i d u a l s 

negotiate a v i a b l e s o c i a l r e a l i t y and s o c i a l order, and are by no 

means anchored i n t h e i r objective s i t u a t i o n . As cooperative a c t i v i t y 

succeeds i n r e d e f i n i n g the psycho-social environment of the group, 

so the ' s i t u a t e d i d e n t i t i e s ' of group members readj u s t , and these 

changes are, i n most cases appropriate to the c o l l e c t i v e needs of 

the group. I n a study of a therapy group overi^a period of one year 

( F r a n s e l l a & Joyston-Bechal, 1971)» i t was evident that not only 

did group members undergo perceptual, change a t the same time, but 

a l s o that these changes coincided with those t i n e s when the group 

would most l i k e l y be i n t r a n s i t i o n from one s e t of shared assump­

tions to another ( i . e . soon a f t e r the group had become e s t a b l i s h e d , 

and immediately p r i o r to i t s termination. 

The following s e c t i o n s explore a procedure which e x t e r n a l i s e s 

members' perceptions of group meetings, i n an attempt to intervene 

into the process of assumption construction. 
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2 * 2 . 3 « Ebcteriorising the model of the group. 

r 

2 .2 .3*1 - I n the f i n a l few weeks of the second term, I suggested 

that the group produce a more d e t a i l e d commentary on t h e i r percep­

ti o n s and shared experiences, using a s i m p l i f i e d form of the 

repertory g r i d namely, the ' group grid' • S i x of the students 

egreed that a record of t h e i r r e a c t i o n s to the group a t d i f f e r e n t 

etages of i t s development would provide a u s e f u l topic f o r discussion. 

They were able to i s o l a t e 10 events and meetings i n the group, 

including the one they were c u r r e n t l y engaged i n , which they f e l t 

marked d e f i n i t e stages i n the group's development 

( i ) the f i r s t week (week 1) 

( i i ) excluding E from discussion (week 3) 

( i i i ) the r o l e playing exercise (week 2) 

( i v ) the tape-measure race (week 5) 

(v) v i s i t i n g the perspex factory (week 10) 

( v i ) v i s i t i n g the u n i v e r s i t y (week 12) 

( v i i ) the improvised music event (week 7) 

( v i i i ) the 'consequences party game* (week ^) 

( i x ) v i s i t i n g the fur n i t u r e workshop (week 8) 

(x) the g r i d e x e r c i s e (week 1^) 

From these 10 events, groups of three were s e l e c t e d at random, and 

the s i x students and myself each produced a personal construct 

(following the i n s t r u c t i o n s i n Appendix B), w r i t i n g down our 

descriptions on c a r d s . Each person then rated a n 10 elements 

on h i s own constructs, using a three point s c a l e f o r s i m p l i c i t y . 
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and recorded h i s r a t i n g s on a g r i d fora (see Appendix B ) . Between 

3 and 11 constructs were produced i n t h i s way by each member, and 

everyone's construct cards, w i t h t h e i r names and a s e t of r a t i n g s 

on each, were pooled to produce a t o t a l of W co n s t r u c t s . Each 

construct, a personal description of events i n the group, thus 

formed part of a la r g e 'group g r i d ' , representing the c o l l e c t i v e 

a p p r a i s a l by the group of events they had experienced as s i g n i f i c a n t . 

2 . 2 . 3 « 2 . The numerical i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the r a t i n g s 

assigned to the ̂  constructs i n the 'group-grid* were analysed by 

a computer program developed f o r t h i s yar-pose (Thomas & Gamons-

Williams, 1970). The constructs were then f u r t h e r analysed f or 

elementary linkage types (McQuitty, 1957), Appendix B g i v e s the 

d e t a i l s of these analyses. The e f f e c t of pooling the group's 

constructs i n t h i s way was to i d e n t i f y areas of consensus between 

members i n t h e i r perceptions of group events, and areas of 

experience p a r t i c u l a r to i n d i v i d u a l students. Linkage a n a l y s i s 

separates out groups of numerically r e l a t e d constructs, some of 

which may be formed by the constructs of a number of members, and 

although the wording of the co n s t r u c t s may vary, r e f e r to experiences 

common to many members within the group. However, we would a l s o 

expect a number of i s o l a t e d constructs and small groups of r e l a t e d 

constructs to emerge, r e f e r r i n g t o more personal experiences of 

p a r t i c u l a r group members. This would be a healthy s i g n that 

consensus was not complete, and that members could s t i l l moke 

i n d i v i d u a l contributions to the group. 

I n addition, i t should be remembered that the context w i t h i n which 
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the e l i c i t a t i o n took place was a group events Even though each per-

Bon e l i c i t e d h i s own privately worded constructs, the overall form 

that they would take would be regulated by the shared assumptions 

of the group at that tine, and may largely r e f l e c t these assunptions-

fio^ on the one hand the constructs described members' experiences 

of the group at different stages of i t s development, and on the 

other, ref l e c t the current frame of reference of the group. In this 

sense, a predoninance of isolate constructs and individual groupings 

woiild highlight either highly individualised perceptions of past 

group events, or a lack of current consensus. 

In fact, from the ^ pooled constructs, two very large types 

(15 and 1^ constructs), four small types (between 2 and 3 constructs), 

and 6 isolates emerged (see Table 5)* Every group member contributed 

at least one construct to-the two large groups, ajid some as many as 

four or five constructs. These two types seen to represent the 

main area of consensus i n the group, and judging from the core 

construct descriptions (see Table 6), appear to focus on the two 

main group goals of 'task satisfaction* (Type I I ) and ' s o c i a l -

emotional satisfaction' (Typel) described by Bales and Slater (1955)• 

Except for one student (Anne), these two areas appear to dominate 

the attention of a l l group members during the e l i c i t a t i o n of 

constructs. Again with the exception of Anne, there i s about equal 

emphasis within the group on the two goals, with three students 

focussing on the 'social-emotional' aspect (Thomas, Barry, Simon), 

and two students (Linda, Sue) and E focussing on 'task' aspects 

of group a c t i v i t i e s . These large types indic:ite that not cnly are 

4 
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TABLE 3 of constructs contributed_bg each pxoup member 

^ j t h e linkage types. 

SJp.netruct Mnkage .Types 

Member I I I 111 JV V VJ isolates 
i 

Total 

^omas 2 1 2 1 6 
Barry- 3 2 1 6 
Anne 1 1 3 . 5 
Linda 1 2 1 2 6 
Simon 5 1 6 
E 2 1 11 
Sue 1 3 1 1 6 

Total 15 1̂  5 2 2 2 6 46 

a l l students construing in these two areas (thus reflecting areas 

of common concern), but that within these areas there i s a great 

deal of agreement i n their perceptions of the »task" and 'so c i a l -

emotional' effectiveness of the varioAis group events. 

These two gcals not only appear to be the group'c primary c r i t e r i a 

for evaluating events i n the group, they seen also to be the basis 

on which cooperative activity i s organised. That i e , the transaction 
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of shared assumptions for regulating behaviour within the group, 

and the nomination of a leader appropriate to the context of 

group a c t i v i t i e s , v / i l l largely depend on the extent of agreement 

between group members i n their perceptions of their situation, i n 

terms of •task* and 'social-emotional* effectiveness. 

TABLE 6 Core constructs i n the f i r s t two largest types. 

TIPS I EXCITIira 

NATURAL 

POSITIVE 

COr^FIDE^JT 

RELAXED 

vs. FRIGHTEi-aWG 

TIGHT 

NEGATIVE 

NEEVGUS 

PROBING 

T7PE I I OBVIOTJS HJRPOSE 

UNITY IN GROUP 

SURE 

IIWOLVED 

AIM 

vs- PURPOSELESS 

BORING 

UNSURE 

UNINTERESTirXj 

AIMLESS 
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2.2,3«3» I t might be said at this stage that Types I and I I 

represent that main parameters within which the group has e s t a b l i ­

shed a reference frame, ensuring a consistent and integrated inter­

pretive system by which each group member perceives the a c t i v i t i e s 

of the group. We may then enquire, how do these parameters define 

the group's reference frame at different stages of i t s development? 

Each of the 15 constructs of Type I and the 1̂  constructs of Type 

I I were examined and their poles denoted as + ( i f the construct 

description indicated goal satisfaction, e.g. EXCITIIJG, UNITY IN 

GROUP) or - ( i f construct descriptions indicated lack of goal 

satisfaction, e.g. FRIGHTEiaNG, BORING). Each of the 10 events 

were examined, and scored as + i f they were rated at the positive 

pole of a construct, or - i f rated at the negative pole. Those 

events that obtained a mid-point rating were omitted from the scoring 

procedure. Table 7 records the frequencies that obtained from 

this scoring procedure, and i t may be seen that events veiry 

considerably i n the extent to which they sat i s f y social-emotional 

goals ( "X̂  (9) = 39.702, .001 > p) and task goals ( "xf (9) = 

26.916, .005 > p). 

On the basis of these data, the development of the group as 

manifested by their construral of events and a c t i v i t i e s evidently 

passes through four phases;-

Hiase 1: F i r s t meeting 

fiole playing exercise 

Excluding E from discussion 
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Phase 2: • Consequences' party game 

Tape measure race 

Improvised mtisic-event 

Hiase 3 V i s i t furniture workshop 

V i s i t perspex factory 

V i s i t university 

Riase k Grid exercise 

SocieQ Task 
emotional goals ( I I ) 

Week Event goals ( I ) 

— 4- — 

1 F i r s t meeting 15 11 3 
2 Role playing exercise 11 3 9 
3 Excluding E from discussion - 15 13 1 
k •Consequences' party game 13 2 4 10 
5 Tape-measure race 12 3 8 5 
7 Improvised music event 13 2 8 5 
8 V i s i t furniture workshop 12 1 12 2 
10 V i s i t perspex factory 1A - 12 1 
12 V i s i t university 15 - 12 2 
14 Grid exercise 6 5 6 5 

TABLE 7 Frequencies of positive and ne gative ] ratings of 

p;rou p events on construct Tynes I and I I . 
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Each of these four phases i l l u s t r a t e s a distinct reference frame 

within the group, laccording to the degree to which each of the 

two primary goals ie pr i s not s a t i s f i e d . Fig. 23 charts the degree 

to which each phase s a t i s f i e s these goals, expressed as proportions 

of positive ratings. 

Proportion 

Positive 

Ratings 

1.0 

,8 J 

.6 

.2 J 

ToskEII 

Socioemotional [1] 

I I I I I IV 

Figure 23 Goal satisfaction over four phases of group development. 

I t i s evident that Riase I failed to satisfy both primary goals, 

and was viewed as disruptive i n particular of social-esotional 

goals. The f i r s t three weeks thus i l l u s t r a t e a period of i n s t a b i l -
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i t y and insecurity within the group, and events taking place 

in these meetings were FRIGHTENING, TIGHT, NEGATIVE, NERVOUS and 

PROBING. As we have pointed out, i t was during this phase that the 

•grumble* assumption seemed dominant. Phase I I heralds a new set 

of assumptions, compensating for the insecurity of Riase I by 

establishing a 'party atmosphere'. However, the group was unable 

to maintain this frame for any length of time, and began to 

organise for themselves a number of v i s i t s , which, for the f i r s t 

time, appeared to s a t i s f y both task and social-emotional goals. 

Fin a l l y , the grid exercise i t s e l f was viewed as a return to task-

oriented a c t i v i t i e s , but did not appear to achieve immediate 

satisfaction. 

We have thus been able to i l l u s t r a t e the nature of the group's 

reference frames and tranisitions between frames, by examination of. 

the construction of group events by the group as a whole. But 

what of the structure of the group i n terns of the extent to which 

members share interpretations of events? 

2.2.5.^* Although the f i r s t two types account for 63^ of the pooled 

constructs in the 'group grid', the 6 isolates and k small types do 

indicate either some lack of consensus between group members, or 

highly individualised perceptions of group events. Of the small 

types, only I I I and V comprise constructs from more than one group 

member, and thus do reflect some overlap other than i n the two 

primary group goals. The remaining two small types (IV & V I ) , 

and the 6 isolates represent perceptions of group events particular 

to only four individuals (Thomas, Linda, E, Sue), although k of the 
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6 isolates were extra constructs e l i c i t e d by myself. 

From an idea developed by McKnight (197^) i t was possible to calcu­

late the extent of overlap in each of the construct linkage types 

of the 'group grid' between every pair of group members, thus 

forming a 'consensus matidx' (see Appendix B for d e t a i l s ) . From 

this matrix, i t was further possible to isolate 'member types' by 

means of relaxed reuik order typal analysis, ROTA (McQuitty, 1971)• 

Three'member types' emerged (see F i g . 2^), according to the extent 

to which the constructs e l i c i t e d by each group member contributed 

to construct types shared by other members. As can be seen, the 

f i r s t 'member type' (Thomas, Simon, Barry) i s formed because of the 

emphasis of those members on construct Type I ('social-emotional'• 

goals), the second (Sue, E) by their emphasis on construct Type I I -

('task' goals), and the third (Linda, Anne) by virtue of closely 

sharing the f i r s t three construct types. Although other members 

also share three construct types, they are not so closely associated 

i n the 'consensus matrix', since they have each e l i c i t e d other 

constructs that contributed to construct types that were not shared 

by other group members. That i s , althoiigh Linda produces a type 

of her own (IV), Anne's constructs map onto Linda's without 

exception. Interestingly, Linda and Anne were close friends inside 

and outside of college, and both worked together when they e l i c i t e d 

constructs for the 'group Grid'. 

Although I had relinquished claims to leadership at the s t a r t of the 

group, the main dietiction between myself and Sue, and Thomas, 

Simon and Barry was i n our emphasis cn the attainment of 'task' 
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Group 

Members 
Shared Construct Types 

I I I I I I V 

Simon < 

< 

Linda 

1 5 1 
2 1 

2 1 

1 3 

Fig:ure 2k E l i c i t a t i o n consensus in 'member types' 

goals i n the group. Oddly, the group at the outset, and Thomas, 

Simon and Barry i n particular, were most insistent that the group 

met with an objective purpose, arid the absence of 'task' goals 

led to a considerable reaction i n the group. However, by t h i s 

session (week 11), i t seemed that most group members had become 

accustomed to the absence of concrete purposes, and had instead 

begun to seek alternative means of appraising group a c t i v i t i e s 

and goals. V/hilst emphasis on 'social-emotional' goals would 

normally lead to a continuation from session to session of the 

•party games' assumption, i t appears that other group members 

were able to offset this trend by balancing 'task' attainment again­

s t 'social-emotional' satisfaction. Interestingly, i t was Sue who 
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was nominated by the group to bring some form of r e l i e f from 

the • party games' assumption of the improvised music event. V/ith-

out over-reaching the implications of the * group grid* data, i t 

did seem to corroborate my own impressions of the variety of 

apparent purposes and needs of different group members. 

2.2.3.3. Summaries of this information were made available to 

group members i n the f i n a l meeting of the course. I n a l l , three 

displays concerning the group's modelling of group events were 

presented and discussed i n some de t a i l : -

( i ) On the basis of the linkage analysis of constructs and 

elements, the responses of the »group grid' were rearranged to 

provide a 'focussed grid* (Thomas and Shaw, 1976). From the focussed 

grid group members were able to identify the major ccnstr-act types, 

and the effect of these types in distinguishing group events. 

( i i ) A figure depicting the evaluation of group events i n terms 

of the two largest types (see Fig. 23). This enabled group members 

to chart the course of the group i n terms of social-emotional and 

task achievement. 

( i i i ) The consensus diagram (Fig. 2^) was provided, depicting the 

three consensus sub-groups and the areas of agreement i n evaluating 

group events. 

Although these displays provoked considerable discussion and 

seemed capable of summarising group attitudes, they were c r i t i c i s e d 
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i n a number of ways:-

(a) the group members had produced their constructs two weeks 

before the displays were re-presented and many f e l t that they no 

longer represented their feelings concerning the group. When i t 

was suggested that the displays might summarise their feelings of •. 

two weeks ago, many students said they were more interested i n how 

they currently f e l t . I n short, this criticism implied that present­

ation of the displays was inappropriately timed owing to the delay 

associated with the group grid; 

(b) msmy members objected to the fact that their responses had 

been analysed by computer. After further questioning i t was clear-

that they were concerned not because a computer was involved, but 

because the transformations of their responses v/as not e x p l i c i t . 

In reply E explained the analyses in detail, and acknowledged that 

such a procedure should be simple and expl i c i t to the usersj 

(c) f i n a l l y , many group members objected that the view of their 

feelings for group events depicted by the displays was p a r t i a l and 

biased. In addition, members objected to the context i n which 

constructs were e l i c i t e d and speculated on the form that the 

displays might take i f they produced constructs i n their own time 

i n an environment of their own choosing. E replied that s e l e c t i v i t y 

in such a procedure v/as vuidesirable but inevitable, and that the 

selection made should be examined i n terms of the purpose of 

producing displays. This led on to a discussion of the purpose 

for producing displays of this kind. 



.226-

In summary, we must conclude that the procedure developed i n the 

group grid for externalising cind displaying modelling a c t i v i t y within 

the group was not completely satisfactory. Although the repertory 

grid seemed an appropriate vehicle for directing modelling 

conversations, the conditions imder which constructs were produced 

and the displays which might be derived required further investiga­

tion. The follov/ing chapter reports such an investigation, and 

focusses on the limitations of the interview environment for 

externalising modelling a c t i v i t y . 
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2.2.^. Summary. 

2.2.^.1. The aim of this account has been to briefly describe 

f i r s t l y the main characteristics of modelling dialogues within 

a group that lead i t and i t s members to develop a sense of 

identity and purpose i n an unstructured situation, and secondly 

methods by which this dialogue might be exteriorised and diaplayed. 

Three properties of modelling conversations energed:-

( i ) In protracted transactions, group members evolve a contract­

ual framework of shared, though not necessarily overtly expressed, 

assumptions about membership and participation in the group, these 

assumptions varying with changes i n circumstances. Shared cLssurap-

tions seem to have four functions. F i r s t , they provide a coherent 

definition for the situation in v/hich the group members find 

themselves. This situational definition channelises perceptions 

and experiences of group a c t i v i t i e s i n certain directions at the 

expense of others. Second, shared assumptions provide a unitary 

identity for the group, giving r i s e to a sense of coherence, 

continuity and 'belonging'. The group was thus characterised by a 

ta c i t bond between members, expressing, i n addition to a collective 

goal, a tendency for cooperative ac t i v i t y and for the differentiation 

of a social structure. Third, i n providing a basis for s o c i a l 

differentiation, the shared assumptions of a group establish 

individual identities for each of i t s members. As circumstances 

change different assumptions and objectives eaerge, and individuals 

are called upon to make varying contributions. Fi n a l l y , shared 

assumptions establish c r i t e r i a of acceptable interpersonal action 
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i n the group. These c r i t e r i a protect group members from situations 

i n which conflicting demands on them may ari s e . Infractions of 
r 

these c r i t e r i a generally reinforce the shared assumptions, as the 

group collectively ostracises errant members. 

2.2.^.2. ( i i ) During the course of the transactions, a variety 

of roles are differentiated within the group. In particular, 

representatives are nominated and t a c i t l y elected to assert, co­

ordinate and ai'firm current shared assiamptions. As circumstances 

within the group, and the needs of the group members change, so 

the group's shared assumptions are revised and redefined. New 

assTHaptions become necessary as i n i t i a l assumptions are exhausted. -

Evolving a nev/ set of assumptions requires the negotiation of an -

alternative model of the group. But the closure of the negotiation 

requires bringing them to the attention of the group, and the member 

most able to achieve this i s accepted as a .representative. The 

representative's functions are purely transitory, i n that h i s 

'situated identity' i s effective only at moments of trajisition 

between 'old' and 'new' assumptions. 

2.2.4.3. ( i i i ) A tenable set of assumptions and a representative 

to express them arrived at through a modelling transaction between 

group members. This transaction occurs at several levels of 

discourse at different stages of the group's develojoent, but in 

each case involves three distinct phases of bargaining. F i r s t i t 

i s established that a state of communication exists betv;een group 

members. At this stage, l i t t l e of any significance need be said by 

group members, but their willingness to exchange views i s sufficient 
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to assert that a l l participants are in a state of readiness to make 

genuine exchanges. Second, there follows a period of negotiation, 

and by exchanging their perceptions individuals reach a contract­

ual agreement on a model of the group. 

Finally, the product of the transaction, a workable definition 

of the group's situation, i s collectively affirmed by action 

on the basis of this definition, by nominating a representative 

to express i t , and by sanctioning members who contravene i t . 

2.2.^.^. An attempt was made to develop a procedure capable 

of externalising group member's modelling of the group, namely 

the 'group grid'. Transformations performed on member's responses 

were devised, and displays presented to group members with the 

purpose of reflecting the group's modelling processes and 

encouraging further modelling a c t i v i t y . The limitat i o r ^ of the 

displays were discussed with group members, and three problems 

highlighted; ( i ) that the displays were presented at an i n ­

appropriate time; ( i i ) that the transformations performed on 

group member's responses were not made ex p l i c i t ; ( i i i ) that 

the selective nature of the trajisformatiozis was parti a l and 

biassed. I t was concluded that further investigation into these 

issues v/as required. 
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Chapter 2.3 

Reference frames i n interviews 

2.3.1. TtiB repertory grid interview 

2.3.2. Limitations on modelling a c t i v i t y 

2.3«3« Summary 
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2 , 3 . 1 . The repertory g r i d interview^ 

2 . 3 . 1 T h e two preceding chapters have reported p i l o t s t u d i e s 

which b r i e f l y outline the contexts within which procedures designed 

to enhace modelling c a p a b i l i t i e s might be implemented, with a view 

to i d e n t i f y i n g what such procedures must be able to achieve. 

Chapter 2 . 1 . concluded by enumerating the necessary functions of 

procedures capable of intervening i n a two-person conversation, 

w h i l s t Chapter 2 . 2 . investigated the l i m i t a t i o n s of a p a r t i c u l a r 

procedure for intervening i n group a c t i v i t i e s . A recurrent i s s u e 

i n both s t u d i e s concerned tv/o aspects of procedures of t h i s kind:-

( i ) that the a c t i v i t i e s involved i n e x t e r n a l i s i n g modelling 

processes had a b i a s s i n g e f f e c t on the record of modelling that was 

produced; 

( i i ) that the environment i n which these a c t i v i t i e s took place 

l i m i t e d the nature of modelling a c t i v i t y engaged i n . 

This chapter i n v e s t i g a t e s the use of the repertory g r i d procedure 

within a p a r t i c u l a r psycho-social environment, namely a two-person 

interview s i t u a t i o n . The study that follows aims to r e v e a l the 

sources of bias i n modelling a c t i v i t y using the repertory g r i d 

technique. 

2 . 3 . 1 . 2 . The interviews reported i n t h i s chapter took place i n an 

i n v i t e d learning workshop run by a team of students and s t a f f from 

the Centre f or the Study of Hunsm Lesiming a t a South London 
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College of Technology. The workshop had been arranged a t the 

request of a group of post-school A - l e v e l students and t h e i r 

teachers, and co n s i s t e d of two days i n t e n s i v e workshop a c t i v i t i e s , 

with a four-week follow-up of one day a week. The course programme 

was b u i l t around a c t i v i t i e s designed to enhance student's a p p r e c i ­

ation of learning, and i n addition to other workshop a c t i v i t i e s i t 

was planned to d i s c u s s i n depth with the students t h e i r experiences 

of leajTning, and to expand the idea of leairning to include events 

i n t h e i r l i v e s that had, i n t h e i r view, nade l a s t i n g impressions 

on them. 

The d i s c u s s i o n s took place at the s t a r t of the course, each disctission 

comprising a face-to-face interview structured around the e l i c i t a t i o n 

of a repertory g r i d . I n a l l 12 students were i n d i v i d u a l l y interviev/ed 

by 6 team members, each interview l a s t i n g 2 -3 hours. Students were 

randomly assigned to interviewers. Each interview commenced v/ith 

the team member requesting the following 

" I would l i k e you to think of things that have happened 
to you or things that you have done, that have, i n your 
view, produced considerable changes i n you. Try think­
in g of events, sequences of events or whole periods i n 
your l i f e ; things that you have seen, heard or read, 
people you have met or r e l a t i o n s h i p s you have had that 
you consider have made a l a s t i n g impression on you. 
I n short, events i n your l i f e that have changed you, 
good and bad a 2 i k e . Describe them i n any way you wish 
and v/rite each separately on a numbered card' 

Having recorded i n t h i s way between 10 and 12 experiences, the 
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cards were then s h u f f l e d by the team neniber and three s e l e c t e d a t 

random. These three cards were then given to the student who was 

asked :-

"Think about these three experiences. Can you see 
any way i n which, tv/o of them are a l i k e , yet d i f f e r e n t 
from the third? Try to view them i n terns of the way 
they affected you at the time, or the impression they 
have made on you s i n c e " . 

Although many of the students i n i t i a l l y found t h i s comparison 

d i f f i c u l t to make, and required some help from team members, they 

very soon became p r a c t i s e d at i t . Having separated the three cards 

i n t o a p a i r and a s i n g l e , the student was asked 

"Now describe to me what i t i s that the p a i r of exper­
iences have i n common, and what i s d i f f e r e n t about the 
odd one out. V/rite down b r i e f l y i n any words you wish 
what these c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are on a numbered card. 
Tou have now described your f i r s t construct". 

The student v/as then asked to think of h i s descriptions as forciing 

a f i v e - p o i n t s c a l e comprising boxes numbered from 1 to 5 , v/ith the 

p a i r i n box 1 and the s i n g l e i n box 5« Taking up the remaining 

cards, he was asked to place each card i n a box on the s c a l e 

according to the extent to which each experience was desciribed by 

that construct. The middle box (3 ) v;as reserved f o r experiences 

to which the construct either did not apply, or which could equally 

be described by both poles of the construct. 
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student i n the cotirse of 12 i n t e r v i e w s . Although a great d e a l of 

discussion was often generated by t h i s e l i c i t a t i o n process the 

record contained i n the repertory g r i d provides only the roughest 

outline of the main ideas touched upon* Nevertheless, there was a 

considerable range i n the types of experience eind construct 

e l i c i t e d by the students (see Appendix C ) . Many experiences seemed 

to have deeply a f f e c t e d some students at some time i n t h e i r l i v e s 

(e.g. the cinished ambition of a boy who f a i l e d h i s RAF medical, 

the disturbing experience of a g i r l who was chased by a nan i n a 

park, the emotional upset of breaking off with a boy or g i r l f r i e n d , 

e t c . ) , and i t was often these experiences that sparked off the most 

intense discussion. 

Team meribers reported a f t e r the course that there v/as a considerable 

range of •openness' i n the e l i c i t a t i o n inter\-iev/s. For example^ 

^a team member reported that one g i r l , 

"while l i t e r a l l y shaking to begin with, soon relaxed 
£ind chatted very f r e e l y , opening up at a speed that 
took me back at f i r s t She talked about a great 
v a r i e t y of events, and i n s i s t e d on t a l k i n g out i n 
f u l l the e f f e c t s of the i n d i v i d u a l experiences". 

Of another student, a second team member admits that, 

" I f e l t that most of her statements were peri p h e r a l 
ajid that no 'openning up* was happening. There was 
something f r a g i l e about her that warned me not to 
push her without having a couple of days to spare 



•235-

with her She holds a c e r t a i n distance between 
h e r s e l f and the experiences she r e c a l l e d , occasion­
a l l y taJLking as i f i t was'not her she was t a l k i n g 
about." 

I t soon became evident that these d i f f e r e n c e s i n the q u a l i t y of the 

conversations that the interview provoked g r e a t l y influenced the 

content of the f i n a l g r i d . With t h i s i n mind, i t was recognised 

that the content of the grids was more s i g n i f i c a n t l y a r ecord of 

the conversations between the team members and the students than a 

record of the student's experience alone, and t h i s figured l a r g e l y 

i n the i n s i g h t s that emerged from:the study. 

I t should be remembered that team members possessed only b a ^ i c train­

ing i n interview and repertory g r i d techniques. They were, however, 

brief e d on the desired nature of the interview they were to conduct, 

and thus each had a view of the purpose of the interview and some 

understanding of the procedure involved. Representing the interview 

i n terms of the model of conversations ( F i g . 25) we may view the 

purpose of the interview as the completion of a g r i d as a r e s u l t 

of the students* i n t e r n a l modelling conversation, and mediated by 

h i s view of himself (S ) and the interviev/er ( S , ) . However, the 
s X 

interviewer responds i n terns of h i s view of the nature and 

purpose of the procedure he i s employing (^^^^^^ ^ w e l l as h i s 
viev; of the student ( I ) . 

s 

2 . 3 . 1 . ^ . After the interviews were completed, 12 grids obtained 

were separately analysed to r e v e a l ( i ) the d i v e r s i t y of the 

constructs that students had formulated, and ( i i ) the c l a s s e s of 
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experience that the students had s e l e c t e d as elements 

Student Interviewer 

© 
pro 

6 
Figure 23 The repertory grid i n t e r v i e w . 

( i ) A measure of the d i v e r s i t y i n construing the e l i c i t e d 

experiences was c a l c u l a t e d for each g r i d . Based on the r a t i o n a l e 

of the c o e f f i c i e n t of the concordance (Kendall, 1 9 ^ ) , d i v e r s i t y 

of the construction would be i n d i c a t e d by the l a c k of concordance 

between constructs i n the r a t i n g s a l i g n e d to a l l experiences. 

A l a c k of concordance would imply that each of the student* s 

constructs was producing a unique pattern of assigned r a t i n g s , 

that h i s attention was being d i r e c t e d to many d i f f e r e n t a s p e c t s 

of the experiences he described. I n short, even i f the way he 
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words h i s constructs does not suggest i t , he i s describing h i s 

experience to himself a t l e a s t , very f l u e n t l y . On the other hand, 

i f theffiwere a high degree of concordance between h i s c o n s t r u c t s , 

that i s , each construct was producing the same pattern of assigned 

r a t i n g s , then h i s attention would seem to be f i x e d on one d i s t i n c t i o n 
alone. 

The 12 g r i d s were divided i n t o two groups: High D i v e r s i t y g r i d s 

where the concordance c o e f f i c i e n t obtains a p r o b a b i l i t y of 5>o 

or l e s s , and Low D i v e r s i t y g r i d s , obtaining a p r o b a b i l i t y greater 

than 3% (see F i g . 2 6 ) . 

( i i ) The elements of the 12 g r i d s were pooled to form a sample 

of 1^5 i n d i v i d u a l experiences. A coding frame was developed to 

c l e i s s i f y the 1^3 elements. The coding categories were constructed 

i n two areas:-

(a) i n terms of the immediate e f f e c t on the students of the 

experiences they described. Two categories were defined to 

c l a s s i f y 

(1 ) those experiences that were immediately confirming to the 

student's self-image (+), and 

(2) those experiences that were immediately disconfirming of 

the students s e l f - i m a g e ( - ) . 

Although most of the 1^5 experiences were immediately recognisable 
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as e i t h e r confirming or disconfirming, i n some caseis it-v/as 

necessary to check ambiguous d e s c r i p t i o n s against t h e i r r a t i n g s 

on evaluative constructs i n the g r i d s . 

(b) i n terms of the o r i g i n of the experiences described 

by the students. F i v e categories v;ere used; 

(1) experiences that originated i n school or c o l l e g e , e i t h e r 

i n r e l a t i o n to the s u b j e c t s students v/ere following, or the 

teachers and l e c t u r e r s who taught them, but not those 

experiences a r i s i n g from d i r e c t contact v/ith f r i e n d s i n school 

and college. 

(2) experiences o r i g i n a t i n g w i t h i n the family, i n c l u d i n g 

brothers and s i s t e r s , 

(3) experiences from a c t i v i t i e s and r e l a t i o n s h i p s with 

peers of t h e i r own age group, e i t h e r v/ithin or outside school 

or c o l l e g e , 

(k) experiences o r i g i n a t i n g i n r e c r e a t i o n a l a c t i v i t i e s of a l l 

kinds (e.g.' reading, f i l m s , theatre, pop f e s t i v a l s , e t c ) not 

associated with schoolwork, 

(5) a miscellaneous category (e.g. f a i l i n g an R.A.F. medial, 

moving from Canada to England, e t c ) . 

The f u l l r e s u l t s of element coding are tabulated i n Appendix C. 
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T i g u r e 26 Dfversity of construct ion in the 12 gr ids 

2 * 3 . 1 . 5 . These analyses and measures were employed to t e s t 

the following hypotheses 

( i ) that the sample of elements s e l e c t e d by students i s 

biased by the interviewer \d.th whom the g r i d was completed. 

( i i ) that s p e c i f i c c l a s s e s of elements tend to be 

co n s i s t e n t l y evcauated i n p a r t i c u l a r terms by students. 

( i i i ) that the representativeness of students' element sampl es 
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determines the d i v e r s i t y of the constructs they came to formulate 

i n the interviews. 

These may be viev/ed as hypotheses concerning the l i m i t a t i o n s 

on modelling a c t i v i t y imposed by the interview context. 
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2 . 3 . 2 . Limitations on modellinft a c t i v i t y ^ 

2 . 3 . 2 . 1 . The;measures derived-from the 12 g r i d s were 

i n i t i a l l y organised i n the following ways:-

(1) the d i s t r i b u t i o n of.elements over the o r i g i n of 

experiences categories for the High D i v e r s i t y and Low 

D i v e r s i t y Groups of grids ( F i g . 2 ? ) . 

(2) the d i s t r i b u t i o n of elements over the o r i g i n of 

experiences categories 6ind the immediate e f f e c t Categories 

( F i g . 2 8 ) . 

(3) the d i s t r i b u t i o n of elements of d i f f e r e n t immediate e f f e c t 

for the HifTh and.Lovj D i v e r s i t y groups of grid s on the. c o l l a p s e d 

oriF;in of experiences categories School - Fsunily and Peers — 

Recreation - Miscellaneous ( F i g . 2 9 ) • 

Examining these data, i t was evident that the Low D i v e r s i t y group 

of g r i d s comprised a skev/ed s e l e c t i o n of elements (see F i g . 2 7 ) • 

These gr i d s contained a greater proportion of experiences 

deriving from School and Peers (72.6%) than did the High 

D i v e r s i t y grids (37.8%; Hann-Vmitney U ( 7 /5 ) = 6, p= . 037 , 

o n e - t a i l e d ) , i n d i c a t i n g the greater rajige of experiences 

contained i n the High D i v e r s i t y g r i d s , v/hich included 

events c l e i s s i f i e d i n the Miscellaneous category (e.g. 

f a i l i n g R.A.F. Medical, f a i l u r e as a marine engineer, 

neighbour's a t t i t u d e s , e t c . ) . 
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Second, i n a l l 12 g r i d s , recounted events to do v/ith School and 

Family v/ere more l i k e l y to be d i s c o n f i r n i n g experiences 

( F i g . 28; 3^.5%) • than confirming experiences • (17»2?o; V/ilcoxon 

T (11) = 12, z = 1.87t P = -031, one - t a i l e d ) , v/hilst experiences 

with Peers and Recreational a c t i v i t i e s were more l i k e l y to be 

confirming (31.0%) than disconfirming (13.1%; V/dkoxon T (11) = • 

1^, 2 = 1.69, p = •OkGy o n e - t a i l e d ) . 

F i n a l l y , within the combined c l a s s e s of events i n School and Family, 

the Low D i v e r s i t y group of students (see F i g . 29) displayed a 

marked, though non-significant, trend to experience these events 

a s more disconf irming (4l.9%) than the High D i v e r s i t y group 

(28.9%; Mann-V/hitney U (7/5) = 9, p = .101, one-tailed)»-

These comparisons strongly suggests that the two groups d i f f e r e d i n 

t h e i r emphases on the source of the experiences that i n i t i a t e d 

personal change. Because of the greater spread of experiences 

expressed by the High D i v e r s i t y group, those students were nore able 

to appraise t h e i r experience: i n d i f f e r e n t ways. Conversely, the Low 

D i v e r s i t y group, with t h e i r emphasis on experiences i n school, c o l l e g e 

and with t h e i r Peers, were drawn more to the p o l a r i t y between school 

experiences and t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p s with t h e i r f r i e n d s . During the 

e l i c i t a t i o n of constructs, i n which groups of three experiences were 

drawn a t random, the Low D i v e r s i t y Group were more often presented 

with experiences to do with school and f r i e n d s , and so t h e i r c o n s t r u c t s 

more frequently expressed t h e i r d i s t i n c t i o n . 

These data appear to support the second and t h i r d hypotheses i n 

that element sampling determines the extent of modelling a c t i v i t y 
(as represented by the construct d i v e r s i t y measure), and that 
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Figure 28 Element c l a s s e s i n the tv/elve ^ r i d s 
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s p e c i f i c c l a s s e s of elements are c o n s i s t e n t l y evaluated by the 

students i n a p a r t i c u l a r way. This l a t t e r f i nding, r e f l e c t e d i n 

the preference of the Low D i v e r s i t y group i n p a r t i c u l a r to 

evaluate experiences i n School find Family as disconfirraing, seems 

to be a function of an a l l i a n c e e s t a b l i s h e d between team-members 

and students i n the context of the college v/here the interviev/s 

took place. For example, e f f o r t s were made to stay i n contact 

with the students f o r the e n t i r e day, sharing lunch and coffee 

breaks to continue the discussions. This had the e f f e c t of 

dra^^ring attention to the usual nature of student-teacher 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s , and r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n the family, and students* 

viev/s on these s u b j e c t s were generally supported by the team-

members. Team-members' comments a f t e r the co-orse seem to r e f l e c t 

t h i s support ; 

"P's experiences seem to f a l l i n t o 2 or 3 
categories. He went to public school and v/as 
deeply a f f e c t e d by i t , and eventually went through 
a r e b e l l i o n against that and h i s family. He now 
regards himself as being free of these influences, 
and »doing h i s ov/n thing*. But he s t i l l has a 
great deal to say about what's vn:"ong v/ith the 
educational system." 

and 

" J sepmed to f e e l i t was hopeless t r y i n g to study 
for exams when he had so many problems with 
arithmetic and reading text-books. Kc s a i d that 
sta^-ing on at college v/as p a r t l y a r e a c t i o n against 
h i s parents favouritism for l i i s s i s t e r , when he 
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resented because she v/as s u c c e s s f u l a t everything 
she did, and p a r t l y because he v/as being b u l l i e d by 
h i s parents to make something of h i s l i f e . " 
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_Figure 29 Combined element c l a s s e s i n the two D i v e r s i t y groups 
V 

2.3«2.2. We may now investigate the f i r s t hypothesis, namely 

that the sample of elements s e l e c t e d by students was biased by the 

interviewer with whom the g r i d v/as completed. I n t h i s way, the 

'demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ' (Cme, 1962).-imposed by i n t e r v i e w e r s 

might be revealed. That i s , each team member might inadvertently 

express conditions for the nature of the d i s c u s s i o n to be conducted, 

these conditions not simply regulating the verbal report of 

students* experiences, but a l s c f i x i n g the domain of the students' 

exploratory s e l f - a p p r a i s a l . 
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I t should be remembered that each team member was brief e d t o 

negotiate a number of experiences from a f i x e d s e t of 

categories. However, the confirming or disconfirming value 

of these experiences to the students was not di c t a t e d . Thus, 

wh i l s t the s i x interviewers did not d i f f e r i n the frequencies 

with which t h e i r students e l i c i t e d experiences from each 

category of o r i g i n ( ^^^^ " 19 . V f , n s ) , ^^^^^ ̂ ^^^ ̂ ^ ^ ^ 

va r i a t i o n s between team mebers i n the immediate e f f e c t for 

the students of the e l i c i t e d experiences when a l l elements 

e l i c i t e d by each interviev/er were pooled. (Table 8; ^ (5) 

= 20 .90 , . 0 0 1 > p ) . 

^1 h S ^4 h I. o TOT,\L 

Confirming 
experiences 21 1 14 15 16 4 71 

Disconfirming 
experiences 16 19 10 11 9 9 74 

TOTAL 37 20 24 26 25 13 145 

TABLE 8 Frequencies of Classes of experience obtaining for each 

interviewer 

In p a r t i c u l a r I ^ and I _ may be cont>rasted i n t h e i r r e l a t i v e 

emphasis on confirming and di s c o n f i r o i n g experiences. 
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I t should be noted t h a t a l l interviewers engaged i n tv/o interviews, 

w i t h the exception of (three interviews) and I g (one interviev;). 

However, these pooled data do indicate differences i n emphasis 

betv/een interviewers which lead to biassed element samples. These 

samples, i n t u r n , may markedly l i m i t the d i v e r s i t y w i t h which 

elements i n the sample are evaluated. 

2.3.2.5. The nature of the data obtained i n t h i s p i l o t study 

does not permit the hypothesis to be accepted w i t h c e r t a i n t y , or 

conclusions of gredt generality to be made. As the interviev/s were 

not i n i t i a t e d to t e s t these hypotheses, appropriate c o n t r o l s have 

not been availab l e . I n p a r t i c u l a r , although students were randomly 

assigned to inter^/iewers, i t cannot be asserted that v a r i a t i o n s 

between interviev/ers i n element d i s t r i b u t i o n are sole l y a fun c t i o n 

of interviewer s t y l e . However, the study suggests that such 

v a r i a t i o n i s possible, and that construct e l i c i t a t i o n i s a function 

of t h i s v a r i a t i o n . With some reservations then, v/e may conclude 

that the environmental conditions i n which modelling a c t i v i t y i s expec­

ted to occur may determine the neiimre of modelling a c t i v i t y as i t 

i s recorded i n the repertory g r i d , and that these conditions are 

l i k e l y t o be represented i n the inter^/iew as the reference frame 

f o r interview transactions. The c r i t i c a l aspect of t h i s reference 

frame may then be seen to be the extent to which interviewer and 

interviewee contribute to the frame. 
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2.5»3» Summary> 

2.3.3.1. The main points that emerged from t h i s study and t h e i r 

i m p l i c a t i o n f o r the development of procedures f o r enhancing model­

l i n g conversations are as follov/s:-

2.5.3.2. That there are i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t the e l i c i t a t i o n and 

completion of repertory grids i n an intearview context i s susceptible 

to interviewer's bias. This was demonstrated i n the case 01 the 

production of element samples, but seems equally l i k e l y to occur 

i n the formulation and production o f constructs by the interviewee-

U h i l s t interviewers may be trai n e d t o minimise the e f f e c t s of bias,, 

the main conclusion i s that an interview s i t u a t i o n e n t a i l s the 

negotiation of a reference frame w i t h i n which defined modelling 

a c t i v i t y occurs. The c r i t i c a l aspect of the frame i s then the 

degree to which interviewer and interviewee contribute to i t . 

To construct a modelling environment that i s e n t i r e l y free of the 

aspects of a reference frcune i s i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y impossible, 

although the design of a procedure t h a t may be s e l f - or computer-

administered may eliminate many l i m i t a t i o n s on a modelling 

a c t i v i t y . 

2.3.?.3« That given a r e s t r i c t e d element sample modelling 

a c t i v i t y i s seriously l i m i t e d . As a var i a n t of the law o f 

req u i s i t e v a r i e t y (Ashby, 1960) i t i s evident t h a t v a r i e t y of 

construction may be increased only by increasing element v a r i e t y . 

I f the conversational domain i s r e s t r i c t i v e l y defined, modelling 

w i t h i n that dorr:ain r e f l e c t s these r e s t r i c t i o n s . This suggests 
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that procedures intended to elaborate modelling should incorporate 

the deans to extend the conversational domain when' ever necesBary.. 

I n the case of the repertory g r i d e i t h e r the element sample should 

i n i t i a l l y be diverse, or the f a c i l i t y to.extend the element sample 

should be included. 
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Chapter 2 A. 

Suianary 

Implications of the p i l o t studies. 

2.^.2. The i n t e r n a l representation of procedures. 
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2.^.1. Implications of the p i l o t studies. 

2.^.1.1. The three p i l o t studies reported i n t h i s section each 

explore modelling conversations i n d i f f e r e n t contexts; i n an 

established r e l a t i o n s h i p between f r i e n d s , i n a group, i n the t̂ -zo-

person interviev/ s i t u a t i o n . The aim i n each case has been t o 

explore the optimal conditions i n which modelling conversations 

might occur, and t o sketch out the design s p e c i f i c a t i o n s of 

in t e r a c t i v e procedures f o r enhancing modelling a c t i i - i t y enumerated 

i n 1.2.3. i n practiced, terms. On the basis of these p i l o t studies 

we may recapitulate the design s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r such procedures, 

and pursue the implications of procedures f o r a model of conversa--

t i o n a l s k i l l s . 

2.^.1.2. Section 1.2.3. outlined four classes of s p e c i f i c a t i o n 

f o r procedures which might be abbreviated by the f o l l o i / i n g r u b r i c s 

( i ) OFERATS the s p e c i f i c a t i o n of modelling operations 

( i i ) EXTERrfAUSE the e x t e m a l i s a t i o n of i n t e r n a l modellii-z^i: 

conversations 

( i i i ) HEFLECT : the functions of a cognitive r e f l e c t o r 

( i v ) II-jTERlIALISS : the i n t e r n a l representation of procedures 

The main points that emerge from these p i l o t studies may be groui:ed 

under these rubrics according to t h e i r p r a c t i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r 
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procedures. 

r 

2,^»1,3 . The s p e c i f i c a t i o n of modelling operations. 

Chapter 2.1. reported the use of a p r i v a t e tape-recording session 

based on McFall's 'mystic monitor' as ein attempt to provide a con­

text f o r the modelling of a series of conversations between two 

p a r t i c i p a n t s . The nature of the a c t i v i t y i n which to engage was 

not s p e c i f i e d i n d e t a i l , and i t was found that modelling a c t i v i t y 

was regulated by the i n t r o d u c t i o n of an imaginary 'audience' t o 

which speech v;as addressed. Depending on the type of audience 

invoked (e.g. a sympathetic l i s t e n e r , a respected l i s t e n e r , a 

resented l i s t e n e r , and so on), the domain and implications of the 

monologue varied. Whilst observing t h i s feature during the exer­

cise provided a number of i n s i g h t s i n t o p a r t i c i p a t i v e conversations, 

i t s veilue as a means of e x h i b i t i n g a p a r t i c i p a n t ' s self-model was . 

l i m i t e d . 

Chapter 2.3* reported the use of the repertory g r i d technique to 

s t r u c t u r e and redord modelling a c t i v i t y i n an interview s i t u a t i o n . 

I t was found that i n those cases where a r e s t r i c t e d element 

sample was obtained, modelling a c t i v i t y v;as l i m i t e d . These findings 

suggested that the absence or r e s t r i c t i o n of s p e c i f i e d modelling 

operations f a i l e d to provoke exploratory s e l f - a p p r a i s a l . I n such 

cases i t was evident that 'prompting' would serve a useful purpose, 

and p a r a l l e l the a c t i v i t i e s of the ODunsellor i n encouraging the 

c l i e n t t o extend h i s conversational domain. Incorporating 

prompting a c t i v i t y i n a procedure, however, requires the form­

u l a t i o n of c r i t e r i a f o r i d e n t i f y i n g the need f o r prompts, and 
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s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r the range of appropriate prompts. 

2.^.1,^. The e x t e m a l i s a t i o n of i n t e r n a l modelling convers-

ationa. 

The p r i v a t e tape-recording session of Chapter 2.1. appeared 

also t o l i m i t the extent t o which a p a r t i c i p a n t ' s model of s e l f 

and partner might be adequately represented i n an external record. 

Engaging i n a verbalised monologue entadled the s e r i a l i s a t i o n of 

i n t e r n a l modelling processes, implying the selection of approp­

r i a t e utterances from inappropriate uttersincee. The l a t t e r may never 

become externalised. 

S i m i l a r l y , the interview s i t u a t i o n reported i n Chapter 2.3. was 

l i m i t e d t o the extent that the interviewer biassed the d e f i n i t i o n 

of the conversational domain. As a r e s u l t , some aspects o f the . 

interviewee's modelling of l e a r n i n g experiences were emphasised 

at the expense of others. 

Chapter 2.2. reported the use of the * group g r i d * to record the 

modelling of group a c t i v i t i e s by group members. When t h i s record 

was re-presented t o group members, many objected t h a t i t inade­

quately r e f l e c t e d t h e i r views of the group. I t was argued t h a t , 

given the s e l e c t i v i t y inherent t o the procedure, making t h i s 

s e l e c t i v i t y e x p l i c i t would have l e d group members to engage i n 

d i f f e r e n t modelling a c t i v i t y . 

These three findings suggest t h a t e x t e r n a l i s a t i o n procedures should 
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be designed i n such a way t h a t ( i ) s e l e c t i v i t y $ t the i n t e r f a c e 

of the user and the recording device be reduced as much as possible, 

and ( i i ) unavoidable and inherent s e l e c t i v i t y o f the recording device 

be made known t o the user. As i s evident, s e l e c t i v i t y a t t h i s 

i n t e r f a c e i s not associated w i t h the. recording device alone, but' 

also w i t h the psycho-social environment i n v/hich modelling a c t i v i t y 
occurs. 

2.4,1.5. The functions of a cogni t i v e r e f l e c t o r . 

Most of the problems encountered i n the p i l o t studies r e f l e c t 

those features of procedures associated with c o g i t i v e r e f l e c t i o n ; , 

i n p a r t i c u l a r the nature of the transformations performed on the 

user's predications, and the nature of the displays of tran s f o r a ­

t i o n outcomes exhibited to the user. 

Concerning the transformations embodied i n the procedure," the par t ­

i c i p a n t s i n the group study (Chapter 2.2.) objected that these 

transforms were not s u f f i c i e n t l y e x p l i c i t , and tha t t h i s made then 

re l u c t a n t to attach any signi f i c a n c e to the displays t h a t were 

derived from them. I n ad d i t i o n , i t was noted both i n the f r i e n d ­

ship study (Chapter 2.1.) and the group that the timing o f the 

feedback i n t e r v e n t i o n was c r i t i c a l , and tha t c r i t e r i a concerning 

the s t a t e of readiness of p a r t i c i p a n t s t o receive feedback . were 

necessary. 

As the p i l o t studies were concerned with the preliminary exploration 

of procedures, no experience was gained i n r e l a t i o n t o the f o u r t h 
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s p e c i f i c a t i o n , namely the i n t e r n a l representation of procedures 

by users. However, the capacity of the user t o construct an 

i n t e r n a l representation of procedures f o r r e g u l a t i n g modelling 

a c t i v i t y i s completely determined by the effectiveness of 

procedures to specify modelling operations, externalise them, 

transform them, and e x h i b i t the transforms to the user. 
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2.^.2. The i n t e r n a l representation of procedures. 

2.^.2.1. The issues that have arisen i n the p i l o t studies are 

e x p l i c i t l y concerned w i t h the a c t i v i t i e s of an agent whose 

function i t i s t o support, r e f l e c t and prompt the modelling a c t i v i ­

t i e s of a p a r t i c i p a n t . I n other words, they are issues associated 

w i t h the roles of the counsellor and the t h e r a p i s t . I n the same 

way that the counsellor has constructed a model of his a c t i v i t i e s 

w i t h c l i e n t s , a theory of counselling, so procedures devised to 

simulate his a c t i v i t i e s embody a set of assumptions that derive 

from and function as a theory of counselling. 

2.^.2.2. For counselling t o be successful, the c l i e n t must come 

to construct h i s own theory of counselling, to ̂ become a counsellor 

t o himself. With the a i d of the counsellor, the c l i e n t acquires 

the means to denote, operate upon, and reconstruct h i s models of 

himself and personal others. For a procedure to achieve the same 

r e s u l t s , the user must be able to i n f e r and construct a represent­

a t i o n of the assumptions embodied i n the procedure ( F i g . 30)• 

These assumptions fiurticulate procedural a c t i v i t y ; provoking model­

l i n g operations, representing them ex t e r n a l l y , transforming them, 

and displaying the transform outcomes. I n ad d i t i o n t o these 

functions, however, the procedure must be devised i n such a way 

as t o enable the user to formulate a theory of s e l f - c o u n s e l l i n g . To 

c i i r i f y the fcatiires of procedures, the foll o w i n g chapters examine 

i n d e t a i l the assumptions concerning the nature of modelling a c t i v i t y 

embodied i n the repertory g r i d technique, and the way i n which the 

technique may be developed to provide an i n t e r a c t i v e procedure 
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capable of enhancing conversations. To achieve the l a t t e r 

o b j ective, a model of conversational t r a i n i n g w i l l be out l i n e d , 

USER PROCEDURE 

Model of 

procedure 

(theory of 

s e l f -

counselling) 

i n f e r 
^- -

construct 

Modelling 

a c t i v i t y 

What may be 

known 

(assumptions 

concerning 

operations 

displays etc.) 

What may be 

doae 

(operations, 

transforms, 

displays, etc.) 

Figure 3Q I n t e r n a l i s a t i o n of procedures. 
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F&rt 3 

Intrapersonal modelling 

Chapter 3.1. I n t e r v e n t i o n procedures. 

Chapter 3.2. The core grid, 

Chapter 3-3. The reconstruction g r i d 

Chapter 3.^. The i n s i g h t grid. 

Chapter 3.5. Summary 
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Chapter 3.1. 

Intervention procedures 

3.1.1. Reflective strategies 

3.1.2. An out l i n e of the procedures 
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'}•^m'\• Reflective strategies 

3.1.1«1« The p i l o t studies of Part 1 have indicated t h a t 

procedures intended t o enhance modelling a c t i v i t i e s are i n h e r e n t l y 

/selective. I n t h i s chapter the s e l e c t i v i t y of procedures i v i l l be 

examined i n r e l a t i o n t o t h e i r f u n c t i o n t o provide optimal conditions 

f o r the a c q u i s i t i o n of modelling s k i l l s . Thus, to develop sm. 

e f f e c t i v e procedure i t vri.ll be necessary to a r t i c u l a t e the process 

of acquiring modelling s k i l l s , and to o u t l i n e i n d e t a i l how these 

processes are enhanced through i n t e r a c t i o n s v/ith procedures. The 

repertory g r i d technique v/as viewed as the most promising methodol­

ogy f o r these purposes f o r the follov/ing reasons:-

( i ) the technique provides a systematic method f o r e x t e r i o r i s i n g 

predicates v/ithin a given domain ( i . e . the f i l l i n g - i n of a g r i d 

m a t r i x ) ; 

( i i ) the processes by which predications are formulated e n t a i l 

the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n of dimensions of V c i r i a t i o n w i t h i n the domain 

( i . e . constructs); 

( i i i ) the domain may be e x p l i c i t l y defined and bounded by the 

user ( i n terms of an element sample); 

( i v ) modelling i s anchored i n the domain s p e c i f i e d ( i . e . constructs 

are derived from and applied to the element sample); 
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(v) .the record of predications (the g r i d matrix) may be represented 

rnumerically and e x p l i c i t l y .defined .transformations applied (ie.g. 

. m u l i t i v a r i a t e lanalyses); 

( v i ) .on the basis of transformations a-variety of disi>laye may 

be constructed (e.g. element^configurations :in Tnultidimensional 

iConstruct space); 

( v i i ) predicates may separately be denoted and Secondary model­

l i n g a c t i v i t y be based on t h i s denotation (e.g. the a p p l i c a t i o n of 

weights to constructs i n terms of t h e i r subjective relevance t o 

choice s i t u a t i o n s ; ?^cKnight, 1976). 

These features, combined with the recent development of i n t e r a c t i v e 

grid-ba^ed computer progrcuns (e.g. Thomas, 1975; Thomas & Shaw, 

1976) suggest the f l e x i b i l i t y of the g r i d technique. Moreover, 

g r i d technique may be a r t i c u l a t e d as a series of steps, and 

assumptions associated v/ith each step i d e n t i f i e d . These steps 

correspond to the properties of a modelling eilgorithm o u t l i n e d 

;in 1.2.3- Thus , four classes of assumption may be noted i n 

r e l a t i o n to the operations implied by the g r i d technique (Fig.31) , 

namely assumptions invoked i n (a) specifying operations necessaiy 

to complete the g r i d , (b) obtaining a record of operations i n the 

g r i d , (c) applying transformations to t h i s record, and ( d ) e x h i b i t i n g 

the outcomes of transformations t o the user. 

Decisions made at each stage w i l l have im p l i c a t i o n s f o r l a t e r 

stages. Thus, the demarcation of the conversational domain by 
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User 

Grid Technique 

(a) Operations 

(d) Displays 

(b) Grid matrix 

(c) Transformations 

Figure 31 Operations i n the g r i d technique 

deriving a p a r t i c u l a r sample of elements preempts the user t o 

ce r t a i n classes of predication. S i m i l a r l y , decisions made i n l a t e r 

stages frequently percolate back as parameters f o r an e a r l i e r stage. 

Thus, the preference f o r a p a r t i c u l a r data reduction model l i m i t s 

the choice of an appropriate s c a l i n g metric f o r representing the 

user's predications i n the g r i d matrix. 

Some of the assumptions involved i n these stages of g r i d technique 

have already been i d e n t i f i e d (e.g. the e f f e c t s of the psychological 

environment i n the interview s i t u a t i o n , the nature of and ti m i n g 

of displays i n the group study, £md so on). Owing to the f l e x i b i l i t y 

of the g r i d technique assumptions involved at each stage are many 

and varied, and an exhaustive account carinot be included here 

(general categories of assumptions involved i n the production and 

analysis of grids are outlined i n Appendix D). However, we have 
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suggested that the set of assumptions embodied i n a procedure 

const i t u t e s a theory of counselling, and thus i t i s e s s e n t i a l 

t o c l a r i f y the assumptions invoked by procedures f o r enhancing 

modelling conversations, 

3 » 1 . 1 « 2 . We have defined the objective of such procedures as 

provoking modelling a c t i v i t y i n the user by i n t e r a c t i v e l y repond-

ing t o h i s modelling operations• These reponses have been broadly 

termed ' feedback* , or "information on the value of the c o n t r o l l e d 

quantity used t o generate c o n t r o l forces" (Lemer, 1 9 7 2 , p.8 2 ) . 

I n the most general sense, the displays derived from a repertory g r i d 

may b r i n g about a change i n subsequent g r i d operations. However, 

we f i n d d i f f i c u l t y i n considering the c l i e n t i n a counselling 

interview as purely an error-actuated c o n t r o l system f o r the following 

reasons 

( i ) An unequivocal statement of the nature of target performance, 

of actual performance, and of the difference betv/een ac t u a l and 

target performance i s u n l i k e l y to be available i n the counselling 

interview. That i s , the c l i e n t must i n t e r p r e t the counsellor's 

responses i n his own terms. 

( i i ) Given that the c l i e n t might locate a discrepancy between his 

constructions of target and actual performance, an unequivoccil 

statement of the nature of a corrective r e a c t i o n i s u n l i k e l y to 

be a v a i l a b l e . That i s , the c l i e n t must formulate h i s ov.'n proc­

edures f o r coping v/ith diverse s i t u a t i o n s . 
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( i i i ) the c l i e n t displays s t r a t e g i e s f o r seeking and gaining 

information, implying that he generates and t e s t s hypotheses 

concerning the r e l a t i o n s h i p between h i s modelling a c t i v i t i e s and 

the counsellor's responses. That i s , the c l i e n t i s seeking t o 

model the counsellor (or procedure) w i t h v/hom he i s i n t e r a c t i n g . 

Thus, ( l ) the elaboration by the c l i e n t of an i n t e r p r e t i v e system 

to give meaning to the e x t r i n s i c responses of the counsellor and 

the i n t r i n s i c cues available during modelling, ( 2 ) the development 

of a system capable of o r i g i n a t i n g adaptive responses, and ( 3 ) the 

growth of the capacity to self-counsel are goals of the counselling 

interview. The responses of the counsellor might then more properly 

be termed •knowledge of r e s u l t s ' . 

This viev/ has led to the development of r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s of 

counselling, which contrast w i t h orthodox viev/s of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

as: 

"d e f i n i n g or r e s t r u c t u r i n g of the s i t u a t i o n through the 
presentation of an a l t e r n a t i v e description of some behav­
i o u r datum I t consists of bringing an a l t e r n a t i v e 
frame of reference, or language system, t o bear upon a set 
of observations or behaviours, w i t h the end view of 
making them more available to manipulation," 

Levy ( 1 9 6 3 , p . 3 - 7 ) . 

Here, the i n t e r p r e t i v e frame of reference employed i s c l e a r l y that 

of the counsellor. Glover's d i s t i n c t i o n between 'inexact' and 

'incomplete' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n undermines t h i s arrangement: 
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i t would Tje w e l l to establish some d i s t i n c t i o n 
between an •inexact' juid an •incomplete' i n t e r p r e t a ­
t i o n Apart from the degree of thoroughness i n 

uncovering phantasy, an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s never complete 
u n t i l the immediate defensive reactions f o l l o w i n g on 
the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n sire subjected to i n v e s t i g a t i o n . " 

Clover ( 1 9 5 1 , p . ^ 3 ) . 

and provides two d i r e c t i v e s f o r r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s : -

( i ) that the c l i e n t ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the counsellor's responses 

co n s t i t u t e a s t a r t i n g point f o r f u r t h e r modelling a c t i v i t y , 

( i i ) t h a t the c l i e n t attempt, v i a f u r t h e r modelling a c t i v i t y , t o 

v e r i f y or ref u t e the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s offered by the counsellor. 

These d i r e c t i v e s are displayed i n Mair's conversational model, of 

enquiry. I f the p a r t i c i p a n t i n t h i s model i s viewed as the c l i e n t , 

a context i s provided f o r the c l i e n t to engage i n 's o c i a l experiments•; 

"This sort of i n v e s t i g a t i o n can be regarded as cross-
s e c t i o n a l but i s probably more u s e f u l l y and e x c i t i n g l y 
viewed as continuing venture. I n the time in t e r v e n i n g 
before the next meeting, each woiild note i n d e t a i l h i s 
changing thoughts and feelings about what had happened 
i n the previous session. Since I suspect t h a t every 
confrontation of the sort o u t l i n e d here w i l l cause the 
pa r t i c i p a n t s to re-evaluate some of t h e i r concerns and 
stances an opportunity i s being created f o r each 
p a r t i c i p a n t t o t r y t o record and make some sense of the 
so r t s of e f f e c t s the-experience hsus had on him. At t h i s 
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stage, each person may f i n d himself beginning t o 
engage i n courses of act i o n of one kind or another 
to t e s t outy confirm, disconfirm, assert or examine some 
of the concerns raised f o r him by the encounter. These 
personal or s o c i a l * experiments' he creates are of v i t a l 
i n t e r e s t and concern t o us i n understanding how v/e explore 
and t e s t the meanings v;e each make of events." 

Hair ( 1 9 7 0 a . p . 2 5 3 ) . 

Thus, not only i s i t recognised t h a t the c l i e n t seeks t o generate 

a model of the counselling i n t e r v i e w , but i n a d d i t i o n p r o v i s i o n 

i s made to advance t h i s process* 

3 « 1 » 1 - 3 « The objectives of i n t e r a c t i v e procedures may nov/ be 

seen as the development of modelling a c t i v i t y a t several l e v e l s 

of c o n t r o l by the display of information a t d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s . 

Furthermore, information a t one l e v e l of c o n t r o l leads t o model­

l i n g at a higher l e v e l ( F i g . 3 2 ) . For example, statements ('A ') 
c 

concerning the c l i e n t ' s perception of the counsellor (A ) may 
c 

only be u t i l i s e d i f the cli^ent i s able t o recognise and reconstruct 

his view of the counsellor. Thus, f o r the c l i e n t to generate 

i n t r i n s i c cues, (or recognise e x i s t i n g cues) and become independent 

of the augmented feedback a r i s i n g out of i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h the 

counsellor, he must develop'a higher-order model of t h i s i n t e r ­

action (A^), namely h i s views on r e l a t i o n s h i p s including h i s 

r e l a t i o n s l i i p w i t h the counsellor. 

The nature of the displays presented by the procedure or counsellor 
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are c r i t i c a l . I f feedback i s u t i l i s e d but not modelled s u f f i c i e n t l y 

w e l l to enable independent recognition of i n t r i n s i c cues, the c l i e n t 

may become dependent on the information made available i n the 

counselling interview f o r i t s c o n t r o l function alone. For example, 

the c l i e n t may value the coiuiselling interview because i t presents 

him v/ith a l t e r n a t i v e explanations f o r h i s experience t h a t he could 

not otherwise generate. Thus, the feedback display may be 

evaluated i n i t s effectiveness f o r provoking modelling; 

"the success of techniques of augmenting feedback w i l l 
depend on whether they c a l l a t t e n t i o n t o the i n t r i n s i c 
cues, or malte possible c o n t r o l of the relevant reponses 
i n a way which can l a t e r be taken over by the i n t r i n s i c 
cues". 

Holding ( 1 9 6 5 , p - 2 2 ) . 

) 
constructs 

I 

{ "V ) 

Figure 32 
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3 . 1 . 1 « ^ . I n the counselling interview then, we may expect to f i n d 

feedback transactions and modelling a c t i v i t y occurring a t several 

l e v e l s . To account f o r the models which i n t e r a c t i v e procedures 

f a c i l i t a t e , v;e may construct a hierarchy of at l e a s t four l e v e l s : -

Level 1 ; a class of predications concerning objects and events i n 

the v/orld ( f o r example A's predications of elements i n a g r i d ) ; 

Level 2; a class of models of objects and events from which Level 1 

predicates are derived ( f o r example A's model of himself, h i s wife, 

his best f r i e n d , and so on); 

Level 3 ; a class of constructions of the contexts i n which models 

of objects and events occur and from which Level 2 models are derived 

( f o r example A's model of himself i n the context of 3, A's model of 

his v/ife i n the context of C, and so on); 

Level 4; a class of models of "fiie contexts i n which Level 2 models 

occur, from which constructions of contexts i n Level 3 derive 

( f o r example A's model of his r e l a t i o n s h i p s v/ith other people, A's 

model of h i s wife's r e l a t i o n s h i p s v/ith other people, and so on)-

V/hilst some developments of g r i d technique enable predications to 

be externalised at lea s t at Levels 2 and 3 (e.g. the 'laddering* 

technique; Hinkle, 1 9 ^ 5 ; Wright, 1 9 7 0 ) , the g r i d matrix i t s e l f i s 

a p a r t i a l record of Level 1 operations ( F i g . 3 3 ) , a semi-ordered 

series of element predications. 
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^ L e v e l 
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Grid matrix 

To f a c i l i t a t e modelling at a l l four l e v e l s on the basis of predica­

tions i n the g r i d matrix thus requires a set of transformations 

capable of producing feedback information and displays compatible 

with each l e v e l . That i s , e x i s t i n g g r i d transformations ( f o r 

example, data reduction models, derived indices, scores and 

measures, etc.) may be q u a l i f i e d i n terms of the l e v e l at v/hich 

such information may be i n t e r p r e t e d by the user and the l e v e l a t 

which f u r t h e r modelling a c t i v i t y i s provoked. Conversely, the 

development of procedures to f a c i l i t a t e modelling at p e i r t i c u l a r 

l e v e l s requires serious consideration of the nature of the trans-
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formations t o be incorporated* 

Applying t h i s r a t i o n a l e to the l e v e l s of F i g , 33» an i n t e r a c t i v e 

procedure based on repertory g r i d predications should incorporate 

a t l e a s t three transformations (T) from which displays (D) are 

derived compatible w i t h Levels 1 , 2 and 3 f and which provoke modell­

ing a c t i v i t y at Levels 2 , 3 and 4 respectively ( F i g . 3 4 ) . Each 

display should then be devised such that i t i s i n t e l l i g i b l e a t the 

appropriate l e v e l and that independence of the display may only be 

achieved by the elaboration of the model at the l e v e l above ( i n d i c a * 

ted by the dotted l i n e s ) . 

USER 

evel 4 

Level 2 

Level 1 

Grid matrix 

Figure 34. 



.271 

3 « 1 * 1 * 5 . What form would displays take a t each of these levels? 

I n general terms, the displays, l i k e the responses of the counsellor 

that they seek t o simulate, axe themselves a series of predications 

i n a conversational domain coraparible v/ith the l e v e l of user 

modelling t o which they are d i r e c t e d . V/hen displays are presented 

w i t h i n a r e f l e c t i v e strategy, the predicates t h a t comprise the 

display act as prompts, encouraging the c l i e n t t o marshal h i s 

perceptions e i t h e r to refute or to v e r i f y the display predicates, 

and t o engage i n the active modelling of the display and i t s 

i m p l i c a t i o n s . The domain of display predicates at each l e v e l c l e a r l y 

i s bounded by the class of outcomes de r i v i n g from transformations, 

by the class of transformations themselves, and u l t i m a t e l y by the 

domain of user predications i n the g r i d matrix. To c l a r f y the 

nature of display predications, prompts at each l e v e l might comprise-

the classes of information l i s t e d i n Table 9 t v/ith exajnples of 

display prompts and transformations. 

Level 1 displays thus lead the user to attempt to detect those 

features of his element predications that £ire associated i-ri-th 

t h e i r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i n the display, and to elaborate the models 

from which these predicates derive- For example, the user may f i n d 

that he consistently exhibits uncertainty i n predicating a p a r t ­

i c u l a r element i n h i s g r i d , ajid pursues the implications of t h i s 

f o r h i s modelling of that element. Level 2 displays prompt the 

user t o i d e n t i f y the underlying structure of his element predica­

tions i n the g r i d matrix, and to elaborate h i s modelling of the 

contexts i n which such a structure has' relevance. For example, 

the user may become aware that h i s construing of the element 
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Level Information Trcins formation Prompt 

1 C l a s s i f i c a t i o n s e.g. r a t i n g e.g. "You seem 

of g r i d extremity t o be uncertain 

predications score about the 

(Landfield, meaning of 

1 9 7 1 ) . construct x". 

2 I^ameters e.g. c l u s t e r e.g. "You seem to 

underlying analysis of be construing i n 

g r i d g r i d matrix terms of these 

predications (Thomas oe main a t t r i b u t e s " . 

Shaw, 1 9 7 6 ) . 

3 Parameters e.g. p r i n c i p a l e.g. "You seem to 

underlying components be changing your 

g r i d produced analysis of construing along 

i n varying differences these dimensions". 

contexts betv/een s e r i a l 

g r i d s ( S l a t e r , 

1 9 7 2 ) . 

T/.f̂ .K 9 L e v e l s of d i s D l a v i n f o i n a t i o n . 

sample i s l i m i t e d to one or two underlying dimensions or a t t r i b u t e s 
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and that t h i s has implications f o r h i s performance i n s i t u a t i o n s 

i n v o l v i n g those elements. F i n a l l y , Level 3 displays d i r e c t the 

user's a t t e n t i o n to those element predications that vary from 

context to context, prompting him t o elaborate h i s modelling of 

hi s construing processes. For example, the user may f i n d t h a t his 

construing of a p a r t i c u l a r element varies over s i t u a t i o n s i n v o l v i n g 

that element, and pursues the implications of t h i s f o r h i s model­

l i n g of himself i n changing circumstances. 

This analysis of modelling a c t i v i t y , v/hilst s i m p l i s t i c , does 

provide a method f o r selecting o i devising appropriate transform- . 

ations and displays f o r an i n t e r a c t i v e procedure. Moreover, the 

analysis does not specify p a r t i c u l a r transformations but simply • 

the general class of transformations appropriate t o each l e v e l of 

modelling associated v/ith a defined conversational domain. The 

follov/ing section w i l l o u t l i n e a plan f o r a series of procedures 

based on t h i s analysis f o r a p a r t i c u l a r conversational domain, 

namely the construction of s e l f and personal others. 
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3 - 1 . 2 . An o u t l i n e of the procedures. 

5 . 1 . 2 . 1 . The chapters that f o l l o w develop a grid-based i n t e r ­

active algorithm f o r enhancing a user's modelling of s e l f . The 

algorithm i s designed to meet the s p e c i f i c a t i o n s of 1 . 2 . 3 . , and i s 

structured t o enhance modelling a t the three l e v e l s i n the anailysis 

of the preceding section. Each chapter develops or te s t s a separate 

eispect of the algorithm, but i n every case the focus of the studies 

i s to elaborate and r e f i n e the class of transformations and 

appropriate displays incorporated i n t o the procedure. To f a c i l i t a t e 

modelling a c t i v i t y a t Level 4 the algorithm incorporates the 

production of a series of r e p l i c a t e d grids separated i n time, and 

the provision f o r the user to extend his predications of elements 

by introducing new constructs i n t o h i s g r i d on successive occasions. 

The transformations developed i n the f o l l o w i n g studies f a l l i n t o 

two classes, selected f o r t h e i r relevctnce t o the user's modelling 

of s e l f : -

( i ) trcuisfomations v/hich q u a l i f y g r i d predications i n terms of 

t h e i r c e n t r a l i t y or relevance to the user's model of s e l f ; 

( i i ) transformations v/hich q u a l i f y g r i d predications i n terms 

of t h e i r s t a b i l i t y or consistency i n the user's modelling of s e l f . 

Clearly, displays based on these transformations and compatible 

w i t h the modelling of s e l f , represent a subset of a l l possible 

displays available at the three l e v e l s defined i n the preceding 
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section. For example, the user may specify the domain of model­

l i n g as h i s view of 'mother' or 'wife' or even 'my job', 'my dog', 
r 

and so on. Thus, v/ithin the domain bounded by an element sample, 

and betv/een d i f f e r e n t element samples these trsuisformations may be 

brought to bear on d3.fferent modelling a c t i v i t i e s as s p e c i f i e d by 

the user. Moreover, other clesses of transformations, capable of 

being u t i l i s e d at the three defined l e v e l s are f e a s i b l e . The 

q u l i f i c a t i o n of g r i d predications i n terms of c e r t a i n t y - u n c e r t a i n t y 

i s one example. 

As Bji o r i e n t a t i o n to the studies that f o l l o w the transformation 

classes may be defined i n more d e t a i l , the p c i r t i c o l a r transforma­

tions compatible w i t h each l e v e l of modelling o u t l i n e d , and the 

r e f l e c t i v e strategies emloycd to encourage further: modelling at each 

l e v e l sketched. 

3 .1.2.2. The two classes of transformation may be described i n 

terms of the components of the g r i d as f o l l o w s : -

( i ) C e n t r a l i t y of predication; e n t a i l s developing a c l a s s i f i c a t o r y 

system capable of dist i n g u i s h i n g core constructs frcm peripheral 

constructs and c e n t r a l elements from i n c i d e n t a l elements. I n 

general terns core constructs are those dimensions that the user 

formulates as instrximental to defining himself i n r e l a t i o n t o 

personal others, whereas central elements are those figures' i n h i s 

g r i d which are most thoroughly defined by the constructs he 

foimulates. The objective of these trejisfonnations i s to i d e n t i f y 

the core features of the user's model of s e l f . 
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( i l ) S t a b i l i t y of predication; e n t a i l s developing a c l a s s i f i c a -

t o r y system capable of d i s t i n g u i s h i n g stable, t r a n s i t i o n a l and 

unstable constructs and elements i n a series of r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s . 

Stable constructs and elements are those th a t display consistency 

between g r i d r e p l i c a t i o n s , t r a n s i t i o n a l constructs and elements 

are those th a t display i n t e m i t t e n t inconsistency between g r i d 

r e p l i c a t i o n s , w h i l s t unstable constructs and elements are those t h a t 

f a i l to a t t a i n any l e v e l of consistency between g r i d r e p l i c a t i o n s . 

The objective of these transformations i s t o i d e n t i f y features o f 

the user^s model of s e l f that undergo responsive change between the 

contexts i n which g r i d predications are formulated. 

These c l a s s i f i c a t o r y systems feature i n the displays at a l l three 

lev e l s defined e a r l i e r . However, they are incorporated i n t o 

displays at each l e v e l i n d i f f e r e n t ways, and the feature t h a t 

distinguishes t h e i r use at each l e v e l i s the r e f l e c t i v e strategy, 

namely the prompts, compatible w i t h modelling at that l e v e l . 

Examples which d i s t i n g u i s h l e v e l s of prompting are l i s t e d i n Table 

9. 

3 . 1 . 2 . 3 . The development of transformations, displays and r e f l e c t ­

ive s t r a t e g i c s compatible w i t h modelling at each o f the three l e v e l s 

follows the general p r i n c i p l e s o u t l i n e d below 

( i ) Level 1 feedback. 

TrnrF;formations; t o develop measures f o r c l a s s i f y i n g core and p e r i ­

pheral constructs, c e n t r a l and i n c i d e n t a l elements, stable and \m-
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Btable constructs and elements. 

Reflective strategy; t o incorporate as a component i n the procedure 

a systematic method by which the user a n t i c i p a t e s the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

of constructs and elements p r i o r t o the transformations above being 

performed* Discrepancies between h i s a n t i c i p a t i o n s and transforma­

tion:- outcomes may then provide prompts f o r f u r t h e r modelling 

a c t i v i t y , namely, t o fu r n i s h an examination f o r the observed 

discrepsmcies. 

Displays; to develop a display matrix defined by the user's 

an t i c i p a t e d c l a s s i f i c a t i o n and the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n derived from the ̂  

transformations i n which i n d i v i d u a l constructs or elements might 

be located. Discrepancies may then be r e a d i l y i d e n t i f i e d . 

( i i ) Level 2 feedback. 

Transformations; to develop de novo or adapt e x i s t i n g methods f o r 

i d e n t i f y i n g the underlying parameters of predications i n each and 

a series of r e p l i c a t e d and extended g r i d s , capable of incorporating 

the measures developed f o r Level 1 . Such methods, genernlly termed 

m u l i t i v a r i a t e or data-reduction methods, should be consistent w i t h 

the data model embodied i n the method f o r representing g r i d 

predications (see Appendix D). 

Reflective strategy; t o incorporate as a component i n the 

procedure the user a c t i v i t i e s of i d e n t i f y i n g , r e f u t i n g or v e r i f y i n g 

and naming the parameters deriving from the transformations, 
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and the comparison of parameters underlying g r i d s completed on 

successive occasions. 

Display; to develop a display matrix i n v;hich i n d i v i d u a l constructs 

and elements, q u a l i f i e d by Level 1 measures, may be sirrayed to 

enable the user to i d e n t i f y parameters. 

( i i i ) L e v e l 3 feedback. 

Transformations; to construct a p r o b a b i l i s t i c model of L e v e l 1 

outcomes by examining a sample of r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s . Estimates of 

the l i k e l i h o o d that Level 1 c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s i n d i c a t e core c o n s t r u c t s , 

c e n t r a l elements and stable constructs and elements may be obtained 

from t h i s sample and p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s for these 

outcomes derived- By the a p p l i c a t i o n of Eayes' theorem, these data 

enable degrees of c e r t a i n t y to be assigned to L e v e l 1 outcomes, 

and provide predictions for subsequent g r i d r e p l i c a t i o n s -

R e f l e c t i v e strategy; to incorporate as a component of the procedure 

a method by which the user i s presented v/ith discrepancies betv/een 

Level 1 outcomes i n h i s r e p l i c a t e d g r i d and probable outcomes 

defined i n terms of the transformations above. These di s c r e p a n c i e s 

provide prompts for further modelling a c t i v i t y , namely, to f u r n i s h 

an explanation for the observed di s c r e p a n c i e s . 

Displays; to develop a display matrix defined i n terms of the 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n predicted by the Bayesian transformation of outcomes 

i n the preceding g r i d s , and the observed outcomes of the r e p l i c a t e d 
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g r i d . I n d i v i d u a l constructs and elements nay be located i n the 

matrix, and discrepancies r e a d i l y i d e n t i f i e d -

B r i e f l y , Level 1 feedback i s expected to provoke i n s i g h t i n t o ftie 

process of element predication i n a way that enables the u s e r to 

formulate statements concerning the nature of h i s modelling a c t i v i t y . 

He may then come to generate a f i r s t - l e v e l meta-language. L e v e l 2 

feedback encourages awareness of the i m p l i c a t i o n s of models of s e l f 

and personal others, and enables the user to denote s i m i l a r and 

contrasting patterns i n h i s predicating a c t i v i t y . To do so, he 

generates a second-level metalanguage. F i n a l l y , he generates a 

t h i r d - l e v e l metalanguage to denote h i s i n s i g h t s i n t o the contexts 

i n which h i s models of s e l f and personal others remain constant 

or change, i n response to Level 3 feedback. The general model 

of the procedure, incorporating the transformations and d i s p l a y 

p r i n c i p l e s described here, i s sketched i n Fig.35* 

3.1.2.4. These p r i n c i p l e s are developed i n each study i n 

greater d e t a i l . I n .particular. Chapters 3»2. and 3.3. focus on 

the development of Level 3 transformations and d i s p l a y s i n r e l a t i o n 

to c e n t r a l i t y of predication and s t a b i l i t y of predication, 

r e s p e c t i v e l y . Chapter 3.^. combines the techniques developed i n 

the preceding chapters with r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s , d i s p l a y s and 

transformations developed for L e v e l 1 and 2, and t e s t s the 

e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the procedures i n two case s t u d i e s . A l l thiree 

Chapters, however, focus on enhancing modelling i n t e r n a l to the 

user, and the implications of t h i s modelling a c t i v i t y for the user's 

s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s are not pursued. 
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Chapters 4.1, and 4.2. are e x p l i c i t l y concerned with f a c i l i t a t i n g 

modelling i n an interpersonal context and apply the procedures 

developed i n Fart 5 to case-studies comprising married and 

unmarried couples. To explore the capacity of p a r t i c i p a j i t s i n 

these case-studies to engage i n j o i n t modelling a c t i v i t y , 

techniques are developed for q u a l i f y i n g a participcint*s predica­

tions i n the context of t h e i r partner's predications, and 

appropriate trcinsformations are developed accordingly-
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Chapter 3>2 

The core grid 

3.2.1. Stages i n the development of core g r i d procedures 

3.2.2. Stage 1 ; Introduction 

3.2.3. Stage 2 ; Defining predication c e n t r a l i t y 

3.2.^. Stage 3 ; Developing transformations 

3.2.5. Stage h ; Developing r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s 

3.2.6. Sunmiary 
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3«2.1. Stages i n the development of core g r i d procedures. 

3.2.1.I. The task of t h i s chapter i s to develop some aspects of 

the model of procedures outlined i n F i g . 351 namely transformations 

and d i s p l a y s appropriate to Level 2 and 3 with respect to the 

c e n t r a l i t y of predications i n the user^s g r i d matrix. To achieve 

these objectives, t h i s chapter i s organised i n t o the following 

four stages which develop a procedure henceforv;ard termed the core 

• i . 

3.2.1.2. Stage 1; Theoretical introduction to c e n t r a l i t y of 

predication. 

Step ( i ) ; An outline of the hypothetical conditions underlying 

c e n t r a l i t y of predication i n the repertory g r i d . 

Step ( i i ) ; An introduction to d e f i n i t i o n s of c e n t r a l i t y of 

predication deriving from previous research. 

3.2.1.3. Stage 2; Operational d e f i n i t i o n s of predication 

c e n t r a l i t y and the c o l l e c t i o n of sample observations. 

Step ( i i i ) ; An outline of the Bayesian a n a l y s i s . 

Step ( i v ) ; The construction of operational d e f i n i t i o n s of 

predication c e n t r a l i t y . 

Step (v) ; The c o l l e c t i o n of a sample of gr i d s and the c l a s s i f i c a -
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t i o n of sample predications according to the 
d e f i n i t i o n s of Step ( i v ) . 

Step ( v i ) ; From the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of Step (v) the construction 

of p r i o r probability d i s t r i b u t i o n s f or d e f i n i t i o n s 

of p redication c e n t r a l i t y . 

5.2.1.4. Stage 3; The development of transformations ccmpatible 

with L e v e l 2 ajid 5« 

Step ( v i i ) ; The developnent of a transformation for i d e n t i f y i n g 

predication c e n t r a l i t y i n i n d i v i d u a l g r i d s . 

Step ( v i i i ) ; T h e development of a transformation f o r i d e n t i f y i n g 

parameters underlying predications i n g r i d s . 

Step (£x); The d e f i n i t i o n of outcomesclasses deri v i n g from 

transformations developed i n Step ( v i i ) . 

Step ( x ) ; The estimation of l i k e l i h o o d r a t i o s a s s o c i a t e d with 

transformation outcomes. 

3.2.1.5. Stage 4; The development of dis p l a y s compatible with 

Levels 2 and 3* 

Step ( x i ) ; The development of L e v e l 2 d i s p l a y s d e r i v i n g from 

Step ( v i i i ) transformations, and apply to a case-

study. 



.285-

Step ( x i i ) ; The development of a r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g y and d i s p l a y 

f o r L e v e l 3 transformations, developed i n Stage 3« 
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3.2.2. Staf^e 1; Introduction. 

3.2.2.I. The r a t i o n a l e of the core g r i d procedure i s based on 

the observation that only a subset of g r i d predications formulated 

by a user adequately represent h i s experiences 'rfithin a given 

conversational domain. Adequate representation may then be defined 

as the extent of napping between tho user's predications and 

predications as they are e x t e r i o r i s e d i n the g r i d matrix. D i f f i c u l ­

t i e s i n achieving adequate mapping are everyday conversational 

experiences; 

"A person may say ' I have to go to a meeting tonight, 
but for some reason I don't v/ant to go'. Now from 
t h i s verbal content we have no way of getting at why 
he doesn't v;ant to go. Only he has a vfay of getting 
at the f e e l i n g s As he r e f e r s d i r e c t l y to h i s present 
experiencing he may say, 'V/ell, I don't know what i t i s , 
but I sure don't want to got' He may continue to r e f e r 
to h i s present experiencing and i t may change even 
without further conceptual formulation Or, he may 
say, *H-mm, I don't want to go because Mr. X w i l l be 
there and he w i l l argue with me and I hate that.* 
T h i s verbal content w i l l have a r i s e n f o r him from 
a d i r e c t reference Nor i s t h i s a l l the meaning 
that might emerge as he grapples with h i s present 
experiencing. A l i t t l e l a t e r he may say, 'Oh, i t 
i s n ' t that I hate arguing with Mr. X; a c t u a l l y I 
love to argue with him, but I'm a f r a i d he w i l l make 
fun of me when I get excited i n arguing.' 
fie i s not simply using c e r t a i n concepts v;hich a c c u r a t e l y 
say something about h i n . He i s not deducing from h i s 
beliaviour that he i s a f r a i d of being r i d i c u l e d . 
Rather, he forms the conceptualizations on the 
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b a s i s of d i r e c t reference to present experiencing." 

r 

S e n d l i n (I961, p.237-8). 

Gendlin terms t h i s process ' e x p e r i e n t i a l e x p l i c a t i o n ' , and i d e n t i f i e s 

two c r i t e r i a against which a formulation i s judged s u b j e c t i v e l y 

p l a u s i b l e ; 

" f i r s t , there i s independent access to the datum even 
without formulation For example, we l i s t e n to a 
discussion, then we have something to say. We 'know* 
what we are about to say even without r e c i t i n g words 
to ourselves. I f v;e are d i s t r a c t e d , we may l o s e hold 
of what we are going to say Secondly, the d i r e c t l y 
noticed phenonenon has the power which I c a l l e d 
response. What we d i r e c t l y sense or f e e l 'responds' 
d i f f e r e n t l y to d i f f e r e n t sentences and nonverbal 
symbols These words c a r r y forward our experiencing. 
They release, r e l i e v e oxir f e l t sense of being about 
to say something. We cannot represent what 
we concretely had as a meaning. Rather, to e x p l i c a t e 
i s always a f u r t h e r process of experiencing." 

Gondlin (1972, p . l6 l -2) 

F&sk {1973) i d e n t i f i e s two sources of disturbance which i n h i b i t 

adequate formulations, ( i ) i n t e r l e v e l i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y , ( i i ) 

i n t r a l e v e l i n t e r f e r e n c e ; 

( i ) J n t e r l e v e l i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y ; . . 

"even i f you do have a s p e c i f i c concept by token of 
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which you can reconstruct i t somehow, i t does not 
follow that you can reconstruct i t by a p a r t i c u l a r method. 
method. Even though you may a l s o give an account of 
the method and use i t with respect to some other 
concept. I f you can do eo, the concept and the method 
are P/P compatible; i f not they are P/P incompatible." 

I ^ k ( 1 9 7 5 , p . 1 9 5 ) . 

Thus, w h i l s t the user might i d e n t i f y a meaningful d i s t i n c t i o n 

between a s e t of elements, i t does not follow e i t h e r that h i s 

verbal description of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , or h i s a l l o c a t i o n of 

elements to operationalise t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , s a t i s f a c t o r i l y 

represents h i s ' f e l t ' d i s t i n c t i o n . As a r e s u l t the predication 

recorded may bear l i t t l e ostensible relevcince to h i s ' f e l t * 

d i s t i n c t i o n . 

( i i ) I n t r a l e v e l i n t e r f e r e n c e ; 

" i f the r e s u l t i s Proc r , i ( f o r r other than i ) 
then P r o c ^ l , i i s mutable under Proc^k,i i n the context 
of i f a f r e s h construct i s produced as a r e s u l t 
then the o r i g i n a l concept i s mutated by the method." 

r ^ k ( 1 9 7 5 i p . 1 9 5 ) . 

I n other words, i f the user attempted to e x t e r i o r i s e a f e l t 

meaning but f a i l e d to do so, or produced an e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t 

meaning, or reproduced the o r i g i n a l meaning under a d i f f e r e n t 

verbal l a b e l , then the procedures for e x t e r i o r i s i n g those mean-
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ings i n t e r f e r e with one another. 

r 

I n summary, we may i d e n t i f y two sources of f a i l u r e to map 

experienced and e x t e r i o r i s e d meaning, and two c r i t e r i a for the 

goodness-ofrfit between experienced and e x t e r i o r i s e d meanings 

within the repertory g r i d . C l e a r l y , the two sources of fedlure 

are not independent; sensing that h i s constructs do not adequately 

represent h i s f e l t meanings, the user may be content to accept 

h i s representation as an e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t meajiing. Conversely, 

the interference of one construction on another may lead the user 

away from an o r i g i n a l l y valued f e l t meaning e i t h e r to d i s c a r d i t 

as v a l u e l e s s , or to change the experienced datum i t i n i t i a l l y e x p l i ­

cated, to use Gendlin's terms. 

3 . 2 . 2 . 2 . V/e may at t h i s stage i n d i c a t e what might be i d e n t i f i e d 

from the user's g r i d as a f a i l u r e of mapping of experienced and 

e x t e r i o r i s e d meaning. Evidence of i n t e r l e v e l i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y 

i s best seen as a l a c k of 'meaningfulness* of a construction for 

the user. Numerous studies have i n d i c a t e d that the f e l t • meaning-

fulness • of a construction i s strongly r e l a t e d to the manner i n 

which the user represents i t numerically, najaely that the a l l o t ­

ment of elements tends towards the scalao' extremes on constructs 

of greater personal meaningfulness (Cromwell 8c Caldwell, 1 9 6 2 ; 

G'Donovan, 1 9 6 4 , 1 9 6 5 ; T a j f e l & Wilkes, 1 9 6 3 ; Mitsos, 1 9 6 1 ; 

Landfield, 1 9 6 5 t 1 9 7 1 ; Isaacson 8c L a n d f i e l d , 1 9 6 5 ; Isaacson, 

1 9 6 6 ; Bonarius, 1 9 6 8 ; Bender, 1 9 6 9 , 1 9 7 4 ) . I n other words, the 

user d i s p l a y s greater c e r t a i n t y and cronfidence i n assigning elements 

to extreme positions on a construct s c a l e when that construct i s 
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eeen by him to make greater sense of h i s personal world. 

Evidence of i n t r a l e v e l i nterference i s demonstrated by the 

f a i l u r e to reproduce on a subsequent occasion a previously valued 

construction from i t s verbal d e s c r i p t i o n , or to reproduce i t by a 

construct with a d i f f e r e n t verbal d e s c r i p t i o n . I n both c a s e s , 

irierference may be i n f e r r e d from the f a i l u r e to r e p l i c a t e a s e r i e s 

of element allotments a t a s p e c i f i e d l e v e l . C l e a r l y , many 

contingencies may a r i s e i n the i n t e r v a l between construct app3Lica-

t i o n s which might have produced changes i n element allotment. 

One notable attempt to tease out the d i f f e r e n t i a l e f f e c t s of 

r e v i s i o n of opinion about element allotment as against the r e i n t e r -

pretation of a construct's o r i g i n a l mesming has been made i n the 

study of a therapy group by F r a n s e l l a 8e Joyston-Bechal ( 1 9 7 0 ) . 

I n t h i s study both the consistency of element allotment and the 

pattern of construct i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s on successive occasions 

were recorded. The r a t i o n a l e was that i f opinion concerning a 

subset of elements had been r e v i s e d (perhaps as a r e s u l t of events 

i n the group) then changes i n element allotment would occur 

s y s t e m a t i c a l l y across r e l a t e d constructs without disturbing the 

pattern of construct i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p a . I f construct d e s c r i p ­

tions were reinterpreted, however, changes i n element allotment 

would not be systematically represented on other c o n s t r u c t s , cind 

the pattern of construct i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s voixld markedly d i f f e r . 

Whilst t h i s method i d e n t i f i e s the locus of i n t r a l e v e l i n t e r f e r e n c e , 

the core g r i d procedure seeks to l o c a t e the source of i n t e r l e v e l 
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i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y i n the user's d e s c r i p t i o n of himself; 

"Core constructs are those which govern a person's 
maintenance processes - that i s , those by which he 
maintains h i s i d e n t i t y and existence i f h i s core 
constructs are too permeable he i s l i k e l y to see 
too many new events as having a deeply personal 
significance.....Core constructs are l i k e l y to be 
more s t a b l e , more d e f i n i t e , more r e s i s t a n t to 
change i n contreist to pe r i p h e r a l constructs 
namely those which can be a l t e r e d without serious 
modifications of core s t r u c t u r e . " 

K e l l y , (1955, p .W2-3)-

A more d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s of the nature and function of c o n s t r u c t s 

of t h i s kind may be found i n Mischel's (1964) d i s c u s s i o n , i n which 

he BLrgvLes that constructs are more frequently ''rules which pr e s c r i b e 

behaviour used to decide what one should make happen (than) 

hypotheses which describe behaviour used to predict what w i l l 

happen" (p . l 34 ) . I n t h i s sense, core constructs might be seen a s 

s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g prophecies, r e s i s t a n t to r e f u t a t i o n i n the l i g h t 

of outcomes. I t i s ̂ he^constructs of t h i s kind that the core g r i d 

procedure seeks to i d e n t i f y . 

Numerous studies have, i n recent years, attempted to tecise out 

the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of core and perip h e r a l constructs. Notably, 

Hinkle (19^5) has developed a technique f o r as s e s s i n g the r e l a t i v e 

r e s i s t c n c e to change of constructs by asking h i s subjects whether, 

i f they had to move themselves as aji element from the pr e f e r r e d 

to the non-preferred poles of constructs x or y, they would choose 
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to move along construct x rather than y, or v i c e v e r s a . Hinkle 

was able to show that constructs of greater r e l a t i v e r e s i s t a n c e 

to change were a l s o those of greater superordinancy - that i s , 

those constructs on which any change i n element allotment would 

be r e f l e c t e d by s i m i l a r changes on other c o n s t r u c t s . Moreover, 

Bender, ( 1 9 ^ 9 ) demonstrated that core constructs defined i n t h i s 

way were those along v;hich s u b j e c t ' s judgements of personal others 

were more extreme. S i m i l a r l y , T a j f e l & Wilkes ( 1 9 6 3 ) found that 

• s a l i e n c e ' of e l i c i t e d a t t r i b u t e s (those e l i c i t e d soonest and 

more frequently repeated) also l e d to greater r a t i n g extremity. 

These findings, and others i n a s i m i l a r v e i n , l e a d to the conclu­

sion that core constructs are those that d i s p l a y more adequate 

mapping, and provide the scheme of i n t e r r e l a t e d conclusions s e t 

out i n F i g . 3 6 . 

This scheme must be interpreted v/ith extreme caution as such a 

picture a r i s i n g from the admixture of assumptions and e m p i r i c a l l y 

demonstrated r e l a t i o n s . I n i s o l a t i o n these r e l a t i o n s h i p s csmnot 

predict core constructs vdth c e r t a i n t y , and common-sense in s t a n c e s 

may be found that could refute them, for example:-

( i ) f or a person i n the process of profound emotional change 

a construct that d i s p l a y s consisderable i n s t a b i l i t y of element 

allotment cannot be assumed to be peripheral; 

( i i ) a lack of confidence i n assigning elements to a p a r t i c u l a r 

construct i n the same person need not i n d i c a t e that the construct 

i s p e r ipheral; 
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( i i i ) f o r a person reluctant to d i r e c t h i s at t e n t i o n towaxds 

himself, core constructs need not n e c e s s a r i l y be e l i c i t e d soonest, 

repeated more frequently, or c o n s t i t u t e the f i r s t p r i n c i p a l 

component, and so on. 

For the purposes of the core g r i d procedure no s i n g l e d e f i n i t i o n 

appears to be s u f f i c i e n t , I t v ; i l l become c l e a r that the Bayesian 

a n a l y s i s of g r i d predications seeks to i n f e r from a g r i d matrix 

which predications aire c e n t r a l to the user's construction of himself, 

and to t h i s end i t w i l l be necessary to e s t a b l i s h rigorous operation­

a l d e f i n i t i o n s of c e n t r a l i t y predication. By combining a v a r i e t y 

of features of c e n t r a l predications i n an aggregate operational 

d e f i n i t i o n , t h i s rigour may be achieved. 
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3 . 2 . 3• Stage 2 ; Defining predication c e n t r a l i t y . 

5 . .2 .3 ,1 . The preceding chapter i n d i c a t e d that the o b j e c t i v e of 

Xevel 3 feedback v/as to enable the user to develop a t h i r d - l e v e l 

metalanguage to denote h i s i n s i g h t s i n t o the contexts i n which 

h i s modelling of s e l f v a r i e s . To achieve t h i s , the optimal 

•re f l e c t i v e strategy was considered to be tocpresent the u s e r vn.th 

discrepancies between the c e n t r a l i t y of predications expected on 

the b a s i s of previous grids and predications observed i n h i s 

present g r i d , and to encourage the user to construct and express 

an explanation for these discrepancies. I t i s c l e a r from the 

discussion of i n t e r l e v e l c ompatibility that predicates may f l u c t u a t e 

i n c e n t r a l i t y from occasion to occasion, and that t h i s may r e f l e c t 

s i g n i f i c a n t s h i f t s i n modelling between contexts. I t became 

evident that an appropriate procedure for l a b e l l i n g p r e d i c a t i o n s 

would be to r e f l e c t these f l u c t u a t i o n s by attaching degrees of 

ce r t a i n t y to the l a b e l s depending on the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s of that 

predicate i n previous grids. These l a b e l s , with degrees of 

ce r t a i n t y attached, would then provide a prediction.: regarding 

that predication i n a subsequent g r i d . 

However, predictions regarding future predications following a 

s e r i e s of observed predications need to be bsised on a non-stochastic 

process. That i s , the l i k e l i h o o d of a given outcome i s not 

determined solely by the itrLmediately preceding outcome, but by 

the e n t i r e sequence of outcomes on previous occasions. For 

example, should a p a r t i c u l a r element obtain a given p r e d i c a t i o n 

c o n s i s t e n t l y on f i v e occasions the l i k e l i h o o d that the same 
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predication v r i l l obtain on the s i x t h occasion i s not equivalent 

to the l i k e l i h o o d that that predication w i l l obtain on the second 

occasion. To c l a r i f y t h i s we need to define a d e s c r i p t i v e 

s t a t i s t i c capable of denoting t h i s l i k e l i h o o d . The b a s i c s t a t i s t i c 

i s 

Coombs, Dawes and Tversky 
• 

(1970. p . 2 3 5 ) -

That i s , a i s the proportion of times the sequence S on the j t r i a l s 

preceding t r i a l n i s followed by the s t a t e on t r i a l n. I n f a c t , 

rather than employ the proportion s t a t i s t i c , procedures f o r form-
' i 

u l a t i n g predictions are best posed as p r o b a b i l i t i e s . Following the 

emalysis of Coombs et a l (1970) » we may s p e c i f y the nature of the 

non- s t o c h a s t i c process i n greater d e t a i l . The prediction model 

would for example, assume the sequence of outcomes to be a 

s t a t i o n a r y process where the " p r o b a b i l i t y that follows a given 

sequence S i s independent of the t r i a l numbers on which S occurs" 

(p.236) . For example, we might predict that a p a r t i c u l a r p r e d i c a ­

tion w i l l obtain on a s i x t h occasion i f , and only i f , the majority 

of the preceding f i v e occasions obtained that predication. Moreover, 

the process i s , as we have s a i d , non-stochastic and a l s o path-

independent, where the probability that occurs on t r i a l n 

i s dependent not on the sequence of s t a t e s but t h e i r frequency on 

previous t r i a l ? ^ 

On the b a s i s of a stationary path-indej)endent process, how might 
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p r e d i c t i o n s be formulated and r e v i s e d on the b a s i s of s u c c e s s i v e 

outcomes? The i d e a l procedure for t h i s task derives from a -

Bayesian approach where: . 

"opinions'are expressed i n p r o b a b i l i t i e s , data are 
c o l l e c t e d t and these data change the p r i o r probabilities» 
through the operation of Bayes* theorem, to y i e l d p o s t e r i o r 
probabilities...»*Event6 which have already occurred but 
whose outcomes are s t i l l unknown, to us and events t h a t 
have yet to occur may be the subject of•••••predictiona 
or inferences. W i l l t h i s person commit s u i c i d e ? l o 
t h i s person brain-damaged or f u n c t i o n a l l y i l l ? W i l l 
the next toss of the coin r e s u l t i n heads or t a i l s ? 
• ••••As you can see from these examples, events are a 
s p e c i a l type of hypothesis, f o r , cifter a l l , I can t a l k 
of a patient* s committing s u i c i d e as e i t h e r an event 
t h a t has not yet happened or an hypothesis about the 
pa t i e n t ' s futtire beha.viour." 

a i l l i p s (1975, p.5-9). 

To develop Level 3 transformations, the f i r s t task w i l l be to 

i d e n t i f y those events which w i U come to be r e f e r r e d to a s 

hypotheses* The immediate concern w i l l be here to decide whether 

discontinuous hypotheses (a l i m i t e d c l a s s of outcomes a t a 

nominal l e v e l of measurement; f o r example, an event occurs or i t 

does not occur) or continuous hypotheses ( i n f e r e n c e s about an 

iincertain quantity and predictions concerning that quantity; f o r 

example, an event measured a t an ordinal or i n t e r v a l > M e v e l of 

measurement) are to be employed. Secondly, the a p p l i c a t i o n of 

Bayes* theorem for discontinuous hypotheses r e q u i r e s the d e f i n i t i o n 
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of the following terms:-

1) the p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n of-hypotheses 

(p(H.))« For example, what p r o b a b i l i t y may be attached 

to the hypothesis that any predication w i n be c o n s i s t e n t 

over a s e r i e s of r e p l i c a t i o n s ? This comprises Step ( v i ) 

i n the development of the core g r i d procedure*. 

2) the l i k e l i h o o d of an observed datum given a p a r t i c u l a r hypo­

t h e s i s (p(Dj^/fi^)). For example, what i s the l i k e l i h o o d 

t h a t the s i n g l e observation of a given p r e d i c a t i o n on one 

occasion i n d i c a t e s that the predication % n . l l be c o n s i s t e n t 

over a s e r i e s of r e p l i c a t i o n s ? B i i s comprises Step (x) o 

i n the development of the core g r i d procedure* 

I n s h o r t , i t i s necessary to derive estimates of the p r o b a b i l i t y of 

each hypothesis occurring p r i o r to any observed datum i n d i c a t i n g 

a p a r t i c u l a r hypothesis as l i k e l y . These two terms may then be 

introduced into Bayes* theorem to derive p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s , 

defined a s 

p(H^/D) = 

p(H^)p(D/B^) 

£p(Hj)p(D/&j) 

P h i l l i p s (1973, p.63). 
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To define these terms i t w i l l be necessary to c o l l e c t a sample s e t 

of obsei^ations of r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s and s e t up operational 

s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r : 

1) d e f i n i t i o n s of the hypotheses to be employed (Step ( i v ) ) . 

2) d e f i n i t i o n s of g r i d outcomes to be employed (Step ( v i i ) ) . 

These d e f i n i t i o n s w i l l then enable the c o l l e c t i o n of data from the 

sample observations to obtain :-

1) the observed frequency of hypotheses within the sample 

(Step ( v ) ) . 

2) the observed frequency that data c l a s s e s within the sample 

are contingent on these hypotheses (Step ( x ) ) . 

3 . 2 . 3 * 2 « The f i r s t stage i n defining these terms c o n s i s t e d of 

c o l l e c t i n g a sample of grids r e p l i c a t e d on a s e r i e s of occasions, 

e s t a b l i s h i n g an aggregate operational d e f i n i t i o n ' f o r c e n t r a l i t y 

of predication separately f o r constructs and elements, and d e r i v i n g 

p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s f o r these d e f i n i t i o n s * 

( i ) D e f i n i t i o n s of core and peripheral, constructs* 

5!o provide an operational d e f i n i t i o n of core £Uid peripherail c o n s t r u c t s , 

v/e may u t i l i s e K e l l y ' s o r i g i n a l (1955) formulation; hence, a core 

construct i s a predicate that s a t i s f i e s the following conditions:-
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1) that i t 'governs a person's maintenance processes -

that i s , ( i t i s a construct) by which he maintains h i s 

i d e n t i t y and existence*. 

Rationale; i t i s a predicate which i s instrumental i n e i t h e r i d e n t i -

fying the person by seeking s i m i l a r i t i e s betv/een himself and. others, 

or i n delineating the person by seeking d i f f e r e n c e s between him­

s e l f and others. Such a predicate would display s a t i s f a c t o r y 

mapping i n the c e r t a i n t y with v/hich t h i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , d e l i n e a ­

t i o n , or both, i s made. 

Operational D e f i n i t i o n ; i t i s a construct which l o c a t e s the element 

SEliF a t e i t h e r r a t i n g position 1 or 5 on a fi v e - p o i n t scaOLe. 

Constructs are i d e n t i f i e d as +SE i f SELF i s l o c a t e d a t ,one or othet 

extreme, or -SE i f SELF i s located a t any intermediate p o s i t i o n . 

2) that i t i s 'comprehensive but not too permeable 

a person can use i t to see a wide v a r i e t y of knovm 

events as consistent v/ith h i s p e r s o n a l i t y ' . 

feitionale; i t i s a predicate that enables the person to subsume 

a wide v a r i e t y of personal others, e i t h e r by i d e n t i f y i n g or 

delineating them for himself. T h i s implies that not only i s the 

range of convenience of such a predicate able to embrace a range 

of personal others, but that mapping i s seen as adequate. 

Operational D e f i n i t i o n ; i t i s a construct which l o c a t e s a l l elements 

i n the sample at or near e i t h e r pole. As very few constructs 

display complete r a t i n g extremity, an average extremity score i s 
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derived f o r each construct by computing the root, moan square 

deviation from the centre of the s c a l e , namely r a t i n g p o s i t i o n 3 . 

The median average extremity, score for each s u b j e c t may then be 

found and constructs whose scores f o r that s u b j e c t exceeded the 

median may be denoted as +AE, those below the median as -AE. 

3) i n contrast to peripherail constructs, core c o n s t r u c t s c a i i -

.. not be a l t e r e d without s e r i o u s modification of core s t r u c t u r e . 

Rationale; i t i s a predicate which preserves i t s i d e n t i t y from 

occasion to occasion, but v/hich may or may not display a degree 

of change i n element allotment. That i s , the person may r e l o c a t e 

himself and a number of personal others between occasions 

( i n d i c a t i n g a dimension of t r a n s i t i o n ) without s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e ­

i n t e r p r e t i n g the predicate's meaning. 

Operational D e f i n i t i o n ; i t i s a construct which d i s p l a y s s t a b i l i t y 

of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n between occasions. Tiio measures of s t a b i l i t y 

of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n are obtained. The f i r s t i s the exact p r o b a b i l i t y 

of obtaining observed changes in-element allotment given t h e , d i s t r i b ­

ution of element r a t i n g scores on the f i r s t and second occasions, 

(computed by the program EXACT i n Appendix D). Thus, should a 

construct display high average extremity on the f i r s t occasion 

but low avaerage extremity on the second, w h i l s t o r d i n a l r e l a t i o n ­

ships between elements are unaffected the measure of s t a b i l i t y 

between occasions would remain constant. Secondly, the i n t e r o r e t a -

t i o n of a construct* s meaning may remain constant w h i l s t element 

allotment may vary s i g n i f i c a n t l y between occasions. To compensate 
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for t h i s , exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s of a s s o c i a t i o n between co n s t r u c t s 

on each occasion may be ranked from the s m a l l e s t to the l a r g e s t 

p r o b a b i l i t y and Spearman rho c o r r e l a t i o n s computed f o r each 

construct betv/een the f i r s t and second occasions. Thus, a score 

may be obtained which r e f l e c t s "the consistency of construct 

i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s betv/een occasions. Each construct may then 

be i d e n t i f i e d as dis p l a y i n g s t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n (+SI) i f 

i t obtains an exact p r o b a b i l i t y on r e j i L i c a t i o n of .05 or. l e s s , or 

i f i t obtains a Spearman rho c o r r e l a t i o n equivalent to a p r o b a b i l i t y 

of . o i or l e s s . A l l other constructs which do not s a t i s f y these 

conditions are denoted - S I . 

( i i ) D e f i n i t i o n s of c e n t r a l and i n c i d e n t a l elements. 

I n defining the c e n t r a l i t y of constructs to the user's s e l f -

d e f i n i t i o n , only the predicates of the many d e c l a r a t i v e propositions 

that form the g r i d have been examined. 

The subject of these propositions, namely elements, v / i l l be defined 

i n terms of t h e i r c e n t r a l i t y to the user's constructions. That i s , 

elements may be c l a s s i f i e d as to \7hether they are c e n t r a l or 

i n c i d e n t a l to the user at the time of completing a g r i d . C e n t r a l 

elements are those persons who are more r i g o r o u s l y described, and 

vtho f i g u r e more frequently as examples of t h e - d i s t i n c t i o n s the 

user makes. Centreil elements are those that a c t as de s c r i p t i v o i . 

anchors f or the meaning of predicates i n the course of construc­

t i o n . Because of t h i s anchoring function, c e n t r a l elements are 

l i k e l y to r e s i s t changes of a l l o c a t i o n on c o n s t r u c t s . I n c i d e n t a l 



elements are those whose a l l o c a t i o n on c o n s t r u c t s are not instrument 

t a l i n deteiiaining a c o n s t r u c t s meaning, or the l o c a t i o n of 

other elements* 
' ; • • " _ 

To provide an aggregate operational, d e f i n i t i o n a c e n t r a l element 

was taken as s a t i s f y i n g the following conditions 

( i ) Rationale; t h a t i t serves an anchoring function, providing 

a c o n s i s t e n t exemplar f o r one pole of the d i s t i n c t i o n s formed by 

the user's s e l f - d e f i n i n g .constructs. Such an element v/ould i n d i c a t e 

adequate mapping by the c e r t a i n t y with which i t was defined by 

construct dimensions* 

Operational D e f i n i t i o n ; i t i s an element which i s c o n s i s t e n t l y r a t e d .at 

or near the extremes of s e l f - d e f i n i n g constructs throughout a s e r i e s of 

g r i d r e p l i c a t i o n s * . C l e a r l y , few elements v/ould be rated extremely 

on a l l constructions i n any s e r i e s of g r i d s , and thus an o v e r a l l root 

mean square deviation from the midpoint s c a l e r a t i n g , 3 may be obtained 

for each element v/ithin a g r i d s e r i e s * The median extremity score 

may_then.be located, and elements exceeding^the median denoted 

as d i s p l a y i n g p o s i t i v e element extremity (+EE), and elements below 

the median negative element extremity (-EE)* 

( i i ) Rationale; that i t i s an element v/hich d i s p l a y s s t a b i l i t y 

of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n on constructs as they are r e a p p l i e d throughout 

a s e r i e s of g r i d s . Hov/ever, s i n c e construct meanings may be . 

r e i n t e r p r e t e d on subsequent occasions, consistency i n element 

a l l o c a t i o n s may be i n v e s t i g a t e d only f o r those constructs that 
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display s t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . That i s , although the 

a l l o c a t i o n of elements on a construct dimension may vary, i t s 

pattern of r e l a t i o n s h i p s with other constructs may remain constant, 

i n d i c a t i n g that the construct has been i n t e r p r e t e d on a subsequent 

occcision as denoting the same i m p l i c a t i o n s as i t had v/hen o r i g i n a i l y 

e l i c i t e d . I n such an instance, a c e n t r a l element vjould obtain a 

consistent r a t i n g score. 

Operational D e f i n i t i o n ; i t i s an element that obtains a c o n s i s t e n t l y 

low o v e r a l l root meaji square d i f f e r e n c e of r a t i n g score on r e t e s t e d 

constructs that display s t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . The median 

element s t a b i l i t y score may be i d e n t i f i e d f o r a l l elements i n a 

g r i d s e r i e s , and those elements exceeding the median denoted as 

-ES, and those belov; as +ES. 

3 « 2 . 3 * 3 « The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n freune provided by these d e f i n i t i o n s 

vas then applied to a sample of g r i d s to obtain an estimate of 

the frequency of occurrence of each of the a t t r i b u t e s that c o n s t i t u t e 

core find peripheral constructs, and c e n t r a l and i n c i d e n t a l elements. 

These frequencies villi provide the p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s 

necessary to implement the Bayesian transformations of g r i d outcomes. 

The g r i d sample comprised a s e t of a s e r i e s of r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s from 

5 s u b j e c t s . Each of the f i v e , g r i d s e r i e s comprised betv/een 3 and 

5 g r i d s completed over periods ranging from 6 weeks to 3 months. 

A f i x e d element sample of e i t h e r 9 or 12 elements was used for a l l 

g r i d s completed by each, s u b j e c t . The element sample was s e l f -

s e l e c t e d i n response to a request to w i t e down on 6" x V' cards 
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the names of acquaintances viewed as s i g n i f i c a n t to the s u b j e c t ' s 

circumstances, and the element SELF was alv/ays included. The F u l l 

Context method of construct e l i c i t a t i o n v;as employed throughout 

and having e l i c i t e d a number of p r a c t i c e c o n s t r u c t s , s u b j e c t s 

proceeded to produce constructs, to record then on the 6" xV» cards 

and to apply elements to constructs v/ithout i n t e r v e n t i o n by E . 

A f i v e point t a t i n g s c a l e v/as employed throughout, and s u b j e c t s 

sorted element cards and recorded t h e i r s o r t s on t h e i r ovm. E i t h e r 

^ or 6 constructs v/ere e l i c i t e d on each occasion, and on every 

occasion a f t e r the f i r s t , a l l constructs from previous occasions 

were r c t e s t e d . A f t e r completion of each g r i d , the record of s u b j e c t ? s 

element s o r t s v/as retained by S. 

From the 5 g r i d s e r i e s 192 i n d i v i d u a l element s o r t s (comprising 

constructs that had been retested betv/een one and four times, and 

constructs that had been e l i c i t e d on the f i n a l occasion) and 4? 

s e t s of element r a t i n g s (omitting the element SELF i n each g r i d ) 

over a l l constructs were obtained- Each of the 192 element s o r t s 

were c l a s s i f i e d i n terms of the three defining a t t r i b u t e s of core 

constructs, and each of the ^7 element r a t i n g s e t s c l a s s i f i e d i n 

terms of the two defining a t t r i b u t e s of c e n t r a l elements. ( T h i s 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s reported i n d e t a i l i n Appendix E ) • The frequencies 

for each a t t r i b u t e are summarised below. 

( i ) Sample frequencies for constructs. 

Table 10 summarises the c l a s s i f i c a t i o h Gf the 192 sample element 

s o r t s . I t should be noted that these data derive from 5 s u b j e c t s 
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and median vEdues f o r average element extremity wetre obtained 

for each s u b j e c t . Thus, each s u b j e c t ^ s element s o r t s were scored 

i n r e l a t i o n to h i s median, and frequencies summed across: s u b j e c t s 

The discrepancy between +AE and -AE was produced by a number of 

t i e d s c o r e s . 

Table 10 C l a s s i f i c a t i o n of sample element s o r t s 

+SE -SE 

T o t a l +AE -AE +AE -AE To t a l 

+SI 

. - S I 

69* 31 

7 i 6 

19 22 

8 20 

1^1 

51 

Totals 

SE 

AE 

76 A7 27 42 192 Totals 

SE 

AE 

+ — 

Totals 

SE 

AE 

123 

103 

69 

89 

N.B. S I = S t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

SE = S e l f extremity 

AE = Average element extremity 

The c e l l denoted * alone s a t i s f i e s a l l three conditions 

f o r core constructs. A l l others denoted peripheral constructs 
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I t was possible to a s s e s s the interdependence of the three measures• 

of core constructs* To compute t h i s interdependence the frequencies 

obtained were-cast i n t o three 2 x 2 contingency t a b l e s , and 

Pearson's index of mean square contingency, or phi c o e f f i c i e n t , . 

computed" for each t a b l e . As the 192 observations'v;ere not-inde-. 

pendent (observations were r e p l i c a t e d f or s u b j e c t s and for con s t r u c t s ) 

the degrees of freedon were c a l c u l a t e d as iin - n ) ( n - 1 ) , where 
^ r o c 

N=number of subjects i n the sample, n^ = number of r e p l i c a t e d 

construct s e t s for each subject, n^=number of occasions on v/hich 

samples were obtained, and n^=number of con s t r u c t s i n each construct 

s e t * The standard e r r o r of the phi c o e f f i c i e n t was thus taken as 

vy<(^-v^-c-''^-
N 

(a) +AE -AE Total 

+SE 76 47 123 

-SE 27 42 69 

T o t a l 103 89 192 

v/hich obtained a s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p ( <:;P = .218, z = 2 . 1 2 , 

p = .034, two-tailed)* 

(b) +SI - S I T o t al 

+SE 100 23 123 

-SE 41 28 69 

T o t a l l 4 l 51 192 

which obtained a highly s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p (<P - *306, 

2 = 2*98, p = .003, two-tailed)* 
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(c) 
- +31 - S I T o t a l • 

+AE 38 15 103 

-AE 55 36 89 

T o t a l l 4 i 51 192 

which again obteiined a s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p (<p = .292, z=2.85 

p = .00^, t w o - t a i l e d ) . 

These data c l e a r l y i n d i c a t e that r a t i n g extremity of s e l f , average 

ra t i n g extremity and s t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n are highly i n t e r ­

dependent measures, and that c o l l e c t i v e l y they provide a powerful 

method of i d e n t i f y i n g core c o n s t r u c t s . I n a d d i t i o n . Bender's 

(1969) finding that constructs displaying greater r a t i n g extremity 

are those which resist^^ changes i n element allotment may be confirmed 

by inference; that constructs whose i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s are s t a b l e are 

those on which the subject shov/s greater confidence and c e r t a i n t y 

of judgement, and would thus be more r e l u c t a n t to accept hypothetical 

or r e a l changes of element allotment. 

( i i ) Sample frequencies for elements. 

Table 11 summarises the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of the k? element r a t i n g 

s e t s i n the sample. 
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+ES -ES T o t a l 

+EE 14* 10 24 

-EE . 9 l^f 23 

T o t a l 23 23 

K.B, EE = Element r a t i n g extremity 

ES = Element s t a b i l i t y 

The c e l l denoted • alone s a t i s f i e s the conditions of 

element c e n t r a l i t y . A l l other c e l l s denote i n c i d e n t a l 

elements. 

TABLE 11 C l a s s i f i c a t i o n of sample elements. 

The observations of Table 11 are not independent and the standard 

e r r o r f o r the p h i - c o e f f i c i e n t was taken as 1 / J ( K - l ) ( n - 1 ) , where 

K = number of subjects i n the sample, and n = number of observations 

for each subject. However, i t i s apparent that the extremity with 

v;hich an element i s assigned to construct s c a l e s does not determine 

i t s r a t i n g s t a b i l i t y betv/een occasions {<f> = .196, z = 1 .11 , 

p = . 267 , t\iro-tailed), and thus adds rigour to the d e f i n i t i o n of 

element c e n t r a l i t y . 

3 . 2 . 3 . 4 . The f i n a l step i n Stage 2 i s to derive from the sample 

data presented above estimates of the p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s i n any 

gr i d c e n t r a l or i n c i d e n t a l , and core or perip h e r a l c o n s t r u c t s . 
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( i ) P r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s for c o n s t r u c t s . 

Table 10 depicts the observed sample frequencies of c l a s s e s of 

construct. Of the 192 element s o r t s examined 69 s a t i s f i e d the 

three conditions of core constructs, and 123 f a i l e d to s a t i s f y 

these combined conditions. To express these data as p r i o r probab­

i l i t i e s , two hypotheses concerning c e n t r a l i t y of pre d i c a t i o n must 

f i r s t be established 

L e t H = core construct cc 
6Uid H = peripheral construct 

From the above data we may s t a t e the prior p r o b a b i l i t i e s of e i t h e r 

^1 ^2 construct as:-

p(H^^) = 69/192 = .359 

and p(Hp^) = 123/192 = .6^1 

Thus, the probability of a construct observed i n a user's g r i d 

being a core construct, prior to any transformation of that construct, 

i s .339 , and of i t being a perip h e r a l construct, .6^1. 

( i i ) P r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s for elements. 

Table 11 depicts that of the ̂ 7 sample elements examined, l 4 s a t i s f i e d 

the combined conditions of element c e n t r a l i t y , and 33 f a i l e d to 

s a t i s f y these combined conditions. The second s e t of hypotheses 

concerning c e n t r a l i t y of predication may then be expressed:-
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Let H-_ = cen t r a l element 

and H-- = i n c i d e n t a l element 

and p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s f o r and obtained; 

p(H^g) = = .298 

and p(Hjg) = 33A7 = .702 

Thus I the p r o b a b i l i t y of an element being ce n t r s i l , p r i o r t o any 

transformation of t h a t element, i s .298, and of i t being i n c i d e n t a l , 

.702. 
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5»2«̂ h« stage 3; Developing transformations* 

3,2«^.1 . I t i s evident that the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n produced i n the 

preceding section v/as constructed t o be applied t o a completed 

series of gr i d s . The task of Stage 3 i s t o develop transformations 

compatible w i t h Levels 2 and 3 which may be applied t o a s i n g l e 

g r i d produced by a user, and t o h i s subsequent r e p l i c a t i o n s of that 

g r i d . The ap p l i c a t i o n of such a transformation to the user's f i r s t 

g r i d then enables predictions t o be made concerning h i s subsequent 

r e p l i c a t i o n s , and revised follov/ing each of these r e p l i c a t i o n s . 

This stage i n the development of the core g r i d procedure i s then 

t o define classes of outcomes d e r i v i n g from transformations. 

The class of transformations appropriate to Levels 2 and 3 are 

generi c a l l y termed m u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y t i c models (see Appendix D). 

Within the class of m u l t i v a r i a t e ansilytic models two basic groups 

are distinguishable, namely, the c l u s t e r / t y p a l group of models 

which locate configurations of items i n an undefined space, and the 

multidimensional group of models, which define the reference 

coordinates of the proximity space containing the items. V/hat are 

the r e l a t i v e merits of these models, and which might provide the 

most appropriate trsmsformation f o r the core g r i d procedure? 

To answer t h i s question two methods v / i l l be examined, namely 

elementary linkage aneilysis (ELA; McQuitty, 1957), a c l u s t e r / t y p a l 

model, and p r i n c i p a l components analysis (PCA; Slater, 1972), a 

multidimensional model. 
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ELA i s a method of analysing item interdependence t o reveal t y p a l 
s t r u c t u r e , which: 

" i s defined as one i n v/hich every member of a type 
i s more l i k e some other member of tha t type than i t 
i s l i k e any member of any other type I n terms 
of c o e f f i c i e n t s of c o r r e l a t i o n s between persons, every 
person i n a type would have a higher c o r r e l a t i o n vath 
some other person i n the type than he would v;ith anyone 
not i n the type," 

McQuitty (1957, pp.209-

213)-

I n c ontrast, PCA seeks an underlying set of coordinates by which 

to account f o r the obtained dispersion of element r a t i n g s on 

constructs. These coordinates, or components, are l i n e a r sums of 

the o r i g i n a l scores, and are thus less removed from the o r i g i n a l 

r a t i n g s than, f o r example, f a c t o r analysis- I n a d d i t i o n components 

are i d e n t i f i e d i n an ordered s e r i e s , producing a set of uncorrela-

ted v a r i e t i e s , chosen such that the f i r s t component ex t r a c t s the 

maximum variance from the o r i g i n a l element r a t i n g s , the second 

the maximum variance subject t o being orthogonal t o the f i r s t , and 

so on. 

3.2.^.2. I n order t o compare the performance of ELA and PCA 

the f o l l o w i n g sections report the de r i v a t i o n of t y p a l and component 

solutions f o r the f i r s t of a series of grids f o r one subject, 

Kenneth, i n the preceding sample. Kenneth's f i r s t g r i d comprised 

6 constructs and 12 elements (see Appendix E). These t y p a l and 



component solutions are compared f o r t h e i r c o m i ) a t i b i l i t y and 

effectiveness as Level 2 transformations. I n a d d i t i o n , procedures 

f o r d e r i v i n g Level 3 core g r i d outcomes, th a t i s , the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

of c e n t r a l and i n c i d e n t a l elements and core and peripheral constructs, 

are developed. 

Using the program EXACT (see Appendix D), the follov/ing exact 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s of association were computed f o r the s i x constructs 

of Kenneth's f i r s t g r i d ( p r o b a b i l i t i e s are represented as 

q = 1 - p) 

CI C2 C3 C5 C6 

CI 1 .937 .789 .720 .676 .645 
C2 1 .477* .55^ .765 .912 

C3 1 .876 A 9 3 * .635' 
Ĉ  'i 1 .802 .515 

03 1 .744 

C6 1 

(Note: • indicates the r e s u l t of an optimising subroutine o f EXACT, 

i n v/hich one of the constructs i n the pairs indicated obtains a 

higher degree of association v/hen reversed). 

Using the extension of ELA described by McQuitty (1957) t o i s o l a t e 

orthogonal types, types v/ere located by the highest entry method 

and t y p a l relevancies calculated as standardised vectors. This 

procedure was chosen i n order to compare the s o l u t i o n v/ith PCA, 
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since the operations are s i m i l a r i n many respects. Thus, an 

i n i t i a l type v/as located from the o r i g i n a l matrix capable o f 

accounting f o r most variance by the follov/ing steps :-

( i ) i n i t i a l types obtained 

Type I r̂ '̂ Yl̂ T^H^T^ accounting f o r 5 2 . o f 

t o t a l variance. 

Type I I ^ 3 2 i 4 A 5 j accounting f o r k7^S% of 
t o t a l variance. 

( i i ) i s o l a t i n g the f i r s t type because i t accounts f o r the greater 

variance, we obtain the follo\-ri.ng standardised vector 

Type I CI 1.000 

C2 .939 

03 .6^7 

Ck .610 

05 .7^5 

06 .97^ 

Leaving the matrix of residuals;-
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CI C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

CI .410 .404 .403 .360 .236 .3'70 

C2 - .423 .099 .198 .330, •.343 

C5 .753 .643 .213 .263 

C4 
- .780 .534 .164 

C5 .672 .315 

C6 - .^39 

( i i i ) Second order types obtained from the matrix of residuals 

Type I I Accounting f o r 26.59^ o f 

t o t a l variance. 

Ô ype I I I accounting f o r 21. 1% o f 

t o t a l vari£ince. 

( i v ) i s o l a t i n g the second type because i t accounts f o r the second 

largest proportion of t o t a l variance, v;e obtain the foUpv/ing 

standardised vectors 

Type I I CI 

C2 

C3 
C4 

C5 

C6 

.511 

.320 

.822 

1.000 

.727 

.379 
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leaving a second order matrix of residuals, from which no 

a d d i t i o n a l types could be derived without construct r e p e t i t i o n 

betv/een types. The f i n a l s o l u t i o n i s thus of tv/o types accounting 

f o r 78.9/0 of. the t o t a l variance. The remaining of variance 

i n the o r i g i n a l matrix cannot be accounted f o r by t h i s system, and 

must be regarded as l a t e n t interdependencies v/hich have been screened 

out by the s t r i c t d e f i n i t i o n of t y p a l membership which McQuitty 

advocates. 

Hov/ever, there i s an obvious anomaly, i n that 05 contributes more 

to the f i r s t type than t o the second, the l a t t e r being i t s true 

type by HcQuitty's method. A s o l u t i o n t o t h i s dilemma i s t o 

consider C5 as a t h i r d i s o l a t e type, accoimting f o r l6.'1% of the 

t o t a l variance, w i t h a standardised vector as follov/s:-

Type I I I , 0 1 .108 

02 .525 

03 .2¥f 

C4 .392 

C5 1.000 

C6 A32 

The f i n a l s o l u t i o n can be tabulated as follows:--
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Vectors 

• Percent I I I I I I 
^ype Construct Vciriance 

C1 Self-destructive 1 3 . ^ 6 1.000 .511 .108 

I C2 Receptive t o change 16.893 .989 .320 .525 

C6 \7ithdravm 17.100 .97^ .379 .432 

I I Ĉ  Avoids physical contact 16.078 .610 1.000 .392 

C3 B i t t e r 15.376 .6^7 .822 .2Vf 

I I I C5 EmotionaJ. 1 6 . 1 ^ .7^5 .725 1.000 

2 
Varicince accounted f o r {%% ) 52.it04 26.468 16.142 

Having i d e n t i f i e d construct types, a procedure iiras devel­

oped t o locate those elements v/hich most defined each type, t h a t i s 

c e n t r a l elements. Each of the twelve elements v/as scored i n the 

fo l l o w i n g v*-ay:-

( i ) deviations from the mid-point r a t i n g were summed f o r each 

element and f o r the g r i d overaai, and elements weighted by the 

proportion of the totcOL v a r i a t i o n accounted f o r by each; 

( i i ) deviations from the mid-point r a t i n g f o r each element were 

summed over the constructs of each Type; 
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( i i i ) the product of the deviation sums i n ( i i ) and the weights 
of ( i ) constituted a measure of the amount of t o t a l v a i r i a t i o i i 
accounted by each element on each !^pe; 

( i v ) those elements th a t accoxmted f o r a t l e a s t the f i r s t 5056 

of v a r i a t i o n i n each Type were denoted as c e n t r a l elements (see 

Table 1 2 ) • 

Elements Construct Types 

I I I I I I 

1 

2 . 1 1 — 1 3 

3 - . 1 3 

. 1 1 . 1 2 

5 . 1 2 

6 

7 

8 - . 1 1 - . 1 2 

9 (SELF) - . 1 9 - . 1 7 - . 1 6 

1 0 

1 1 

1 2 

N.B. Sign denotes d i r e c t i o n o f deviation from mean r a t i n g 

TABLE 12 Central element variance scores. 

Whilst i t i s evident i n Table 12 t h a t the element SELF i s c e n t r a l 

to a l l three construct types, we may formulate a d e f i n i t i o n of 

a core construct type as that type which delineates the element 

S E L F from other elements to the greatest degree. I t may be seen 

i n Table 12 that construct type I achieves t h i s maximal d e l i n e a t i o n 

(variance scores; E9 = - . 1 9 , E8 = - . 1 1 , E4 = . 1 1 , E2 = . 1 1 ) . Thus, 
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the three constructs CI, C2 and C6 may be l a b e l l e d as core constructs, 

I n summary, the ELA procedure developed here e n t a i l s the follov/ing 

stages:-

( i ) the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of t y p a l s t r u c t u r e f o r constructs; 

( i i ) the d e r i v a t i o n of element variance scoress f o r each construct 

type; 

( i i i ) the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of elements c e n t r a l to the d e f i n i t i o n 

of each construct type; 

( i v ) the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of that construct type that maximally 

delineates the element SELF; 

(v) the l a b e l l i n g of members of that construct type as core 

constructs-

f 

V/e may nov; compare t h i s method and the core g r i d s o l u t i o n obtained 

v/ith the PCA method. 

3 . 2 . 4 . 3 . I n contrast to ELA, PCA proceeds by i d e n t i f y i n g a l a t e n t 

v a r i a t e underlying the v a r i a b i l i t y of the unprocessed g r i d , rather 

than the item-specific variates, or types, of the ELA method. A 

d i s t i n c t i v e assumption of t h i s method i s that any d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n 

the user may make between elements may be represented on a l l rather 

than a subset of constructs, and constructs cire analysed, as t o the 
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extent t o v/hich t h e i r residual v a r i a t i o n may account f o r and c o n t r i ­

bute t o t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n . This represents a s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i s t i n c t 

view of mapping, i n t h a t constructs are not discrete constructive 

events but samples of a continuous process of i d e n t i f y i n g and 

formulating experienced meanings. Thus, we might expect t o f i n d 

a continuous gradient i n d i s t i n c t i o n s a user formulates during 

construct e l i c i t a t i o n , representing the approximation of 

successively e x t e r i o r i s e d predications t o a f e l t meaning. This view 

i s consistent \Tdth Gendlin's (1972) description of the process of 

• e x p e r i e n t i a l e x p l i c a t i o n ' . 

The analysis of Kenneth^s f i r s t g r i d by Slater's (1972) program 

INGRIB produces an ordered set of l a t e n t components which exhaust 

the t o t a l variance of the unprocessed g r i d . I n f a c t , the t o t a l 

variance w i l l be accounted f o r by a maximum of N -1 or N 
e c 

components (v;hichever i s smaller) where N = the number of elements, 
e 

and N = the number of constructs. Six components thus exhaust c 
the variance of Kenneth's g r i d . An important note i s t h a t the 

normalisation option of INGRID ( e n t a i l i n g transforming deviates 

f o r each construct t o standard scores) was not employed. • Morrison 

w r i t e s : 

"should we work w i t h the Vciriances and covariances of 
the observations, and carry out our analyses i n the 
o r i g i n a l u n i t s of responses, or woiild a more accurate 
p i c t u r e of the dependence pattern be obtained i f each 
X^j were transformed to a standard score 
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X, . - X. 
10 J 

S. J 

and the c o r r e l a t i o n matrix employed? i f the 
responses are reasonably commensurable, the covariance 
form has greater s t a t i s t i c a l appeal, f o r the i t h 
p r i n c i p a l component i s that mean compound of the responses 
which explains the i t h largest p o s i t i o n of the t o t a l 
response variance, and maximisation of such t o t a l 
variance of standard scores has a rather a r t i f i c i a l 
q u a l i t y . " 

Morrison (1967, p.22:p) 

As an important feature mapping i s the v;ay i n v/hich the user 

employs r a t i n g scales t o express ' f e l t ' meanings, and thus normal­

i s i n g responses on these scales destroys t h i s d i s t i n c t i v e q u a l i t y 

of the g r i d matrix. 

Construct loadings on the s i x components of Kenneth's g r i d were 

examined f i r s t (Table 13). To assign constructs t o components 

without replacement and to i d e n t i f y components a t t r i b u t a b l e to 

error varicince, a method f o r l o c a t i n g s i g n i f i c a n t components was 

developed, namely the 'method of representation'. This e n t a i l e d 

assigning:constructs t o jthose components on. which they- obtained - " 

the highest loadan;;s, i r r e s p e c t i v e of the size of the components 

eigenvalue or l a t e n t root. Thus, i n Table 13 the construct 

most representative of each coaponent, and the component most 

representative of each construct may be i d e n t i f i e d (Table l 4 ) , 
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This analysis reveals that the greatest representation of constructs 

i s obtained w i t h the f i r s t thre,e components," accounting f o r 82.9% 

of the t o t a l variance. The l a s t three components, accounting f o r 

17.1% of the t o t a l variance v;ere discarded as er r o r variance; 

V/hilst t h i s analysis corresponds t o the ELA solution,.PCA accounts 

f o r a smaller p o r t i o n of the t o t a l veiriance (ELA: Type I + Type I I 

+ Type I I I = 95.0?o), which indicates that the FCA method i s more 

se n s i t i v e t o l a t e n t variates than the ELA method. 

Components 

I I I I I I IV V VI 

CI ^.3^3 .010 -1.951 .216 .665 .674 

C2 -1.310 - .081 -2.349 -1.162 - .290 

C3 .983 3.267 -2.299 - .162 1.251 - .551 

Ĉ f 1.87^ 4.670 1.204 .813 -1.592 .099 

C5 2.33^ .865 3.318 - . 6 ^ 1.817 .017 

c6 3.773 -2.272 .393 2.558 - .083 - .385 

42.41 26.25 14.20 8.64 6.02 2.48 

TABLE 13 Construct loadings on s i x components. 

Element c e n t r a l i t y w i t h i n the PCA procedure may be defined i n terms 

s i m i l a r t o the ELA d e f i n i t i o n , namely as those elements which 

cxunulatively account f o r the f i r s t 50?o of each component's 
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I 

Components 

I I I I I IV V VI 

CI 1 
C2 2 
C3 2 
ck 1 . 
C3 1 
C6 3 

TABLE 1^ Representation of s i g n i f i c a n t components. 

variance. For t h i s purpose, the matrix of normalised element 

vectors c o e f f i c i e n t s i s required. By t h i s procedure, elements 

ce n t r a l to each component may be i d e n t i f i e d (Table 15 ) . 

Elements I 

Components 

I I I l l 

E2 -.19^+ 
Eh .2^5 .193 
E6 .209 

E7 .17 - . 2 5 6 

E9 ( S E L F ) -.262 
E l l .21 

f 

50.7 57 .^ 65.8 

(N.B. Sign denotes d i r e c t i o n of deviation about mean r a t i n g ) 

TABLE 13 Variance accounted f o r by cent r a l elements. 
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I t may be observed t h a t t h i s analysis of element c e n t r a l i t y d i f f e r s 

from the s o l u t i o n obtained by ELA. We have seen that the t y p a l 

and component solutions f o r constructs are i d e n t i c a l , yet only 

B l i g h t agreement obtains f o r the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of d e f i n i t i v e 

elements i n these s o l u t i o n s , namely elements EA- and £9 (SELF) on 

the f i r s t v a r i a t e , element E2 on the second, and element E^ on the 

t h i r d . I n particulEU*, the element SELF i s c e n t r a l on the f i r s t 

component of the FCA s o l u t i o n alone, w h i l s t the ELA anlaysis suggests 

i t t o be c e n t r a l t o a l l three construct types. 

However, both methods locate i d e n t i c s i l subsets of constructs as 

core constructs. Since i n the FCA s o l u t i o n , the element SELF i s 

d e f i n i t i v e of the f i r s t component the three most representative 

constructs of that component, namely C I , C2 and C 6 , are l a b e l l e d 

as core. Differences i n the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of central elements 

r e f l e c t differences i n the status of element r a t i n g s i n the two 

methods; PCA represents a l l r a t i n g s as deviates from the mean r a t i n g 

on each l a t e n t v a r i a t e , and derives element vectors from these devi­

ates, w h i l s t the method developed f o r the ELA procedure represents 

r a t i n g s as deviates from the scalar midpoint, and- deriYes::eleinent 

variance scores f o r each construct type. Thus, the two procedures 

obtain agreement only i n those instances where the mean r a t i n g 

and scalar midpoint are i d e n t i c a l ( f o r example, comi>onent I and 

type I , v/here the r a t i n g mean (3*03) i s almost equivalent t o the 

scalar midpoint of 3) and obtain d i f f e r e n t solutions where the 

two values are discrepant ( f o r example, component I I I and type 

I I I , where the r a t i n g mean (2.00) d i f f e r s from the scalar mid­

point) . 
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I n conclusion, i t was decided t h a t the PCA method was more 

appropriate as a Level 3 t r a n s f o m a t i o n f o r the f o l l o w i n g reasons:-

( i ) the FCA s o l u t i o n accounts f o r a. smaller proportion of the 

t o t a l v a r i a t i o n i n the g r i d . This suggests th a t PCA i s able to 

detect l a t e n t variates with greater r i g o t i r . This i s , of course, 

r e l a t e d t o the r a t i o n a l e of the procedures i n t h a t PCA seeks t o 

account f o r the t o t a l v a r i a t i o n w i t h the smallest number oi* 

orthogonal l a t e n t v a r i a t e s , v/hilst ELA locates item- s p e c i f i c types 

before estimating the variance t h a t they subsume. I n s h o r t , PCA 

p a r t i t i o n s the t o t a l v a r i a t i o n p r i o r to i d e n t i f y i n g the c o n t r i b u ­

t i o n to t h i s v a r i a t i o n of each rav/ v a r i a t e , v/hilst ELA estimates 

vari£uice accounted f o r a f t e r l o c a t i n g item types. 

( i i ) the variance a t t r i b u t a b l e to a l a t e n t v a r i a t e i n the g r i d 

may be simultaneously p a r t i t i o n e d between constructs and elements 

i n PCA, v/hich i s not the case v/ith ELA. A development of ELA 

methods to compensate f o r t h i s i s t o obtain t y p a l s o l u tions f o r 

both constructs and elements and produce a two-v/ay analysis of the 

raw g r i d (Thomas and Shaw, 1976).. 

( i i i ) the assumption of c o n t i n u i t y i n the mapping of 'felt» 

meanings and g r i d predicates i s more consistent v/ith the r a t i o n a l e 

of PCA than ELA. That i s , assigning items v/ithout replacement 

to types i n the ELA procedure f i r s t l y assumes the absence of any 

r e l a t i o n s h i p betv/een item p r i o r to the t y p a l analysis, emd secondly 

that once assigned an item i s unequivocally a member of t h a t type. 

As a r e s u l t , ambiguities are concealed ( f o r example, t i e d r e l a t i o n -
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ships betv/een items of d i f f e r e n t types)-

3.2.^.^, Having s e l e c t e d PCA as the most appropriate transform­

ation, the procedure for deriving core g r i d outcomes may be 

summarised ( F i g . 37) • An a d d i t i o n a l transformation developed for 

s e r i a l g r i d s i s cumulative p r i n c i p a l components a n a l y s i s e n t a i l i n g 

the d e r i v a t i o n of PCA solutions f o r the combined s e r i a l g r i d 

matrices. Thus, i f g r i d t + 1 i s a r e p l i c a t i o n of g r i d t , p r i n c i p a l 

components are derived for both matrices combined at time t + 1 

( F i g . 38). 

As t h i s figure depicts, components are derived to represent a l l 

constructs and element r a t i n g up to and including time t + 1, v/hilst 

core construct outcomes are derived only f o r constructs as they 

are employed at time t + 1. T h i s method has three d i s t i n c t 

advantages: -

( i ) a l l constructions the user formulates are equally represented 

i n the s o l u t i o n ; s i g n i f i c a n t r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of r e t e s t e d constructs 

w i l l be exhibited by comparing loadings on the common s e t of 

components; 

( i i ) cumulative a n a l y s i s r e f l e c t s the d i r e c t i o n a l i t y of ongoing 

modelling a c t i v i t y ; i f the user s h i f t s emphasis from one c l a s s of 

predicates to another, t h i s vn.ll be evident i n comparisons of 

loadings; 

( i i i ) novel patterns of predication i n g r i d t + 1 are t r a c e d to 



-323-

No 

Reset 
variance 
threshold 

No 

Increase 
variance 
threshold? 

No 

Denote a l l 
constructs 
ais PERIPHERAL 
constructs 

Unprocessed g r i d 
matrix 

r 

PHEFAN 

Locate construct 
most representative 
of each component 

j/kre a l l constructs X 
\accounted for? 

Yes 

Eliminate unrepres-
ented components 

i d e n t i f y elements 
accounting f o r h a l f 
component variance 

> / 

I s SELF located? 

Yes 

Denote component 
a CORE component 

Denote representa­
t i v e constructs as 
CORE constructs 

Denote a s 
CENTRAL 
elements 

Figure 37 Derivation of core g r i d outcomes* 
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Figure 38 

t h e i r o r i g i n i n g r i d t ; i f the user introduces a c l a s s of predicates 

for the f i r s t time i n t o g r i d t + 1 the extent to which these 

predicates are represented i n g r i d t may be estimated. 

Step ( i x ) i s now complete t and operational d e f i n i t i o n s of p r e d i c a ­

t i o n c e n t r a l i t y and core g r i d outcomes have been''formulated. As 

L e v e l 5 transformations involve estimating the p r o b a b i l i t y that 

may be attached to each of the operational d e f i n i t i o n s , or 

hypotheses (H) on observing i n d i v i d u a l outcomes, or data ( D ) , we 

proceed i n Step (x) to derive estimates of the l i k e l i h o o d t h a t 

each clsLSS of outcomes r e f l e c t s each c l a s s of hypothesis. That 

i s , to what extent does the observation that a p a r t i c u l a r construct 

f a i l s to d i s t i n g u i s h the element SELF from other elements i n d i c a t e 

that construct to be a coi:e construct? S i m i l a r l y , does the f a c t 
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that a p a r t i c u l a r element loads highly on a s e t of constructs 

mean that that element i s c e n t r a l to the user's modelling a c t i v i t y ? 

The degree to v/hich these statements may be as s e r t e d comprise the 

l i k e l i h o o d s by v;hich observable data c l a s s e s r e l a t e to unobservable 

hypotheses. 

3,2.4.3. Estimating core g r i d l i k e l i h o o d s * 

By u t i l i s i n g the 5 g r i d samples described i n 3.2,5.3. l i k e l i h o o d 

t a b l e s r e l a t i n g core g r i d outcomes and core g r i d hypotheses may 

be constructed f or elements and constructs. 

( i ) Core construct l i k e l i h o o d s * 

I n s e c t i o n 3.2,3.3. the 192 i n d i v i d u a l element s o r t s i n the sample 

were c l a s s i f i e d according to a s e t of operational d e f i n i t i o n s . A • 

second c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , namely the data c l a s s e s these element s o r t s 

obtained on each occasion, may be superimposed over the f i r s t . 

For example, an element so r t produced by one of the 3 s u b j e c t s 

v/as c l a s s i f i e d as 'core' s i n c e i t s a t i s f i e d the three conditions 

for a core construct (extreme r a t i n g a l l o c a t i o n of the element 

SELF, an average extremity score exceeding the median, and a high 

s t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s c o r e ) . Hov/ever, applying core construct 

g r i d transformations, t h i s construct was c l a s s i f i e d as 'core' on 

three out of f i v e occasions, cuid as 'peripheral' on the remaining 

tv/o occasions. I f t h i s v/ere the only observation made, v;e v/ould 

conclude that theClikelihood that core g r i d transformations i d e n t i f y 

a construct as 'core' v/hen K ^ i s true i s equal to 3/3» or a 
cc 
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p r o b a b i l i t y of 0,6, I n f a c t , one observation i s i n s u f f i c i e n t and 

i n s t e a d ,the complete sample of 192 observations was, examined. The 

r e s u l t i n g , c l a s s i f i c a t i o n frequencies are l i s t e d i n Table ^6• 

Operational Core g r i d T o t a l 

d e f i n i t i o n s outcomes 

pc 

CORE +SE +AE +SI 50" 19 

+SE •AE r-SI 1 6 7 

+SE -AE +SI. 16 •'5 , 31 

+SE -AE - S I 7 9' 16 

PERIPHERAL -SE +AE +SI 11 8 19 

-SE +AE - S I 1 7,. 8 

-SE -AE +SI 10 12 22 

-SE -AE - S I 3 17 20 

Subtotal 1*9 Tt 123 

T o t a l 99 93 192 

TABLE 16 C l a s s i f i c a t i o n of construct outcomes, 
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Although the a s s o c i a t i o n betv/een the data c l a s s e s and hypothesis 

i s good (V> = .313* z = 3.05t P = .002, tv/o-tailed) i t i s d e s i r a b l e 

to estimate the capacity of the data c l a s s e s to d i f f e r e n t i a l l y 

p redict hypotheses. To achieve t h i s the unconditional p r o b a b i l i t y 

d i s t r i b u t i o n of the hypotheses v/as eliminated by normalising the 

observed frequencies for each hypothesis and computing the Goodman-

Kruskal index of p r e d i c t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n ( ̂  ) f o r the conditioned, 

p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s . Table l 6 yie l d e d a moderate index 

( X = ,327), i n d i c a t i n g that the proportional reduction i n the 

pr o b a b i l i t y of an err o r afforded by s p e c i f y i n g a given data c l a s s j . 

v;as 32.7% when the unconditional p r o b a b i l i t y of each hypothesis i s • ' 

known. 

However, some features of the previous a n a l y s i s may d i f f e r e n t i a i l l y 

p redict hypotheses more strongly than other f e a t u r e s . To examine 

t h i s , frequencies were cast i n t o a s e r i e s of 2 x 2 tables and t e s t e d . 

1) Rating extremity of element SELF 

CC PC T o t a l 

+SE 74 49 123 

-SE 25 44 69 

T o t a l 99 93 .192 

which obtains a s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p (</> = .23, z = 2 .25, p = 

.024, two-tailed) but only a moderate l e v e l of pr e d i c t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n 
(Goodman-Kruskal X = .24). 
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2) Average element r a t i n g extremity* 

CC PC T o t a l . 

+AE 63 103 

-AE 36 53 89 

T o t a l 99 93 192 

which obtains a s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p ( «^ =.207, z= 2.01, p= .0¥f, 
t v / o - t a i l e d ) , but again only a noderate l e v e l of p r e d i c t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n 

( X = .207). 

3) S t a b i l i t y of construct interT>retation« 

CC PC T o t a l 

+SI 87 5k 

- S I 12 39 51 

T o t a l 99 93 192 

Which a l s o obtains a s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p ( V •= .337, z= 3.29, 

p = .001, tv;o-tailed) but a s u b s t a n t i a l l e v e l of p r e d i c t i v e 

a s s o c i a t i o n ( X = . ^ 2 ) . 



•33'f-

I t i s c l e a r that core grid outcomes d i f f e r e n t i a l l y predict s t a b i l i t y 

of construct i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to a greater extent than s e l f - e x t r e m i t y 

or average element r a t i n g extremity. The combination of these 

features thus adds rigour, a core g r i d outcome f o r a s i n g l e construct 

needing to be obser*ved several times for an hypothesis concerning' 

that construct to be assigned vri.th some c e r t a i n t y . 

( i i ) Element c e n t r a l i t y l i k e l i h o o d s . 

A s i m i l a r superimposition of the element data c l a s s e s ( c e n t r a l 

elements, T^^^i fi^d i n c i d e n t a l elements, ^^^^ oii the sample of 

element observations may be performed, obtaining the frequencies 

i n Table ^7• 

Operational 
d e f i n i t i o n s 

Core g r i d 
outcomes 

(D )(D. , ce l e ) T o t a l . 

CEIfTRAL +EE +ES 10 k 14 

• 

+EE -ES k 6 10 

(Hi,) IWCIDEI^AL -EE +ES 6 9 

-EE -ES 2 12 I'f 

Subtotal 12 21 33 

Total 22 23 47 

TABLE 17 C l a s s i f i c a t i o n of element outcomes. 
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Again, although the a s s o c i a t i o n betv/een data c l a s s e s and hypotheses 

i n Table 1? i s marked though nonsignificant ( V = .321, z = 1.8l, 

p = .07, two-tailed) i t v/as desirable to estimate the p r e d i c t i v e • 

c a p a b i l i t i e s of the conditional p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n . I n f a c t , 

the l e v e l of predi c t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n i s moderate (Goodman-Kruskal 

^ = .351). I n addition, the data were tested against each 

feature to separately examine t h e i r predictive c a p a b i l i t i e s . 

1) Element r a t i n g extremity 

CE I E T o t a l 

+ERE ^k 10 2k 

-ERE 8 15 23 

T o t a l 22 25 k7 

which does not obtain a s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p ( = .236, 

2 = 1.33f-p = .13^, two-tailed), but does obtain a moderate l e v e l of 

pre d i c t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n ( X = .236). 

2) S t a b i l i t y of element i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

CE I E T o t a l 

+ESI 16 7 25 

-ESI 6 18 2k 

T o t a l . 22 25 k? 

which obtains a s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p (<P=.Mf6, s=2.52, p=.012, 
tv/o-tailed) and a high l e v e l of pre d i c t i v e a s s o c i a t i o n ( X = .446). 
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I t i s evident that the core g r i d transformation f or element 

c e n t r a l i t y i s more s e n s i t i v e to • s t a b i l i t y of element i n t e r p r e t a ­

tion' than to 'element r a t i n g extremity'. I n the l i g h t of t h i s , 

three options are open; ( i ) to r e v i s e the transformation.procedure 

to obtain a more s a t i s f a c t o r y prediction for both component 

d e f i n i t i o n ; ( i i ) to eliminate the 'element r a t i n g extremity' 

component d e f i n i t i o n ; ( i i i ) to r e t a i n the transformations smd the 

operational d e f i n i t i o n s . As i t v/as viewed that s o l u t i o n ( i i ) 

d i s t o r t e d the hypothesis that transformations sought to p r e d i c t , 

i t was decided to r e t a i n both the transformation and the hypothesis 
» 

on the assumption that the derived l i k e l i h o o d s would be more 

rigorous. 

These frequencies may be converted to l i k e l i h o o d s i n the following 

v/ay:-

(a) Construct l i k e l i h o o d s . 

Of the 69 defined core constructs, 50 v;ere i d e n t i f i e d as !core» 

by the tremsformation method, and 19 i d e n t i f i e d as 'peripheral'. 

Thus, 

and 

S i m i l a r l y , of the 123 defined peripheral constructs, 7^ v;ere 

i d e n t i f i e d by the.transformation method as 'peripheral', and 49 as 
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•core'. Thus, 

and 

P(D../Hrv.> = ^9/'»23 = .398 
CC pc 

P^Drv/^rv.) = 7V123 = .602 pc pc 

Likelihoods, together with p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s ( i n 3.2.3.4.) may 

then be assembled as a reference table (Table 18). 

Hypotheses Data c l a s s e s P r i o r s 

D 
CC pc 

H .725 .275 .359 
CO 

H .398 .602 .641 
pc 

.398 

TABLE 18 Construct c e n t r a l i t y l i k e l i h o o d s . 

Of. the 14 elements defined as c e n t r a l , 10 were i d e n t i f i e d by the 

transformation method as " c e n t r a l ' , 4 as ' i n c i d e n t a l * . Thus, . 

and 

p(D /H ) = 10/14 = .714 ce ce 

P ^ ^ i e ^ c e ^ = 4/14 = .286 

S i m i l a r l y , of the 33 elements defined as i n c i d e n t a l , 21 were . 

i d e n t i f i e d by the traiisformation method as ' i n c i d e n t a l ' , and 12 

as ' c e n t r a l ' . Thus, 
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^%e^±e^ = ^^^^ = •^'^ 

pCD.^A.^) = 21/53 = -636 

These l i k e l i h o o d s , together with p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s were assembled 

into a second reference table (Table 19). 

Hypotheses Data 

D 
ce 

c l a s s e s 

^ e 

P r i o r s 

H 
ce 

•71^ •286 .298 

H. l e .364 .636 .702 

TABLE 19 Element c e n t r a l i t y likelihoods, 

The t a b l e s may be read i n the follo\ving way:-

Suppose I observe that construct 1 i n a g r i d i s 
seemingly e s s e n t i a l to a d e f i n i t i o n of the element 
SELF. I zaight be tempted to conclude that t h i s coriStruct 
i s core to the person's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n . How c e r t a i n am I 
that t h i s i s the case? Suppose further that the person 
reproduces h i s g r i d a t a l a t e r date, and on t h i s 
occasion construct 1 does not seem e s s e n t i a l to the 
d e f i n i t i o n of the element SELF. Can I assume that 
construct 1 i s no longer core to the person's s e l f -
d e f i n i t i o n ? I would proceed as follows. F i r s t l y , I 
know that before any observation i s made or grids 
c o l l e c t e d the l i k e l i h o o d a person's g r i d w i l l contciin 
a core construct (p = .359) i s l e s s than the l i k e l i h o o d 
that i t w i l l contain a peripheral construct (p = . 6 4 l ) . 
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On entering the l i k e l i h o o d table I f i n d that observing 
a s e l f - d e f i n i n g construct i s more l i k e l y to i n d i c a t e 
a core construct (p = .72^) than a peri p h e r a l construct 
(p = .398) and that observing a construct not d e f i n i t i v e . 
of SELF i s more l i k e l y to i n d i c a t e a peri p h e r a l construct 
(p = .602) than a core construct (p = .275) • To be more 
rigorous I apply Bayes' theorem to the two hypotheses and 
obtain p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s for construct 1 of .505 

f o r i t being 'core', and .^95 for i t being p e r i p h e r a l . 
Because of the lov/ p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s I am s t i l l un­
c e r t a i n about how to c l a s s i f y construct 1. A f t e r the 
second observation I may r e v i s e these p r o b a b i l i t i e s by 
reapplying the theorem. I obtain p o s t e r i o r s of .682 

f o r construct 1 being 'peripheral' and .318 for i t 
being 'core'. Thus, a f t e r two observations I am 68% 

sure that construct 1 i s p e r i p h e r a l . 

I n suinriciryi a s e t of transformations appropriate to L e v e l 3 have 

been developed f o r the core g r i d procedure. I n the follov;ing 

s e c t i o n , the manner i n which these transformations may be u t i l i s e d 

to encourage modelling w i l l be discussed. 
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3.2.5« Stage 4; Developing r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 

3.2.5.1. ( i ) L e v e l 2 d i s p l a y s . 

To develop Level 2 d i s p l a y s we w i l l continue to examine Kenneth's 

g r i d s e r i e s as a t e s t case. Kenneth produced four g r i d s over a 

period of three months, on each t e s t i n g occasion introducing 6 new 

constructs i n t o h i s g r i d and reapplying n i l constructs pi'oduced on 

previous t e s t occcisions. I n a l l Kenneth produced 24 c o n s t r u c t s . 

Over the four t e s t i n g occasions, the element sample remained 

constant. After completing each g r i d , the data was processed by 

the cumulative p r i n c i p a l components a n a l y s i s (see 3 « 2 . 4 . 4 . ) . From 

these analyses on each occasion s i g n i f i c a n t components, and t h e i r 

representation by constructs and elements were obtained by the 

method of representation (see 3 . 2 . 4 . 3 . ) . As an example of the 

e f f i c i e n c y of t h i s method. F i g . 39 records component representation 

i n Kenneth's f i r s t g r i d . Constructs and elements have been plotted 

according to the variance that they contribute to each component. 

For example, the elements s e l e c t e d (underlined i n the f i g u r e ) to 

represent component I ( E 9 SELF and B4) may c l e a r l y be seen to be 

the tv/o extreme Ccises for t h i s component. S i m i l a r l y , constructs 

have been ordered according to t h e i r component loadings i n the 

lower graph, and i t i s evident that the constructs s e l e c t e d as 

representative of each component (underlined i n the f i g u r e ) exceed 

the variance accounted for i n - t h a t component by any other construct 

As a r e s u l t of t h i s a n a l y s i s , a L e v e l 2 display may be assembled 

by the user i n the follov/ing v/ay. Taking each construct (recorded 
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on cards) the user arranges them i n a column i n three groups 

corresponding to the three components. Constructs a-re ordered 

v/ithin each group from the highest loading at the top to the 

lowest at the bottom. Talcing up the elements (recorded on cards) 

the user arranges them i n a rov; adjacent to each group of constioicts 

i n turn, ordered according to t h e i r loadings on each component. 

Thus, elements to the l e f t are defined by the l e f t hand construct 

d e f i n i t i o n s , and elements to the r i g h t by r i g h t hand d e f i n i t i o n s . 

I n addition, c e n t r a l elements at each pole may be separated from 

non-central elements. The element assembly i s repeated f o r each 

component i n turn, and the display v ; i l l take the form represented 

i n F i g . 

A r e f l e c t i v e strategy compatible v;ith t h i s display i s to request 

that the user formulate descriptions of each component i n turn by 

r e f e r r i n g both to the constructs and to the elements. I n addition, 

the user night be encouraged to f u r n i s h an account of the v;ay each 

component d i f f e r s from the others by s y s t e m a t i c a l l y comparing p a i r s 

of components. I n t h i s example, Kenneth may formulate three 

accounts for the comparisons between h i s components. 

This a c t i v i t y involves the user i n an a p p r a i s a l of h i s modelling 

conversation. To f u r n i s h the accounts outlined above, he must 

take i n t o consideration the f u n c t i o n a l properties of each component 

i n t h e i r capacity to define c e r t a i n elements i n the a r r a y . I n 

addition he must develop adequate terms to r e f e r to a t t r i b u t e s of 

components i n the array, and t h i s corresponds to a second-level 

meta-language. 
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Figure ^ Level 2 display. 

3.2.5-2. ( i i ) Level 3 displays. • 

To derive displays compatible with Level 3 the Bayesian-: transform­

ations outlined i n 3.2.3.1. are applied. The procedure i s as 

follov;s:-

1) core grid transformations are applied to the Level 2 display 

to identify core constructs (D ^ ) , peripheral constructs (D ) , 
cc pc 

central elements (D ) and incidental elements (D. ) • When 
ce le 

applied to Kenneth's f i r s t grid the following outcomes obtained:-
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(a) Constructs, 

CI SELF-DESTRUCTIVE 

C2 RECEPTIVE TO CHANGE 

C3 BITTER D 
C'f AVOIDS BOTSICAL CONTACT cD 

. Pc 
C5 EMOTIONAL D 

pc 
C6 V/ITHDRAWN D 

cc 

Elements* 

E l ADMIRED MALE FRIEi^ID (1) ^ i e 
E2 D I S L I K E D I-IALE FRIEIND D 

ce 
E3 MOTHER ^ i e 
Eh D I S L I K E D FEMALE FRIEND D 

• ce 
E5 GIRLFRIEt© (1) D. le 
E6 EX-FLANE (2) D 

ce 
E7 EX-FLAt-iE (1) D 

ce 
E8 ADMIRED MALE FRIEND (2) D. l e 
E9 SELF D 

ce E10 GIRLFRIEND (2) D. l e 
E11 ADMIRED FEI-IALE FRIEi® (1) D 

ce E12 ADI^IRED FEI'IALE FRIEND (2) 

2) The likelihoods and prior probabilities of hypotheses associa­

ted with these outcomes are identified from Tables l8 and 19, and 

posterior probabilities for each construct and element derived 

using the tabular form of Bayes' Theorem ( I h i l l i p s , 1973, p.60). 



For example, the postrior probabilities for constructs CI, C2 

and C6 are obtained as follows:-
r 

Hypotheses Priors Likelihoods P x L Posteriors 

Ĥ ^ .359 .725 -260 .26OA515 

H .6^1 •598 .255 .25V-515 

1.000 .515 

3) core grid outcomes for Kenneth's four grids are l i s t e d i n 

Appendix E, and the posterior probabilities associated with these 

outcomes tabulated for construct centrality (Table 20) and element 

centrality (Table 21), On the basis of this transformation core 

grid statements may be displayed. For example, on the second 

occasion the following statements might be made:-

" I am ^y/o certain that construct 1, SELF-
DESTRUCTIVE i s a core construct, and that 
i t v / i l l be central to your self-definition 
on the next occasion that you employ i t " . 

and 

" I an 62% certain that element 2, DISUKED 
MALE FRIEND, i s a central element, and that 
i t w i l l be central to your definition of 
yourself on the next occasion". 
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Day 

Constructs 1 33 32 102 

CI SELF-DESTRUCTIVE 303* 650* 772* 607 

C2 RECEFTIVE TO CHANGE 503* 318 176 089 

C3 BITTER 20k 103 031 024 
AVOIDS PHYSICAL COOTACT - 20k 105 031 024 
EMOTIONAL 204 103 031 089* 

C6 V/ITHDRAV/N 305* 318 439* 279 

C7 GUILT-RIDDEN- 503* 630* 772* 

C8 NEEDS EXCITEMENT 204 318* 439* 

C9 BORING 305* 630* 439 

CIO ALWAYS AGREES WITH ME 303* 650* 459 

C11 ASHAt-ED OF THEIR ii'KKl.TNGS 305* 650* 772* 

C12 AFRAID OF THE FUTURE 503* 650* 439 

C13 LIAR 204 % 
318 

c^k AN EMOTIONAL CRIPHLE 204 103 

C15 TELLS TALL STORIES 204 103 

C16 BLAI-iES OTHER iEOPLE • 303* 318 

C17 SEE THEi-ISELVES AS BAD 303* 630* 

Cl8 ovms UP 303* 630* 

C19 HAS AIR OF CONFIDEI^CE 303* 
C20 EASILY LED ON 503* 
C21 PLAN THEIR LIVES 204 
C22 PARASITES . 204 
C23 LIVELY 503' 
C24 FORGET THEIR PAST MISTAKES 503* 

Note: posterior probabilities marked with • denote core ccnstruc 

• outcomes • Decimal point omitted. * 

TABLE 20 Posterior probabilities of construct centrality (H^^) 
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Alternatively,these statements may be tabulated as prompts for 

further modelling activity (Table 22). By compaxing Day 1 

posterior probabilities (column 1) with outcomes in the follovring 

reproduced grid (Day 38, column 2) discrepancies may be noted 

(column 5)1 and depending on the magnitude of the discrepemcy, 

prompts of high significance (??) and low significance ( ?) 

identified. I t may be observed that owing to the low prior 

probabilities attached to H a l l element outcomes observed i n Day 
c© 

1 (column 1) obtain higher posterior probabilities for Ĥ ^ than 

Ĥ .̂ However, posterior probabilities for Ĥ ^ vary between Sk% 

and 35?̂ « Consequently, central element outcomes in the subsequent 

grid are more significeuit for the former (e.g. E l ) than the l a t t e r 

(e.g. E2). V/hen the Eayesian tramsformation i s reapplied to 

Day 33 outcomes, predictions are obtained for subsequent occasions 

or. v/hich the grid i s reproduced (column k)» 

The reflective strategy incorporated in this display entails that 

the user furnish and record an account for the observed discrepancies 

That i s , he i s requested to ask himself questions such as:-

"My construct R E C E P T I V E TO CHANGE does not appear to 
be as important to my definition of myself now as i t 
used to be. What has happened over the intervening 
period to bring about this effect?" 

or 

•'Element 1 seems to be more important to ne now than 
he used to be. What has happened between us that might 
account for thi s ? " 
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Day 

Elements 1 38 32 102 

E1 ADMIRED MALE FRIEND ( 1 ) 160 272* ^3* 390* 

E2 DISLIKED miE FRIEND 620* 761* 862* 

E3 MOTHER 160 272* 423* 390* 

E f̂ DISLIKED FEJ^IALE FRIEND 620* 761* 590 

E5 G I R L F R I E I ^ (1) 160 272* 423* 590* 

E6 EX-FLAIiE (2) 620* 761* 8 6 2 * 

E7 EX-FLAr-tE (1) 620* 423 390* 

E8 ADMIRED MALE FRIEND (2) l6o 079 143^ 070 

E 9 SELF- 620* 761* 862* 

E10 GIRLFRmiD (2) 160 079 143* 070 

E l l ADMIRED FEMALE FRIEM) (1) 620* 761* 862* 

E12 ADMIRED FEI-ME FRIEI® (2) 160 272* if23*" 590*. 

Note: posterior probabilities marked iidth * denote central element 

outcomes. Decimal point omitted. 

TAELE 21 Posterior probabilities of element centrality. 

To formulate answers to these questions the user must engage i n 

modelling ac t i v i t y at Level 4, namely to compare and denote the 

contexts i n v/hich his models of himself and element 1 are 

exteriorised. 

5»2»5«3* In summary, this section has examined the application 

of the transformations developed i n 3«2.6. and the nature of the 

displays that may be derived. Reflective strategies for encoura­

ging the user to interact with and make i n t e l l i g i b l e the displays 

have been outlined. 
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Day 58 Day 38 Next 

Prediction 
. (1) 

Outcome 
(2) 

Prompt 
(3) 

Prediction 

ConstioictB 

01 SELF-DESTRUCTIVE Core 31. Core Core 65 
02 RECEPTIVE TO CHAN*GE Core 51 Per. ? Per. 68 
C3 BITTER Per. 80 Per. •* Per. 90 
C4 AVOIDS PHYSICAL COIfTACT Per.80 Per. mm Per. 90 
C5 EMOTIONAL Per. 80 Per. I ^ r . 90 
06 WITHDRA™ Core 31 Per. • o 

« 
Per. 68 

Elements 

E l ADMIRED MALE FRIEriD (1) Inc. 8^ Central ?? I n c . 73 
E2 DiSLilCED MALE FRIEl® Inc. 53 Central ? Central 62 
E3 MOTHER Inc. 8^ Central ?? I n c . 73 
Eh DISLIICED FEMALE FRIEf© Inc. 33 Central ? Central 62 
E5 GIRLFRIH© (1) Inc. 8^ Central ?? I n c . 73 
E6 EX-FLAME (2) Inc. 33 Central o Central 62 
E7 EX-FLAME (1) Inc. 35 Central ? Central 62 
E8 ADf-aRED I-IALE FRIEND (2) Inc. 8h Inc. I n c . 92 • 
E9 SELF Inc. 55 Central ? Central 62 
E10 GIRLFRIEND (2) Inc. 8h Inc. - I n c . 92 
E11 ADJURED FEI-tALE FRIEND(I) Inc. 53 Central • Central 62 
E12 ADMIRED FEMALE FRIErn)(2) Inc. 8k Central ?? I n c . 73 

TABLE 22 Prompt chart for Day 38, 
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This chapter haB focuseed on the development of an algo­

rithm (the core grid procedure) for administering, transforming 

and displaying a repertory grid to exhibit the feature of centrality 

of predication^ The develoimental process has been traced through 

four stages, and the results of each stage may be summarised* 

3.2.6.1. Stage 1. 

The theoretical background to the notion of predication centrality. 

was discussed and the follovri.ng conclxisions were dravm; ( i ) that • 

centrality of predication within a conversational domain implied 

the relevemce of statements uttered by the user to the conversational 

domain as he perceived i t ; ( i i ) that relevance was most strongly, 

influenced by the capacity to map ' f e l t ' meanings into external 

representations; ( i i i ) that a procedure that exhibited the mapping 

with respect to models of s e l f may be devised; ( i v ) that coristructs 

central to self-descriptions {core constructs) were inadequately 

defined i n previous research, and that a more rigorous definition 

was required for the development of such a procedure. 

3.2.6.2. Stage 2. 

As a preliminary stage to developing transformations compatible 

%ri.th Levels 2 and 3 construct and element centrality were 

operationally defined i n terms of a number of grid features derived 

from previous research, principally the extremity vdth which 
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elements were located on constructs, and the s t a b i l i t y which those 

element allocations displayed over grids reproduced on a se r i e s 

of occasions. These two aspects of predication were considered as 

principal features of adequate mapping. Sample grids were obtained 

and operational definitions applied to derive prior probability 

distributions for hypotheses concerning the centrality of individual 

constructs and elements. 

3.2.6.3. Stage 3> 

Having identified centrality hypotheses transformations were 

developed i n the following way; ( i ) a detailed comparison of 

principal components and typal analysis led to the conclusion that 

the performance of the former was superior; ( i i ) a method for 

identifying significant components was established, najnely the 

representation method; ( i i i ) a method for comparing successive 

grids was developed , namely cumulative principal components 

analysis; (iv) a set of 'core grid* outcomes v/as identified and 

defined; (v) estimates of the likelihood that core grid outcomes 

identify centrality hypotheses were obtained. 

3.2.6.^. Stage ̂ . 

Applying the transformations to one subject's series of grids 

enable the developnent of displays and reflective strategies for 

two levels of modelling; ( i ) Level 2 displays entailing the assembly 

by the user of an array comprising construct and clement cards 

ordered by principal components, and the furnishing of descriptions 
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for components; ( i i ) Level 3 displays entailing the construction 

of prompt charts depicting discrepancies between outcomes expected 

on the basis of previously produced grids, and outcomes observed 

in subsequently reproduced grids. The appropriate r e f l e c t i v e 

strategy was concluded to be to request that the user furnish 

accounts for observed discrepancies. 



-333-

Chapter 3*3< 

The reconstruction grid 

3.3.1. Stages i n the development of reconstruction grid 

procedures* 
4 

3.3.2. Stage 1: Introduction. 

3«3-3« Stage 2: Defining predication s t a b i l i t y . 

3.3.4. Stage 3: Developing transformations. 

3.3«3^ Stage 4; Developing reflective strategies. 

3.3»6. Summarji. 
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3«3»1» Stages i n the development of construction grid procedures. 

3.3«1«1* The previous chapter developed the core grid procedures 

for transformations and displays appropriate to Levels 2 and 3. 

The task of this chapter i s to follow through similar developmental 

stages with respect to the s t a b i l i t y of predications i n the user's 

grid matrix. The objective of th i s second set of procedures i s to 

complement the transformations and displays concerning the centrality 

of predication i n the preceding chapter, and to combine the 

procedures into an algorithm of a c t i v i t i e s i n chapter 3.^. This 

chapter, then, traces the follov/ing stages i n the development of 

a procedure^ henceforward termed the reconstruction grid:-

3.3»1 .2 . STAGE 1. Theoretical introduction to s t a b i l i t y of 

predication. 

Step ( i ) ; An outline of conditions underlying predication 

change i n the repertory grid. 

Step ( i i ) ; An examination of. procedures i n the 'marital 

reconstruction grid". (Ifyle & Lipshitz, 1975). 

3«3*1.3o STAGE 2. Operational definitions of predication 

s t a b i l i t y and the collection of sample observations. 

S t e p ( i i i ) ; The construction of operational definitions of 

predication s t a b i l i t y . 

Step ( i v ) ; The collection of a sample of grids and the c l a s s i f i -
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pation of sample predications according to the 

definitions of step ( i i i ) . 

Step ( v ) ; The construction of prior probability distributions 

for definitions of predication s t a b i l i t y . 

3.5.1.4. STAGE 3; The development of transformations compatible 

with Levels 2 and 3. 

Step ( v i ) ; The development of transformations for identifying 

predication s t a b i l i t y i n replicated grids. 

Step ( v i i ) ; The definition of outcome classes deriving from 

the transformations developed i n step ( v i ) . 

Step ( v i i i ) ; The estimation of likelihood ratios associated with 

transformation outcomes. 

5.3.1.3e STAGE 4; The development of displays compatible with 

Levels 2 and 3« 

Step ( i x ) ; The development of Level 2 displays deriving from 

step ( v i ) transformations and application to a 

case-study. 

Step ( x ) ; The development of a reflective strategy and display 

for Level 3 transformations. 
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3.3»2. Stage 1; Introduction. 

3«3»2»1» The following study seeks to develop measures concerned 

with the degree of subjective uncertainty i n grid predications 

over the course of time. That i S | the focus of the reconstruction 

grid procediires i s on change in-construction and the role of feed­

back i n alerting the user to areas of potential and actual change 

in his construction of himself and others. 

Such feedback i s c l e E i r l y not independent of outcomes deriving from 

the core grid procedure . Kelly argues that core constructs are 

less l i k e l y to be influenced by interpersonal events because they sxre 

instrumental to the maintenance of identity, and s t a b i l i t y of 

construction was used as an indicator of core constructs i n the 

previous chapter. Furthermore, predicates other than core constructs 

do vary i n their functional properties for the person. Whilst 

Mischel (1964) cogently argues that a l l constructs must necessarily 

be seen as expressions of decisions that the c l i e n t makes, or 

"rules for prescribing v/hat should be done" (p.l84), and thus be 

logically invulnerable to refutation by invalidating outcomes, such * 

a sv/eeping generalisation cannot account for those studies that do 

show revision of construction as a consequence of invalidating 

outcomes ( B i e r i , 1933; Levy, 195^; Newman, 1956). These studies do, 

however, identify the differential effects of invalidation on 

functionally different constructs. For example, Levy (1954) invest­

igated the effects of invalidation of •constellatory* and 

•prepositional' constructs, as defined by Kelly (1953); 
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"A construct which permits i t s elements to belong to 
other realms concurrently, but fixes their realm member­
ships, may be called a cozistellatory construct 
A construct which leaves i t s elements open to 
construction i n a l l other respects may be called a prep­
ositional construct". 

Kelly (1933, p.155). 

Levy was able to show that his subjects altered their constructions 

in response to invalidating data to a greater extent on constella-

tory than on prepositional constructs. I n his experiment the 

invalidating data was direct and complete, leaving S i n no doubt 

that a particular construction had been refuted. In contrast to 

real l i f e events, Levy called this experimental procedure "forced 

reconstruction". Levy's study implies that constructs vary in their 

functional properties, and are differentially influenced by invalid­

ating events. Combining the core and reconstruction grid procedures 

i s expected to draw the user's attention to this feature. 

3.3«2.2 . What, generally, are the conditions under which change 

in construction might occur? A f i r s t consideration i s that within 

a personal construct theory definition change need never occur. 

This i s a point that f i s c h e l makes with great c l a r i t y : 

"suppose I have construed the boss as hostile, he asks 
me to work overtime, and I construe this as validation. 
Was the request i n fact hostile? The answer depends on 
the boss' intentions - his request was not hostile unless 
he intended (consciously or not) to attack ce i n making 
i t ilov v;hen I construed hin as hostile I made a 
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decision about the kind of person he i s ; I am, therefore,, 
•set* to construe whatever he does as an attempt to dom­
inate.... That such 'validation' lacks objectivity i s 
cl e a r . What i s not clear i s how there could ever be 
something the boss does that could not be subjectively 
construed as validation. I s even a abjective i n v a l i d ­
ation of constructs possible?" 

I4ischel (1964, p.l82) 

Hischel i s referring to that process defined by Kelly as 

•hostility', or "the continued effort to extort validational 

evidence i n favour of a type of s o c i a l prediction which has already 

proved i t s e l f a fa i l u r e " (Kelly, 1935i p.310). I f such a process 

v;ere completely successful, v;e must agree v/ith Mischel that 

invalidation could not occur. However, the key to this l o g i c a l 

dilemma i s in Kelly's definition of h o s t i l i t y v/here he points out. 

that i t may occur only v/hen a prediction heis proved i t s e l f a 

failure . To consider this definition, we must ask 'what part of 
• 

the person, or what psychological process, i s aware that a predic­

tion i s a failure, whilst the rest of the person proceeds as i f i t 

were not?' The major implication of Kelly's formulation i s that 

there must exist a superordinate system of construing which, 

taking every-day interpersonal construing as i t s object, i s open 

to invalidation of the same kind Kelly refers to. as an awareness 

that a prediction i s a failure. This i s a cr u c i a l consideration for 

a model of psychological change based on conversational s k i l l , arid ' 

i s ubiquitous i n Kelly's formulations of diagnostic constructs. 

Thus, conversational s k i l l seems to entail the developnent of an 

effective coupling between Levels 2 and 3* V/hen adaptive, t h i s 
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coupling v;ould enable measured reconstruction t o occur i n model­

l i n g at Level 2 as a r e s u l t of reconstruction at Level 3 . V/hen 

non-adaptive, t h i s coupling leads t o behaviours intended t o 

veaidate, by whatever means, interpersonal construing. I n Kelly's 

formulations, t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s a recurrent theme, f o r example: 

"t h r e a t i s the awatreness of imminent comprehensive 
change i n one's core structures Anxiety i s the 
recognition t h a t the events w i t h v;hich one i s confronted 
l i e outside the range of convenience of one's construct 

Perception of one's apx>arent dislodgement from h i s 
core r o l e s t r u c t u r e c o n s t i t u t e s the experience of g u i l t . " 

K e l l y (1955, p . ^ 9 - 5 0 2 ) . 

3.3*2.3. How might i n v a l i d a t i o n of Level 2 predicates lead t o 

changes i n subsequent g r i d predications and interpersonal behaviour? 

To provide a framework f o r describing changes i n construction, Fask's 

(1973) exposition of subjective uncertainty i s useful here. Pask 

argues th a t learning takes place w i t h i n a context of uncer t a i n t y ; 

(a) uncertainty regarding the methods f o r b r i n g i n g about a r e l a t i o n 

(or uncertainty regarding a concept), and (b) uncertainty regarding 

the way a r e l a t i o n may be expressed. 

As v;e have seen Gendlin (1972) viev/s e x p e r i e n t i a l e x p l i c a t i o n as 

a d i a l e c t i c a l process whereby attempts to express a ' f e l t ' meaning 

• carry forv/ard» those meanings; 

•"Explication i s a process c f steps. As v/e describe 
some d i r e c t l y f e l t e x p e r i e n t i a l aspect, our f e l t 
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experience i s thereby releeieed, c a r r i e d forv;ard,.«., 
A moment l a t e r , new aspects of t h i s new experiencing 
can be explicated. The statement v;hich v/as previously 
BO true may nov/ be contradicted. The next step of 
ex p l i c a t i n g may again bring a f e l t response as 
experiencing i s f u r t h e r c a r r i e d forv/ardj Thus, 
propositions as such are no longer tr u e or false i n 
themselves. Instead, there i s a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c r o l e 
they day have i n the e x p l i c a t i o n process." 

Gendlin (1972, p. I 6 5 ) . 

This process represents the gradual emergence of an e f f e c t i v e 

cou.-ling between modelling a t d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s . As modelling 

proceeds, uncertainty about a r e l a t i o n and uncertainty about 

the way i n which i t might be expressed are mutually modified. 

These two aspects of uncertainty Pask (1975) r e f e r s t o as d^ (doubt 

regarding methods of bringing about a r e l a t i o n ) and d2 (doubt 

about how a r e l a t i o n might be expressecj, which enables him t o 

define a coordinate space f o r t r a c i n g the process of l e a r n i n g 

(Fi g . ^1) . Suppose you are requested t o formulate and explain 

an idea, R̂ ; 

" s t a r t i n g from ignorance (no method, high, d^; no idea 
of what to do, high d2)» you b u i l d some model. But as 
soon as you have any model d^ becomes low vailued though 
d2 nisiy s t i l l be high ( f o r your one model may not work 
t o b r ing about fi^ and you may be unconvinced that i t 
w i l l do so). As the model i s perfected, d^ decreases 
and your conviction increases; and l e a r n i n g to explain 

through a one clocked modelling f a c i l i t y forces the 
t r a j e c t o r y through a point (low d^; low d^)^ A f t e r t h a t , 
the value of d^ may increase as more methods of modelling 
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are learned and these may be l i s t e d as a l t e r n a t i v e 
models." 

Bask (1975t p.^l8 -9) . 

As models, or expressions, of the r e l a t i o n p r o l i f e r a t e , u ncertainty 

regarding the r e l a t i o n again increases, and t h i s corresponds t o 

the 'carrying fcr\-;ard' of f e l t experience described by Gendlin. 

As e x p l i c a t i o n proceeds uncertainty regarding the adequacy vrith 

which the. r e l a t i o n i s expressed may again increase, br i n g i n g the 

t r a j e c t o r y back to i t s s t a r t i n g p o i n t . Further attempts a t 

exp l i c a t i o n thus r e s t a r t the cycle ( F i g . k2). 

However, i t need not alv/ays be the case th a t modelling a c t i v i t y . 

follov/s from the i n v a l i d a t i o n of interpersonal construing. Consider 

a person aware at Level 3 that i n v a l i d a t i o n has occurred; 

(He) "can accept the evidence p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y , cut h i s 
losses and t r y another constjruct t o see whether i t s 
p r e d i c t i v e capacity i s b e t t e r . Or he can argue that 
there was something unusual about th a t p a r t i c u l a r 
experiment, there v;as some aspect of the s i t u a t i o n t h a t 
he f a i l e d to take i n t o account, so he repeats the 
experiment. Or he can attempt to a l t e r the events so 
th a t they conform to his predictions and thus behave 
i n a h o s t i l e way. He can become anxious and so 
»loosen' h i s construct system i n the relevant places 
to incorporate now evidence. Or he may f e e l threatened 
by the unpredicted responses and perhaps 'tigh t e n ' h i s 
system i n an attempt t o define more c l e a r l y exactly 
what i t was he was p r e d i c t i n g . " 

Fransella (1970. p.66) 
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Fip^ure 1̂ Learning t r a j e c t o r y 

(1975, p .^19)-

Figurc 42 The, t r a j e c t o r y of e x p e r i e n t i a l e x p l i c a t i o n . 
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These outcomes i l l u s t r a t e a range of st r a t e g i e s f o r coping w i t h 

uncertciinty, each strategy defined by d i f f e r e n t degrees of 

coupling between each l e v e l of modelling. Consider each outcome 

i n t u r n : r 

( i ) He "can accept the evidence philosophically» cut h i s losses 

and t r y another construct t o s.ee whether i t s predictive, capacity 

i s b e t t e r " . 

Here the person i s engaged i n reconstruction, formulating nev; 

an t i c i p a t i o n s and predicating them i n a new v/ay. Thus, h i s 

t r a j e c t o r y may be represented i n F i g . k3j where he has expressed 

an a l t e r n a t i v e r e l a t i o n and i s moderately c e r t a i n of i t s i m p l i c a ­

tions f o r him. 

( i i ) "he can argue th a t there was something unusual about th a t 

p a r t i c u l a r experiment so he repeats the experiment." 

Here the person r e t a i n s h i s model and the predications t h a t derive 

from i t but i s less c e r t a i n about t h e i r appropriateness (Fig.¥t). 

( i i i ) "or he can attempt t o a l t e r events so .that they conform 

to h i s predictions " 

Here the person r e t a i n s his model, and the predications t h a t derive 

from i t reducing h i s doubt by denying that i n v a l i d a t i o n ever 

occurred, or by »cooking the books' so that v a l i d a t i o n always occurs 

(F i g . ^5) . 



Figure k?. 

.36^ 

Figure ^3. Figure kk. 

O 

Figure 4̂ , Figure. 
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( i v ) "he can become anxious and so 'loosen' h i s construct 

system i n the relevant places t o incorporate nev/ evidence." 

The person maintains high l e v e l s of uncertainty, both about h i s 

models and about the predications he derives from them ( F i g . hS), 

(v) '*or he may 'tighten' h i s system i n an attempt t o define 

more c l e a r l y exactly what i t was he v/as p r e d i c t i n g . " 

The person maintains high degrees of c e r t a i n t y i n the predicates 

he formulates but i s uncertain as t o whether the model these 

predicates express i s appropriate ( F i g . 47) . 

To summarise, reconstruction i n the repertory g r i d may be viewed 

as an e x t e r i o r i s a t i o n of changes i n the nature of the i n t e r n a l 

conversation. V/hilst i t i s accepted that not a l l predications i n 

the repertory g r i d are p r e d i c t i o n s , i t i s firgued t h a t t o the extent 

that they are not the coupling between l e v e l s of modelling a c t i v i t y 

i s weak. Procedures developed t o enhance conversational s k i l l 

oust focus on t h i s coupling and enable the user t o elaborate 

a l t e r n a t i v e models and to derive predications from these a l t e r n a t i v e s 

3 « 3 * 2 . 4 . Studies of the r e l i a b i l i t y of predications made i n 

s e r i a l grids abound and frequently provide c o n f l i c t i n g r e s u l t s ( f o r 

example, compare F j e l d and Landfield I961, and Gathereble, 

Bromely and Ashcroft, 1970). However, Sannister and Mair cogently 

point out the inconsistency of such studies: 
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" K e l l y once defined r e l i a b i l i t y as 'that character­
i s t i c of a t e s t which makes i t i n s e n s i t i v e t o change*• 
This s h i f t of emphasis does not mean t h a t we have t o 
become the happy victims of so-called e r r o r vsiriance. 
V/e can perhaps s u b s t i t u t e , f o r simple general r e l i a b i l i t y , 
the idea that v/ithin the broader context of assessing 
the v a l i d i t y of g r i d scores, we are e s s e n t i a l l y concerned 
w i t h predictable s t a b i l i t y and predictable change." 

Bannister & Mair, (1968, p . 156) . 

There i s , nevertheless, a need t o establish the basis on which 

such predictions might be made. This v/ould e n t a i l two components:-

( i ) an evaluation of the wide v a r i e t y of indices p u r p o r t i n g t o 

measure changes i n construction, i n order to determine what kind 

of change i s being measured; 

( i i ) an attempt to r e l a t e measured changes i n construction t o 

experienced events. 

Two approaches to these issues are possible, namely studies 

i n v e s t i g a t i n g change-producing s i t u a t i o n s (e.g. psychotherapy) 

and studies of change i n construction follov/ihg experimentally 

c o n t r o l l e d s i t u a t i o n s . Studies of the l a t t e r k ind have generally 

encountered^ the dilemma of • ecologicsd , v a l i d i t y ' . .(Brunsv^^ 1956>, 

in--that the changes i n construction produced by experimental 

manipulations are e i t h e r s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g (e.g. Levy's 'forced 

reconstruction') or tha t the manipulations themselves bear l i t t l e 

s i m i l e L T i t y to ' r e a l - l i f e ' events. One attempt t o reduce the impact 
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of t h i s c r i t i c i s m i s t h a t of Bennion^s (1959) study i n v o l v i n g the 

s e l f - r e p o r t by subjects of i n v a l i d a t i n g experiences. I n genercil, 

experimental studies of change i n construction f a i l t o c l e a r l y 

demarcate the condition under v/hich reconstruction occurrs. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e approach i s perhaps more descriptive of change 

processes as they occur, but generally encoimters d i f f i c u l t i e s i n 

anchoring observed changes i n ongoing experience. Major studies of 

change during psychotherapy have focussed on d i f f e r e n t aspects of 

the repertory g r i d , f o r example, changes i n the range of im p l i c a t i o n s 

of construct subsystems (Fransella, 15^72), changes i n the ' i n t e n s i t y ' 

of construct i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s , and the consistency of element 

ranking on constructs (Fransella & Joyston-Bechal, 1970; Fransella, 

1970), and changes i n p r i n c i p a l component representation o f s e l f 

and partner elements (Ryle & L i p s h i t z , 1975) and partner-therapist 

sessions (Hyle, 1975)• 

• 

I n order t o establish procedures f o r e x h i b i t i n g reconstruction i n 

g r i d predications, i t i s useful t o examine i n d e t a i l the method­

ology and raeasiires used i n one of these studies, namely the 

'maritcil reconstruction g r i d ' ( I ^ l e & L i p s h i t s , 1975)* This study 

reports a method f o r recording changes i n the course of j o i n t 

m a r i t a l therapy; 

"A major advantage of g r i d technique i s that i t uses 
the subject's ov/n vocabulary' t o describe people or 
re l a t i o n s h i p s , and enables them to demonstrate 
V:hat they, personally, f e e l to be important - v/hich 
may not necessarily coincide v/ith v/hat i s held to be 
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s i g n i f i c a n t by the t h e r p i s t , " 

I ^ l e 8c L i p s h i t z (1975, p . 3 9 ) . 

At the s t a r t of the course of therapy a number of constructs based 

on dyadic rel a t i o n s h i p s of husband and wife v/ere e l i c i t e d (^yle 

& Lunghi, 1970) and these constructs formed a f i x e d set f o r a l l 

subsequent occasions. On eleven occasions through the course of 

therapy, husband and wife each -rated two dyad elements on. these con­

s t r u c t s namely, sel f - t o - p a r t n e r and p a r t n e r - t o - s e l f . Thus the com­

pleted g r i d comprises 22 elements rated on 33 constructs. 

These gr i d s were then analysed by the p r i n c i p a l components analysis 

progreun, INGRID ( S l a t e r , 1972). Three forms of measure and display 

were derived:-

( i ) "the 'occasion-elements' can be p l o t t e d on a ti/o-component 

graph, the re c i p r o c a l dyad elements being j o i n e d by dyad l i n e s , 

and the successive positions being numbered sequentially, thus 

t r a c i n g the change through time of the way the r e l a t i o n s h i p was 

construed". 

( i i ) " s e l f - t o - o t h e r and ot h e r - t o - s e l f can be p l o t t e d s e r i a l l y 

against one p r i n c i p a l component". 

( i i i ) "changes i n the construct r e l a t i o n s h i p s through time can 

be examined by comparing construct c o r r e l a t i o n s i n a g r i d made up 

of the early t e s t i n g occasions w i t h one made up of the l a t e r 

t e s t i n g occasions". (Ryle ̂  L i p s h i t z (1975, p . 3 9-to). 
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The f i r s t two measures are presented as fi g u r e s which c h a r t the 

process of construction over therapy sessions (Figs. h8 and 49) • 

Using these displays, I ^ l e & L i p s h i t z concluded th a t changes 

recorded i n the reconstruction g r i d v e i d f i e d t h e i r own i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

of events during therapy. However, t h i s study raises a nunber of 

important methodological points, which provide guidelines for 

procedures f o r e x h i b i t i n g change i n construction* 

3.3«2.5» F i r s t l y , a number of procedural points require 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n : -

( i ) The g r i d hEis been used p r i m a r i l y as a recording device, on 

the assumption th a t i t i s r e l a t i v e l y s e n s i t i v e t o changes i n 

construction from occasion to occasion. By the same token, such 

a recording device may also p r e c i p i t a t e changes over and above those 

obtaining from coxmselling alone. I^yle & L i p s h i t z do r e f e r t o t h i s : 

"Completing the s e r i a l r a t i n g s of t h e i r own r e l a t i o n s h i p 
may have enabled, or forced, the couple t o acknowledge 
denied fe e l i n g s , and may have contributed t o the r e l a t i v e ­
l y r a p i d change achieved." 

(p.^5-A6). 

Hov;ever, no i n d i c a t i o n of the extent of change th a t may be 

a t t r i b u t e d to the g r i d procedure i s given. An a l t e r n a t i v e approach 

might be t o view the procedure as a source of change and t o imple­

ment i t as such. That i s , one objective of repertory g r i d procedures 

might be t o develop i n s i g h t i n t o construing processess w i t h i n the 
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Component I 

(37?^) 

Component I I 
(15?0 

Figure ^ Wife's reconstruction g r i d displayed i n terms o f the' 

f i r s t tv;o components. 

+1.0 

+ .5 

Loading 0-j 

.5 

Ryle 8c L i p s h i t z (1975,p.^). 

^ I . O J r I i I 1 1 1 — I r — — r 
T1 T2 T3 T^ T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 T i l 

Figure kS Wife's reconstruction g r i d ; component I I . 

Ryle & Upshita (1975,p.W 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p * 

( i i ) Throu^out the g r i d s e r i e s , the sample of constructs vaa 

f i x e d , on the assumption that the constructs derived from the 

prelimi nary dyad were representative of construing i n the r e l a t i o n ­

ship. However, t h i s t a t i o n a l e i s inconsistent w i t h the a p p l i c a t i o n 

of the procedure, namely to chart changes i n construction, which 

may presumably p a r t l y be r e f l e c t e d i n changes i n the representative­

ness of constructs over time» An a l t e r n a t i v e approach i s t o consider 

construct e l i c i t a t i o n as a sampling process, i n which v a r i a t i o n s 

i n the d i r e c t i o n of the c l i e n t ' s a t t e n t i o n lead t o - v a r i a t i o n s 

i n the sample of constructs obtained. To allow f o r t h i s i t would 

be necessary to e l i c i t new samples of constructs on succeeding 

occasions, and the studies i n v o l v i n g t h i s procedure have i n d i c a t e d 

that sampling i n many cases i s stable (e.g. F j e l d 8e L a n d f i e l d , 

1961), or that changes i n sampling r e f l e c t s i g n i f i c a n t s h i f t s o f 

the c l i e n t ' s a t t e n t i o n (Mair £e Crisp, 1968)* 

( i i i ) A t h i r d , but s i m i l a r , procedural consideration i s t h a t the 

focus of convenience of the g r i d se3n.es i s determined by the 

f i x e d dyadic element sample ( s e l f - t o - o t h e r , o t h e r - t o - s e l f ) which 

appears t o be unreasonably narrow. Changes i n construction through 

the course of m a r i t a l therapy may o r i g i n a t e i n r e l a t i o n s h i p s other 

than the m a r i t a l r e l a t i o n s h i p . Ryle & L i p s h i t z do, however, 

i n d i c a t e t h a t the focus of convenience might be extended t o include 

the t h e r a p i s t ; 

"The r o l e of the therapist or therapists could be explored 
by including the couple's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the t h e r p i s t ( s ) 
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on the reconstruction g r i d , and such a modification would 
be of i n t e r e s t i n studying the course of transference." 

( p . ^ ) . 

Even t h i s modification seems t o be a considerable l i m i t a t i o n . An 

a l t e r n a t i v e approach i s to consider n i l those persons or r e l a t i o n ­

ships instrumental t o the m a r i t a l r e l a t i o n s h i p , or to the c l i e n t ' s 

perceptions of themselves and t h e i r partners. I n t h i s way, the 

complete 'life-space' of the c l i e n t may be studied, and changes 

of construction i n one area r e l a t e d t o changes i n another. 

3#3-2.6. Secondly, a number of s t a t i s t i c a l and a n a l y t i c a l 

considerations a r i s e : -

( i ) These comments concern i n t r a c t a b l e problems i n m u l t i v a r i a t e 

analyses, namely the 'number of f a c t o r s problem', and the 

• i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of f a c t o r s problem'. The former problem i s , of 

course, r e l a t e d to the v i s u e i l i s a b i l i t y of the s o l u t i o n , i n t h a t 

a maximum of three coordinates may be r e a d i l y comprehended. The 

response t o t h i s problem i s a simple one, but one v/hich leads t o 

dubious i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s and conclusions, i ^ l e & L i p s h i t z consider 

representation only i n the f i r s t two p r i n c i p a l components, which i n 

t h e i r examples account f o r only 52/o of the t o t a l variance i n the 

Wife's reconstruction g r i d , and 68% i n the Husband's. No mention 

i s ever made i n t h e i r study of lower-order components, and the 

reader i s l e f t to v/onder v/hether k8% and 32?̂  of the t o t a l variance 

has been discarded as error variance. An a l t e r n a t i v e approach 

might be to erdiaust a l l variance by accounting f o r n - 1 (where 
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n = number of elements) coordinates, and to construct a decision 

matrix f o r assigning constructs t o components. 

( i i ) This procedure might also reduce the impact of the- second 

hazard of m u l t i - v a r i a t e analyses, and enable i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t o be 

made on a more rigorous basis. . Ryle & L i p s h i t z define components 

i n terms of the ten highest ( p o s i t i v e l y or negatively) loading 

constructs, and base t h e i r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the coordinate on these 

constructs. An a l t e r n a t i v e might be t o incorporate the i d e n t i f i c a ­

t i o n of construct coordinates i n t o the g r i d procedure. That i s , 

the c l i e n t might be requested t o provide a set of descriptions 

which d i s t i n g u i s h one group of constructs from another, and which 

thus provide an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of each coordinate. 

( i i i ) As a r e l a t e d consideration regexrding the 'number of f a c t o r s 

problem' , inspection of the tv/o-component and single-component 

reconstruction g r i d p l o t s of the Ryle & L i p s h i t z study reveals 

that the c a p a b i l i t y of the f i r s t tv/o conponents t o d i s t i n g u i s h the 

tv/o elements f a l l s o f f r a p i d l y towards the end of the g r i d s e r i e s . 

For example, i n both V/ife's and Husband's two-component p l o t s the 

elements s e l f - t o - o t h e r and o t h e r - t o - s e l f , v/hilst widely dispersed 

on the f i r s t fev/ occasions, gradually converge, on the o r i g i n of 

the two coordinates over successive occasions. S i m i l a r l y , on the 

single-component p l o t s , a component that obtains maximal loadings 

of i .5 t o - 1.5 early i n the g r i d series obtains loadings a t the 

close of the series of between 0 and ^ .5- This strongly i n d i c a t e s 

that these components, although accounting f o r most of the variance 

of the e n t i r e series, are concentrated i n the early part of the 



-37^ 

series, and that lower-order components (not reported i n the 

study) might be emergent i n the l a t t e r part of the s e r i e s . I n 

short, the focus of a t t e n t i o n of V/ife and Husband seems l i k e l y 

to have s h i f t e d t o d i f f e r e n t , but unreported, areas of experience 

as therapy progressed. 

Hov/ever, Rylc ge L i p s h i t z proceed t o drav; far-reaching conclusions 

from these observations; 

"By the end of therapy, t h e r e f o r e , they agree i n seeing 
t h e i r mutual r e l a t i o n s h i p as much more s i m i l a r than had 
been the case v/hen they began' treatment." 

(p- ^2). 

I n the l i g h t of the preceding discussion i t i s clear that such a -

claim cannot be j u s t i f i e d vrLthout an examination of the discarded' 

components of the g r i d s . An a l t e r n a t i v e approach might seek t o 

i d e n t i f y the s h i f t i n g of the c l i e n t ' s a t t e n t i o n through the g r i d 

series vn.th respect t o a l l a v a i l a b l e coordinates derived from the 

g r i d . 

3»3»2.7» This c r i t i q u e has served the useful purpose of establish­

ing a set of c r i t e r i a f o r an adequate procedure f o r e x h i b i t i n g 

change i n construction, as f o l l o w s : -

( i ) That g r i d procedures be viewed as i n i t i a t i n g change i n 

construction, providing the user w i t h information concerning 

construction processes; 
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( i i ) that the user be provided with the opportunity to redirect 

attention to alternative areas of construction by introducing "additional 

constructs" into the grid on each occasion; 

( i i i ) that provision be made for the user to revise predications 

on successive occasions by reapplying constructs produced on 

previous occasions; 

(iv) that the elements comprise a representative sample of those-

persons or relationships instrumental to the modelling a c t i v i t y 

under consideration; 

(v) that a decision procedure be devised to identify coordinates 

underlying sample constructs; 

(vi) that the \iser be provided with the opportxinity to l a b e l 

coordinates hixnself • 

With these c r i t e r i a i n mind the procedures developed i n t h i a 

chapter are based on a s e r i a l »repgrid cycle' ( F i g . 50) which 

enables the user on successive occasions:-

( i ) to reproduce the e l i c i t e d meaning of constructs i n r e ­

applying them; 

( i i ) to view re~applied constructs as variations of other, perhaps 

more relevant, current meanings; 
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( i i i ) to view re-applied constructs as implying entirely new 

and independent meanings; 

(i v ) to revise particular element predications on re-appljred 

constructs; 

(v) to e l i c i t constructs that duplicate or amend ear l i e r constructs; 

(vi) to e l i c i t constructs expressing new and independent meanings. 

F i r s t 
session 

E l i c i t sample of 
elements 

E l i c i t n constructs 
and appl^ to element 
sample 

Subsequent 
sessions 

E l i c i t n constructs 
and apply to element 
sample 

E l i c i t n constructs 
and apply to element 
sample 

t 
Ee-apply constructs 
e l i c i t e d on preceding 
occasions 

Ee-apply constructs 
e l i c i t e d on preceding 
occasions 

Figure 30 The repertory grid cycle. 
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3*3*5* stage 2: Defining p r e d i c a t i o n s t a b i l i t y , 

3«3*3*1- The preceding s e c t i o n has outlined a s e r i a l procedure, 

the repertory g r i d c y c l e , by which a user completes a s u c c e s s i o n 

of g r i d s over a period of time. The obj e c t i v e of t h i s procedure 

i s to e x h i b i t to the user those p r e d i c a t i o n s that undergo change 

over the g r i d c y c l e i n a form that i s compatible v/ith modelling 

a c t i v i t y a t Le v e l s 2 and 3, To l o c a t e these predications, a s e t 

of operational d e f i n i t i o n s of construct and element s t a b i l i t y v/cre 

e s t a b l i s h e d and applied to a sample of s e r i a l g r i d s . T h i s sample 

comprised the 5 g r i d s e r i e s employed i n the preceding chapter, £ind 

an a d d i t i o n a l 2 g r i d s e r i e s which could not bo employed i n the 

preceding a n a l y s i s ov/ing to t h e i r use of the ranking nethod f or 

predicating elements. The conditions under which these g r i d s were 

produced, hcv/ever, was i d e n t i c a l to the 5 samples reported i n the 

previous cliapter. 

Thus, the sample comprised the s e r i a l grids of 7 subjects providing 

80 constructs i n a l l , r e p l i c a t e d a maximum of 5 times and a minimum 

of 2 times. Each subject had completed the g r i d s over a period 

ranging from 6 v/eeks to 3 montlis, and everj- g r i d included the 

element SELF with e i t h e r 8 or 11 f r i e n d s emd acquaintances. I n the 

5 g r i d s u t i l i s i n g the clement r a t i n g method, subjects employed a 

5-point r a t i n g s c a l e to a l l o c a t e elements. On each occasion each 

subject produced a f i x e d number or 6) of constructs and with 

the exception of the f i r s t occasion a l l constructs produced on 

previous occasions v;ere then re-applie'd,' D e t a i l s of t h i s sample 

and the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n cf c o r ^ t r u c t s and elements mâ ^ be found i n 
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Appendix F. 

, r 

3»3«3»2. ( i ) Definitions of. construct s t a b i l i t y , 

1) Stable constructs (SC). 

Rationale; • a stable construct was taken as a predicate that 

replicated to a significant l e v e l the element allocations of the 

preceding occasion between each successive replicated grid. In 

contrast to previous definitions of s t a b i l i t y of interpretation 

s t a b i l i t y of construction entails only that element ratings be 

replicated from one occasion to another. 

Operational definition; to estimate the extent of association between 

original .and replicated rating series for each construct, the 

observed distribution of ratings v/as taken into account by employing 

the program EXACT (see Appendix D), devised for this purpose, the 

output of which provides an exact probability of association between 

any tv/o series of ratings given the two observed distributions. 

A 5 percent level of significance v/as employed as a c r i t e r i o n of 

acceptable replication. Thus, a stable construct (SC) was taken 

^is a predicate v/hich obtained an exact probability of .05 or less 

between every successive replication i n the grid s e r i e s . 

2) Transitional constructs (TC) 

i^tionale; a transitional construct was t£iken as a predicate 

v/hich undergoes some change of element allocation through a series 
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of replications, but v/hich change i s subsequently roplicated on 

one or more succeeding occasions. That i s , i t i s a construct which 

at soBo stage i s subject either to reinterpretation of meaning, or . 

to systematic s h i f t s i n the allotment of a subset of elements. 

Operational definition; a transitional construct (TC) was defined 

as a predicate vjhich obtained one or more replications with an 

exact probability of .05 or l e s s throughout the series of replica­

tions 

3) Unstable Constructs (DC). 

Rationale; an unstable construct was taken as a predicate which 

failed to replicate element ratings on any succeeding occasion i n 

the grid series. Such a construct may be teimed 'noisy'. Unstable 

constructs manifest random patterns of element rating changes and 

do not maintain consistent inter-construct relationships. 

Operation€Ll definition; an unstable .construct (UC) was defined as 

a predicate that fedls to obtain a replication with an exact 

probability of .05 or les s throughout the series of replications. 

Of the 80 constructs examined the class frequencies were as folloi\rs:-

a. Stable constructs ^3 

b. Transitional constructs 33 

c. Unstable constructs k 

Total 80 
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As can be seen ^3 (53*8%) of the predicates s a t i s f i e d the c r i t e r i a 

for "stable' constructs, a feature which supports the notion that 
* 

the repertory grid i s sensitive both to the effects of consistent 

predication and to the effects of revision of opinion. Of eill 

replications of the 80 constructs examined here (328) only 23»5% 

(56) failed to attain an exact probability of .05 or l e s s . 

( i i ) Definitions of element s t a b i l i t y . 

1) Stable elements (SE). 

Rationale; a stable element was taken as an element v/hich obtained 

significantly similar rating values on replicated constructs betv/een 

fj.1 successive occasions. A stable element would thus be a figure 

about which a user manifests considerable certainty i n predication. 

However, such an element i s not associated with rating extremity, 

as v/as evident in the data of the preceding chapter. 

Operational definition; to estimate the degree of association betv/een 

an element's ratings i n the original and replicated grids, the 

program EXACT was employed to produce exact probabilities of 

association given the distribution of rating changes on replicated 

constructs. Thus, should a replicated grid exhibit a good deal of 

•noise' i n the form of randomly dispersed rating changes, the exact 

probability i s a true indication of association given this base­

line of random rating alterations, A stable element (SE) i s thus 

one v/hich obtains an exact probability of .05 or l e s s between o i l 

successive replications. 
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2) Transitional elements (TE). 

Kationale; a transitional element v/as taken as an element v/hich 

undergoes some cheinge of allotment through a series of repl i c a ­

tions- but which change of allotment i s replicated between one or 

more succeeding occasions. That i s , i t i s an element v/hich at 

some stage i s subject either to alterations i n i t s relationships 

to other elements, or subject to systematic alterations i n allotment 

along v/ith other elements on a subset of constructs. 

Operational definition; a transitional element (TE) i s defined as 

an element which obtained one or more replications with an exact 

probability of association of .05 or les s throughout the series of 

replications. 

3) Unstable elements (UE). 

Rationale; an unstable element was taken as an element which 

consistently failed to replicate rating values on replicated 

constructs throughout the series of replicated grids- Such an 

element may be considered •noisy'. 

Operational definition; an unstable element (UE) was defined as an 

element which does not obtain on. any replication an exact probability 

of association of .05 or l e s s . 

These definitions of element s t a b i l i t y were applied only to the 

elements of the 5 grid series which employed the rating method of 
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element allotment, V/hen the element SELF vas included in the 

samplesjfor each subject 3^ elements were obtained. Thus data 

concerning 5^ elements replicated a maximiim of 4 times ajid a minimum 

of once were c l a s s i f i e d , and the following c l a s s frequencies obtained; 

a. Stable elements . 3 

b. Transitional elements 36 

c. Unstable elements 13 

Total 54 

Interestingly, in contrast to stable constructs only 5 (9»3%) of 

a l l elements examined manifested complete s t a b i l i t y over a l l replica­

tions* This may be attributed to the fact that on each occasion a 

fixed number of additional constructs were introduced into the grid, 

and i t was on the beisis of the set of replicated constructs that the 

estimate of element s t a b i l i t y between occasions v;£is based.. Thus, 

i f nev/ly e l i c i t e d constructs should prove to be l e s s stable than 

constructs replicated several times, estimated element s t a b i l i t y 

would be adversely affected. The overall effect seems to be to 

inflate the frequency of transitional elements (TE), which represent 

66.6% (36) of the total sample. 

3«3«3«3« Finally, these frequency data enable the construction 

of prior probabilities for each class of event concerning construct 

and element s t a b i l i t y . 

( i ) » Prior probabilities for constructs, 

To express th,e data as prior probabilities, hypotheses concerning 
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s t a b i l i t y of predication must f i r s t be established for constructs:-

Let H = stable construct sc 
= transitional construct 

t c 
and H = unstable construct 

UC 

From the above data the prior probabilities for each hypothesis 

prior to any datum being observed are as follows 

P(H^,) = ^3/80 = .538 

p(H^^) = 33/^0 = A^^ 

and P^^uc^ ^ 

( i i ) Prior probabilities for elements. 

Similarly for elements, hypotheses concerning s t a b i l i t y of 

predication may be established 

Let H o stable element se 
= transitional element 

te 
Ĥ ^ = unstable element 

V/ith the following prior probabilities 

P(«..) = = .093 
p(H^^) = 36M = .667 

p(H^^) = 1 3 M = .2^ 
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3.3.^. Stage 3: Developing transformations. • 

3.3*^«1* In contrast to the core grid, the reconstruction grid 

procedure focusses on comparisons between grids over two or more 

occasions. We have provided operational definitions and prior 

probabilities of reconstruction based on complete grid s e r i e s . I t 

i s now necessary to identify those features of a single comparison 

between s e r i a l grids which might be identified as indicating 

reconstruction. That i s , we must e x p l i c i t l y define the transforma­

tions by which reconstruction grid outcomes compatible id.th Levels 

2 and 3 Ecay be derived. 

Reconstruction grid outcomes f a l l into two classes: ( i ) construct . 

reconstruction outcomes; ( i i ) element reconstruction outcomes. 

3«3«^*2, Construct reconstruction outcomes. 

Clearly, construct reconstruction cannot be taking place i f on a 

subsequent occasion constructs replicate the element allotments of 

the original grid. But to the extent that element allotments do 

undergo change, how may these changes be partitioned between constructs 

and elements, and v/ithin constructs? I n particulai*, the effects of 

revision of opinion about element predications must be teased out 

from the effects of alterations i n construct interpretation. I f the 

domain of the conversation on any occasion i s considered as 

demarcated by the predicates that the user formulates to define 

the element sample, this domain might be examined for changes of 

two kinds:-
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( i ) contraction, i n that the user may abandon or coalesce 

previously distinct predicates as a result of the shifting of his 

attention towards an alternative area of meaning. Operationally, 

contraction may arise from the f a i l u r e of any construct i n grid 

t + 1 to reproduce a pattern of element predications i n grid t, or 

from the appearance of constructs i n grid t + 1 which provide a 

linktige between two or more previously'discrete constructs i n grid 

t; 
• 

( i i ) elaboration, i n that the user may extend the conversational 

domain by introducing new attributes into h i s grid. Operationally, 

elaboration may arise from the appearance of two or more discrete 

patterns of element predication i n grid t + 1 deriving from,and : 

related to a single predicate i n grid t, or from the introduction 

into grid t + 1 of element predications which are completely 

unrelated to any predication in grid t . 

As principal components analysis (PCA) v/as selected as the basis 

for transformations i n the core grid procedure, the same method 

w i l l be employed i n the reconstruction grid to reweal the follov/ing 

changes i n the conversational domain:-

ecaergence; the appearance i n grid t + 1 of a class of 

predicates not represented in grid t; 

( i i ) replication; the appearance i n grid t + 1 of constructs 

which exactly replicate a class of predicates represented i n grid t: 

( i i i ) duplication; the introduction of additional constructs 
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into grid t + 1 to represent a cl a s s of predicates already represented 

in grid t; 

(iv) displacement; the representation by re-applied constructs 

of a class of predicates in grid t + 1 other than the class repres­

ented by those constructs i n grid t; 

(v) abandonment; the disappearance i n grid t + 1 of a c l a s s of 

predicates represented i n grid t . 

To test the f e a s i b i l i t y of these five operational definitions of 

alterations in the conversational domain, the sajnple grids for 

Kenneth u t i l i s e d i n the preceding chapter v/ere examined. PCA enables 

a series of grids to be analysed as a single matrix with the 

follo\vdng advantages :-

( i ) components derived in the analysis account for sources of 

variation i n a l l constructs formulated by the user, irrespective 

of the occasion on v/hich they were recorded; 

( i i ) these components thus r e f l e c t the directionality of the 

user's ongoing modelling a c t i v i t y . For example, should the user 

introduce a novel class of predicates into h i s grid on any occasion 

the analysis x-rill evaluate the extent to which that class i s 

represented i n constructs from a l l previous occasions; 

( i i i ) these components provide a common referent for a l l constructs 

the user formulates, and enable comparisons to be made between 

occasions. 



-387-

Following this procedure, an exhaustive PCA solution was obtained 

for Kenneth's f i r s t and second grids combined (see Appendix F ) , 

and the representation method applied to locate significant 

components. Figure 31 records the representation of components by 

constructs, and i t i s evident that whilst f i v e components are 

required to represent a l l constructs i n the combined grids, only 

tv;o are represented i n the f i r s t grid. Applying the definitions above 

enables the 12 constructs in the second grid to be labelled. Of the 

six re-applied constructs only tv/o (C1 and 02) replicate the 

components represented i n the f i r s t grid, t\io axe displaced to other 

components (03 and C4) , and tv;o represent emergent components (05 * 

and C6). Of the s i x constructs elicited, i n the second grid four 

duplicate components present i n the f i r s t grid, (C7i 010, 011 and 

012), whilst two represent emergent constructs (C8 and 09)* As the 

f i f t h class of outcomes, namely 'abandonment', i s applicable only 

to constructs i n the f i r s t grid, this outcome w i l l not be employed 

in further analyses. I n addition, 'duplication' i s a feature of 

constructs e l i c i t e d on each occasion only, and as the transformation 

i s to be applied to a l l constructs irrespective of their source, 

this class of outcomes v/as also eliminated. 

3«3«4,5, Element reconstiruction outcomes. 

As the element sample was to be fixed over c i l l grids i n the series, 

element reconstruction outcomes were derived from a comparison 

between successive grids by obtaining exact probabilities associated 

with a deviation as large as that observed between the ratings 

obtained by element i i n grid t and grid t + 1, given the observed 
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Figure 31 FCA construct reconstruction map. 

Common 

Components 

I - I I I I I IV V 

Grid 1 CI 

• C2 

E l i c i t e d C3 

Constmcta ch v/ 

C5 v/ 
C6 

Construct Reconstruc 

tion outcome. 

Grid 2 CI \/ Replicate 

C2 V Replicate 

Reapplied C3 Displaced 

Constructs Zk Displaced 

C5 Bnergent 

C6 Bnergent 

07 / Duplicate 

C8 Bnergent 

E l i c i t e d C9 Bnergent 

Constructs CIO Duplicate 

Oil Duplicate 

012 / Duplicate 
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a l t e r a t i o n s i n element a l l o c a t i o n on r e p l i c a t e d constructs. These 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s v/ere obtained from the output of program EXACT (see 

Appendix D). Exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s provide a measure of the extent 

of a s s o c i a t i o n between o r i g i n a l and r e t e s t e d r a t i n g s of each 

element i n the g r i d given the extent of change i n the g r i d as a 

whole. Tlius, i f a la r g e number, of minor a l t e r a t i o n s i n element 

cillotment occur the mecLsure of element a s s o c i a t i o n i s adjusted to 

compensate for t h i s 'noise'. An example of the extent of difference 

i n the cumulative p r o b a b i l i t y density functions i s charted f or the 

comparisons betv/eenGrid 1 and 2 and Grid 1 and 6 i n one su b j e c t ' s 

g r i d s e r i e s ( F i g . 52), £md £is can be seen the cumulative p r o b a b i l i t y 

density function of the former i s displaced to the l e f t of the 

l a t t e r . As we would expect there to be a l a r g e r number of 'noisy' 

differences between element r a t i n g s on a s e t of constructs r e p l i c a t e d 

at the end of a g r i d s e r i e s compared v/ith the same elements 

r e p l i c a t e d on constructs immediately a f t e r t h e i r e l i c i t a t i o n , 

t h i s displacement of the density function i s i n the expected 

d i r e c t i o n . Thus w h i l s t a deviation between G r i d 1 and 2 of 

Sd^ = 15 v/culd be considered a s i g n i f i c a n t a l t e r a t i o n i n element 

allotment, between Grid 1 and 6 of X d^ = 19 v/ould be required. 

Element reconstruction outcomes are thus derived by denoting those 

elements as Inc o n s i s t e n t v/hich f a i l to r e p l i c a t e with an exact 

pro b a b i l i t y of ^ .05. Thus for Kenneth's two grids,the follov/ing 

outcomes may be derived:-
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1.0 

.8 4 

6 4 

A 4 

,2 J 

0 J 

G1-G2 G1-G6 

f I T 1 

10 20 30 ^ 50 60 

Sum of squared deviations 

Figure 52 Cumulative probability density functions for sums 

of squared deviations between elements i n replicated grids. 
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Element Exact p of 
Association 

Element Reconstruc­
tion outcome 

El Admired male (1) 

E2 Disliked male 
E3 Mother 
IEM- Disliked female 

E5 G i r l f r i e n d (1) 

E6 Exflame (2) 

E7 Exflame (1) 

E8 Admired male (2) 

E9 SELF 
E10 G i r l f r i e n d (2) 

E11 Admired female (1) 

E12 Admired female (2) 

.126 

.203 

.001 

.081 

.006 

.009 

.865 

t735 

.770 

0 

.058 

0 

Inconsieteut 
Inconsistent 
Consistent 
Inconsistent 
Consistent 
Consistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Consistent 
Inconsistent 
Consistent 

3hr.summary, Steps ( v i ) and ( v i i ) have been completed, and operational 
definitions of predication s t a b i l i t y and reconstruction g r i d out­
comes have been formulated. Level 3 transformations e n t a i l 
observing construct and element reconstruction outcomes i n a 
sequence of grids and estimating for each construct and element 
the likelihood that such an outcome reflects the occurrence of a 
class of events, or hypotheses, defined i n Step ( i i i ) . Outcomes, 
or data (D), and associated hypotheses (H) may be l i s t e d f o r the 
reconstruction grid as follov/s:-
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Reconstruction grid hypotheses Reconstruction grid outcomes 

Constructs 

H stable construct sc 
Ĥ ^ transitional construct 
H unstable construct uc 

replicated component 
displaced component 
emergent component 

Elements 

H stable element se 
Ĥ ^ transitional element 
H unstable element ue 

P consistent element c 
inconsistent element 

The task of Step ( v i i ) i s to derive estimates of the likelihood 
that any of the hypotheses above i s reflected by each of the data-
classes when they are observed to occur. That i s , to v/hat extent 
does the observation that a particular construct replicates an 
Existing component suggest that the construct i s stable? Similarly, 
does the fact that a particular element falls to obtain similar 
ratings on constructs i n a replicated grid imply that element to 
be unstable? The degree to v/hich these statements may be asserted 
comprise the likelihoods by which observable data classes relate 
to unobservable hypotheses. 

3»3«^»^« Estimating reconstruction grid likelihoods. 

By u t i l i s i n g the 7 grid samples described i n 3«3»3*1* likelihood 



-393-

tables relating reconstruction grid hypotheses to data classes may 
be constructed for constructs ajid elements. 

( i ) Constructs reconstruction likelihoods.-

I n section 3.3.3»1» the sample of 80 constructs v;ere c l a s s i f i e d 
according to a set of operational definitions, vie may superimpose 
over thi s claissification a second clas s i f i c a t i o n , namely the data 
classes these 80 constaructs obtained on each of t h e i r replications i n 
the 7 grid series. For example, construct 2 i n one subject's grid 
series of five replications v;as ide n t i f i e d as ' transitional.' • However, 
on three of the five replications construct 2 was i d e n t i f i e d as a 
'replicate' (D^)t since i t represented the same component, whilst on 
one occasion i t v/as identified as * emergent' (D^) , and on another a^ 
'displaced' (I>^) • V/hen the replication of the 80 constructs i n t h i s 
sample v/ere pooled ( t o t a l l i n g 233 replications) and classified i n this 
way the frequencies tabulated i n Table 23 were obtained. 

To test whether the data classes d i f f e r e n t i a l l y predicted hypotheses 
an inde:: of predictive association was computed and found to be 
moderate when the unconditional probability d i s t r i b u t i o n of the 
hypotheses was assumed to be indeterminate (Goodman-Kruskal X = 

.226) , and marginally improved when the dis t r i b u t i o n i s known 
( X = •282) . In other words, v/hen the prior d i s t r i b u t i o n of hypotheses 
i s knovm, the proportional reduction i n the probability of an error 
i s assigning a construct to an hypothesis on the basis of an 
observed data class i s 28.2^. 



Data classes 

Hypotheses D 
r 

D 
e 

Total replications 

H 
sc 

98 21 k 123 

ho 52 32 19 105 

H 
uc 

3 7 2 12 . 

Total 
Replications 153 60. 25 238 

TART.K 23 Classification of construct reulications. 

Hypotheses D 
r 

Data classes 

D 
e 

Priors 

H 
sc 

.797 .171 .052 .533 

he .503 o i l .18^ .^12 

H 
uc 

•250 .583 .167 .050 

TABLE 2^ Construct reconstruction likelihoods 
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These data enable the construction of a likelihood table (Table 2^) 

which may be read i n the following way:-

Suppose I observe.that construct 1 on a second grid 
occasion belongs to the same component as does construct 1 
on the f i r s t g r id occasion. I would conclude that construct 
1 i s a replicate. V/hich of the three classes of re­
construction grid hypothesis i s this single observation 
most l i k e l y to represent? And what degree of certainty may 
I attach to my decision? F i r s t l y I knoi^ that v/ithout 
observing any datura stable constructs are more l i k e l y 
(p = .538) than transitional (p = .^12) or unstable 
constructs (p = .05) and entering the table I f i n d that 
the data class 'replicated' i s more l i k e l y to indicate a 
stable construct (p = -797) than.either a transitional 
(p = .505) or unstable construct (p = . 2 5 ) . To be more 
rigotous, I apply Eayes' theorem to the three hypotheses, 
and obtain posterior probabilities for a decision to label 
the construct stable (p = . 661) , transitional (p = . 3 2 ) , 
or unstable (p = .019) . Thus, v/hilst I w£is only 5̂ % sure 
that construct 1 was a stable constinact before this observa­
ti o n I am now 66% sure i t i s . Subsequent observations may 
either confirm or refute this assertion. 

( i i ) Element reconstruction; i n a similar v/ay having i d e n t i f i e d 
elements f a l l i n g into each of the three hypothesis classes, each 
element may be scored on the basis of how many of i t s replications 
were consistent (D^) or inconsistent (D^). However, should any 
replication be consistent, then by d e f i n i t i o n (3.3«^'--3*) that 
element cannot be classed as unstable. Similarly, should any 
replication be inconsistent, by d e f i n i t i o n that element cannot be 
classed as stable. Thus, the only uncertainty i s for transiitonal 
elements, which when cleissified accordint^ to the data classes 
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obtain the following frequencies:-

Total re£ilications 

58 64 122 

Because of the impossibility of obtaining f o r stable constructs 
and D for unstable constructSi the derivation of likelihoods i s 
simplified (Table 2 5 ) , and the index of predictive association 
substantial (Goodman-Kruskal X = • 50 ) , 

TABLE 25 Element reconstruction likelihoods^ 

hypotheses Data classes 
B. 1 

Priors 

1 0 .093 

.525 .667 

0 1 . 2 ^ 

In summary, Stage 3 has been completed i n that a set of transform­
ations employing PCA methods have been developed and outcome 
classes deriving from these transformations defined, and likelihood 
estimates obtained for the relationship between • these outcome 
classes and the operational definitions of constriict s t a b i l i t y . 
The objective of the f i n a l stage i s to develop displays and reflec­
tive strategies compatible with Levels 2 and 3 employing these 
transformations* 



•397-

3*3«5> Stage h: Developing reflective strategies. 

3.3 .5 .1 . Level 3 displays. 

To develop reflective strategies for the reconstruction g r i d 
procedure, a further ancxlysis of Kenneth's g r i d series w i l l provide 
a brief case study. This grid series was chosen since we intend 
to superimpose core and reconstruction grid procedures to provide 
the user with feedback of greater significance. Kenneth completed 
a series of four grids over four months, referred to as Day 1 , 

Day 38, Day 52 and Day I 08 . Applying the operational definitions 
of the data classes established i n preceding sections the reconstruc­
tion grid outcomes for each of Kenneth's constructs and elements 
may be obtained for each occasion. These outcomes are l i s t e d i n 
Appendix F, and the posterior probabilities obtained l i s t e d for 
constructs (Table 26) and elements (Table 2 ? ) . 

3 .3 .5 .2 . As an example, consider the outcomes obtained for 
Kenneth's grid series by Day 33. Since these data are based on 
changes occurring between replicated grids, they could not be 
observed before the second grid had been trajisformed. The applica­
tion of the transformation produced the following outcomes f i r s t l y , 
for constructs, and secondly for elements:-
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( i ) Construct reconstruction outcomes 

C1 SELF-DESTRUCTIVE REELICATED 
C2 RECEPTIVE TO CHANGE REPLICATED 

C3 BITTER DISPLACED 

Ĉ  AVOIDS PHYSICAL CONTACT DISPLACED 

C5 EIIOTIONAL EI-IERGErn? 

C6 V/ITHDRAV/H Ef-ERGEM* 

Given these data classes, the Bayesian transformation v;as 
applied as follows:-

(a) i d e n t i f y construct reconstruction outcomes and the i r 
associated prior probabilities as:-

Outcome Prior Probability 

Stable constinict .538 

Transitional construct 
Unstable construct .050 

(b) locate for each observed datum the associated likelihoods 
by referring to Table 23» Thus for CI SELF-DESTRUCTIVE, the datum 
i s that CI on the second occasion replicates CI on the f i r s t . The 
likelihoods for D are then: r 
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TABLE 26 Kenneth; Posterior probabilities of construct reconstruction. 

Day 38 Day 52 Day 108 

Constructs H 
sc tc H 

sc tc H sc tc 

1 660 320 502 444 150 766 
2 660 320 759 234 837 163 
3 416 579 502 444 150 766 
if 4l6 579 502 444 627 351 
5 168 752 251 712 055 903 
6 168 752 094 755 064 922 

7 416 579 502 444 
8 416 579 280 709 
9 4l6 579 094 755 
10 4l6 579 280 709 
11 660 320 251 712 
12 660 320 502 444 

13 416 579 
lif 660 320 
15 168 752 
16 168 752 
17 660 320 
18 660 320 

(Note: Figures given to three places, decimal point omitted) 



Day 38 Day 52 Day 108 

Elements H 
se te H 

ue 
' H 

se te H 
ue 

H 
se te u 

ue 

1 0 593 ^ 7 0 ^33 566 0 286 71^ 
2 0 593 ^ 7 0 1 0 0 1 0 
3 227 773 0 382 618 0 565 ^35 0 

0 593 ^ 7 0 ^33 566 0 286 71^ 
3 227 773 0 0 1 0 0 1 .0 
6 227 773 0 0 1 . b 0 1 0 

7 0 593 ^ 7 0 ^33 566 0 286 7l4 
8 0 593 k07 00 1 0 0 1 0 
9 0 593 0 1 0 0 1 0 
10 227 773 0 382 618 0 0 1 0 
11 0 593 k07 00 ^33 566 0 1 0 
12 227 773 0 382 618 0 0 0 

(Note: Figures between 0 and 1 given to three places, decimal 
point omitted). 

TABT.K 27 Kenneth; Posterior probabilities of element 
reconstruction. 
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P^^r/^sc^ = -797 

P^^r^tc^ = 
p(D^^^) = .250 

(c) using the tabular form of Bayes' theorem ( H i i l l i p s , 1973, p.60) 

with the terms as defined above the following posteriors obtain 

Prior Likelihoods Prior x Posterior 
Hypotheses probabilities of datum likelihood probabilities 

H sc .538 797 7*288 .^288/.6^93 

= .660 

^tc .^12 505 .2081 .208l/.6^93 

= .̂321 

uc .050 .250 ,0125 .01257.6^93 

= .019 

Thus, the following reconstruction grid statement may be expressed:-

" I a»a 66% sure that the f i r s t construct, SELF-DESTRUCTIVE 
i s a stable construct, and that you w i l l produce a 
similar set of element ratings on the next occasion that 
you use i t " . 

In similar fashion, the most l i k e l y proposition, and i t s posterior 
probability, may be derived for the remaining constructs i n the 



eample:-

C2 RECEPTIVE TO CHANGE 66% Stable 

03 BITTER 38% Transitional 

ck AVOIDS IHYSICAL CONTACT 58% Transitional 

C5 EMOTIONAL 7% Transitional 

C6 WITHDRAV/N 7% Transitional 

Note that because D̂  and D̂  d i f f e r i n their respective likelihoods, 
both outcomes may indicate a tr a j i s i t i o n a l construct, as i n C3» C^i 
C5 and C6, although vrith varying degrees of certainty. 

( i i ) Element reconstruction outcomes. 

El ADI-IIRED !>IALE (1) Inconsistent 

E2 DISLIKED MALE Inconsistent 

E3 MOTHER Consistent 

DISJJIKED FEMALE Inconsistent 

GIRLFRIEIID (1) Consistent 

E6 EXFLÂ iE (2) Consistent 

E7 EXFLAlffi (1) Inconsistent 

E8 ADMIRED MALE (2) Inconsistent 

E9 SELF Inconsistent 

E10 GIRLFRIEI^ (2) Inconsistent 

E11 ADI-aRED REI'lALE (1) Inconsistent 

El 2 ADIiIRED FÊ IALE (2) Consistent 

Given these data classes, and applying the same procedure as outlined • 
in ( i ) v/ith element reconstruction priors and likelihoods, the 



foUowing propositions and posterior probabilities may be obtained; 

El ADMIRED I-IALE ( 1 ) 59% Transitional 

E2 DISLIKED MALE 59?^ Transitional 

E3 MOTHER 77% Transitional 

DISLIKED EEf-lALE 59?^ Transitional 

E 5 GIRIiFRIEI® ( 1 ) 77% Transitional 

E6 EXFLAME (2) 77% Transitional 

E7 EXFLAME ( 1 ) 59^ Transitional 

E8 ADORED I-IALE (2) 59% Transit ionail 

E9 SELF 59% Transitional 

E10 GIRLFRIEND (2) 77?^ Transitional 

Ell ADMIRED FEMALE ( 1 ) 59% Transitional 
E12 ADMIRED FEKiALE (2) 77% Transitional 

Although a l l propositions take the form of tra n s i t i o n a l elements,-:, 
i t i s importcint to note that the propositions do have varying 
degrees of certainty attached to them. This level of certainty ' 
is equivalent to the prior probabilities for predicting the 
outcomes i n the succeeding grid, and thus influences both the 
posterior probabilities ensuing.from that g r i d , and the significance 
for the user of discrepancies between posterior probabilities and 
outcomes. Thus, should El not meet the c r i t e r i a of a transitional 
element follov/ing the subsequent grid, very l i t t l e significance may 
be attached to the discrepancy. But i f E3 should not meet those 
same c r i t e r i a , the level of significance attached to the event 
v;ould be greater, and the user v;ould be alerted to the fact that 
he had revised his opinion regarding E3.. Thus the follov/ing 



reconstruction grid statement might be formulated:-

" I am 7T/o sure that the t h i r d element, MOTHER, i s a 
transitional element, and that you are l i k e l y to revise 
your opinion concerning th i s element by the next occasion." 

3.3.5.3» These propositions correspond to feedback at Level 3» 

That i s , information i s presented to the user which directs his 
attention to the context i n which modelling a c t i v i t y occurs. To 
provoke the user to engage i n further modelling a c t i v i t y a reflective 
strategy may be developed to enable the user to denote the contexts 
i n which his models of self and personal others vary. 

Such a Level 3 r e f l e c t i v e strategy v;ould involve the following 
steps 

( i ) derive posterior probabilities for reconstruction g r i d 
outcomes i n the f i r s t replication of the user's grid; 

( i i ) derive reconstruction grid outcomes i n the second g r i d 
replication; 

( i i i ) construct an array i n v/hich predictions (step i ) are 
mapped against outcomes (step i i ) i n such a way as to display 
classes of disjuction between predictions and outcomes; 

(iv) request user to consider each disjunction ( i f amy) i n turn 
and to furnish and record an, explanation for i t s occurrence. 
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The requests of step ( i v ) may be considered as prompts to encourage 
further modelling rather than test questions to be answered direc t l y . 

The condition that the user record any explanation he might 
formulate encourages the development of a t h i r d - l e v e l metalanguage. 
For example, the f i r s t set of prompts for Kenneth were obtained on 
Day 381 and are l i s t e d i n Table 28. The f i r s t column l i s t s the 
highest posterior probability derived from the Day 38 observations, 
and are presented as predictions with degrees of certainty (percent) 
attached. The second column l i s t s outcomes observed i n the Day 52 

grid, transfomied into statements about hypotheses as i f no other r 
obseinration had been made. Thus, the Day 38 predictions and Day 
52 outcomes are di r e c t l y compcirable. V/here outcomes are consistent 
with predictions (C2 and C6) no prompts obtain. V/hero outcomes are 
not consistent with predictions, however, varying degrees of prompts 
arise, depending on the size of the discrepancy between prediction 
and outcome. For example, the discrepancy observed for C5 (predicted, 
transitional, 75? ;̂ outcome, stable, 669^) has greater significemce 
than the discrepancy for C'f (predicted, t r a n s i t i o n a l , 589̂ ; outcome, 
stable, 6 6 % ) . 

Rather than present predictions and outcomes to the user i n the 
form of a table, an array may be constructed, depicted i n Fig. 53. 

As .constructs are recorded on individual cards, the user may 
locate each card i n the appropriate c e l l . Discrepancies may then 
be readily i d e n t i f i e d (namely, CI, C3, Ĉ  and C 5 ) . 

Similarly, element reconstruction predictions are l i s t e d i n Table 29. 



Stable 66 

prediction ( . Transitional 75 

Transitional 58 

Outcome 

Stable 66 

C3 
C4 

Transitional 58 

© © 

Figure 53 Level 3 construct reconstruction display. 

An important point to note here i s that as a result of the-high 
prior probability of transitional elements (.66?) and the likelihoods 
of zero and one for two of the data classes, observing one inconsis­
tent and one consistent replication leads to the 100?o prediction 
of transitional elements (e.g. E2). Clearly, such an element satis­
fies the operational definition of Ĥ ^ completely after two 
observations. In addition, although E3 obtains a transitional 
outcome over both observations, the prior probability of i t being 
transitional i n the t h i r d observation has f a l l e n . This i s because 
the probability of i t being a stable element i s slov/ly r i s i n g after 
tv/o observations, though not to the level (because of the biassed 
priors) of the transitional proposition. As a result, no query 
prompts may properly derive from these observations i n t h i s 
example. 

3,3o.^« Level 2 displays. I t i s now possible to superimpose 
reconstruction grid outcomes onto those of the core gri d . The 



TABIiE 23 Kenneth: Construct prompt chart f or Day 32 

Constructs | Prediction 

for Day 52 

Outcomes Day 
• 

52 

Prompt Kext 

Pr e d i c t i o n 

CI Stable 66 Stable 

Trans. 58 

Stable 50 

C2 Stable 66 Stable 66 . - Stable 76 

C3 Trans. 53 Trans. 32 

Stable 66 

? Stable 50 

c^ Trans. 53 Trans. 52 

Stable 66 

Stable 50 

Trans. 75 Trans. 32 

Stable 66 

?? Trans. 71 

C6 Trans. 75 Trans. 53 - Trans. 76 



TABLS 29 Kenneth: Element prompt chart for Day 52, 

Elements Pr e d i c t i o n 

Day 38 

Outcome 

Day 52 

Prompt 

< 

P r e d i c t i o n 

Day 52 

E1 Trans, 39 Trems. 59 Unstable 57 

E2 Trans• 59 Trans. 77 / Trans. 100 

E3 Trans. 77. Trans. 77 ^/ Trans. 62 

Trans. 59 Trans. 59 Unstable 57 

E5 Trans. 77 Trans. 59 Trans. 100 

E6 Trans. 77 Trans. 59 /̂ Trans. 100 

E7 Trans. 59 Trans. 59 Unstable 57 

E8 Trans. 59 Trams. 77 Trems. 100 

E9 Trans. 59 Trans. 77 Trans. 100 

E10 TrarjB. 77 Trans. 77 y/ Trans. 62 

E l l Trans. 59 Trans. 59 V ' Unstable 57 

E12 Trans. 77 Trans. 77 Trans. 62 



r e e u l t i n g display i s amenable to s e v e r a l ojialyses depending on the 

f o c a l are£is of i n t e r e s t tliat the user formulates. F i r s t l y , a 

Level 2 display for Kenneth's Day 38 g r i d may be constnacted which 

integrates Level 2 ajid 3 transformations i n the manner discussed 

i n the preceding chapter (see F i g . 5^). Here, however, reconstruc­

tion and core g r i d outcomes have been combined. On the l e f t cire 

l i s t e d ccmjicnents of decreasing variance, vri.thin each component 

representative consti^ucts i n order of relevance. Thus, C 12 obtains 

the highest loading on component I , C3 the highest on component I I 

and so on. Across the top of the matrix £ire the elements i n 

numerical order. At the foot of the matrix t i c k s represent core 

g r i d ( c e n t r a l and i n c i d e n t a l ) and reconstruction g r i d ( s t a b l e , 

unstable and t r a x i s i t i o n a l ) element outcomes. To the r i g h t of the 

matrix, t i c k s represent core g r i d (core and peripheral) and 

reconstruction g r i d ( s t a b l e , unstable and t r a n s i t i o n a l ) construct 

outcomes-

I n the body of the matrix i t s e l f may be entered the o r i g i n a l 

r atings recorded on the second occasion. However, for s i m p l i c i t y 

i n t h i s display only r a t i n g s for c e n t r a l elements have been entered. 

V/ith the display so organised, a number of a d d i t i o n a l ancilyses may 

be made by the user:-

(a) I d e n t i f y i n g c e n t r a l elements on core constructs; t h i s 

a n a l y s i s y i e l d s those predications which are most c e n t r a l to 

the user's modelling conversation. That i s , i t v / i l l c o n s i s t of 

those constructs on v/hich the element SELF i s most meaningfully 



Components 

ELE^ENTS 

1 2 3 ^ * 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

OUTCOMES 

Core Pe r i Stable Trans Unst 

I C12 
C11 
C7 
CIO 
CI 

5 1 5 
5 1 5 
5 1 5 
5 1 5 
^ 3 5 

\/ 
V 
/ 
/ 

/ 

I I 03 
C2R 
C f 

1 1 5 
2 1 h 

3 1 5 
/ / 

I I I C8 
C6R 

1 5 1 
1 4 1 V 

IV 05 1 1 4 

V C9 5 5 1 \/ 

Centrcil 

I n c i d e n t a l ^ v/ ^ v / 

Stable 
Trans. 
Unstable 

v / v / v / v Z / v / ^ / / / / ^ / 

Figure 3^ Kenneth: Level 2 display, Day 33. 
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defined, and those elements most c r u c i a l to that d e f i n i t i o n . For 

Kenneth, the c e n t r a l areas of h i s g r i d a r e : -

Component I 

AFRAID OF THE FUTURE 

ASHAJ-ED OF THEIR FEELIUGS 

GUILT-RIDDEN 

ALWAYS AGREES V/ITH m 

SELF-DESTRUCTIVE 

C0I4PLACEMT 

SELF-SATISFIED 

HLATAMT 

REFUSE TO AGREE 

PROTECT TilEi-ISELVES 

SELF 

DISLIKED FE>-1ALE 

Component V 

BORING 

INTERESTIIiG 

o 
o 

SELF 

DISLIKED KiALE 

A r e f l e c t i v e strategy appropriate to t h i s L e v e l 2 display would 

e n t a i l requesting that the user f u r n i s h an explanation of the 

difference betv/een core consti*ucts grouped i n t h i s way and other 

construct groups. 
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(b) I d e n t i f y i n g c o r e - t r a n s i t i o n a l constructs; as core c o n s t r u c t s 

v ; i l l be those most l i k e l y to represent an area of personal 

reference or d e f i n i t i o n , great s i g n i f i c a n c e may be attached to 

reconstruction occurring on these dimensions, s i n c e - t h i s may i n d i c a t e 

fundamental change i n the user's construing of himself. However, 

i n Kenneth's Day 38 display, core constructs are those most l i k e l y 

to be s t a b l e . 

(c) I d e n t i f y i n g c e n t r a l - t r c m s i t i o n a l elements; a centreOL 

element i s one which i s l i k e l y to be instrumental to the d e f i n i t i o n 

of one or more c l a s s of predicates. Thus, great s i g n i f i c a n c e may 

be attached to c e n t r s i l - t r a n s i t i o n a l elements s i n c e they r e f l e c t an 

i n c r e a s in g uncertainty v/ithin the c l i e n t ' s construing. I n Kenneth's 

Day 38 display, aJ.1 elements axe most l i k e l y to be t r a n s i t i o n a l 

because of lovi p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s and extreme l i k e l i h o o d s . However, 

those elements that are H% l i k e l y to be t r a n s i t i o n a l are of 

i n t e r e s t , and only one of those i s a l s o 625b l i k e l y to be c e n t r a l : 

E6 EXFLA1-1E (2) 

(d) I d e n t i f y i n g s t a b l e elements on s t a b l e constructs, and 

t r a n s i t i o n E i l elements on t r a n s i t i o n a l constructs; these tv/o analyses 

provide d i s t i n c t submatrices:-

Submatrix A: Consistent and s t a b l e predications 

Submatrix B: Reconstructed and t r a n s i t i o n a l predications. 
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SUBMATRIX A 

Consistent and s t a b l e 

predications 

( r a t i n g value 1) E l E2 E^ E9 
AFRAID OF THE FUTURE 

ASHAI-IED OF THEIR FEELINGS 

I GUILT-RIDDEN 

ALWAYS AGREES V/ITH ME 

^ . • SELF-DESTRUCTIVE 

2 1 3 1 

1 1 5 1 

1 1 3 1 

2 2 3 1 

3 3 4 3 
V BORING 5 5 2 1 

SUBMATRIX B 

Reconstructed and t r a n s ­

i t i o n a l predications 

( r a t i n g VcQue 1) .E3 E3 E6 E12 
I I BITTER 

AVOID CHANGE 

AVOID HIYSICAL CONTACT 

. 1 1 5 3 

1 1 ^ 1 ' 

1 2 5 1 
I I I NEED EXCITEMET^r 

OUTGOING 
^ 3 k k 

1 ^ ^ 1 
IV EMOTIOi'IAL 1 1 5 4 



These predications represent d e t a i l e d h i g h l i g h t s of L e v e l 2 

information, aind combined vrLth a r e f l e c t i v e strategy that encourages 

the user to f u r n i s h and record accounts v/hich may be formulated 

only through modelling a c t i v i t y a t L e v e l 3* For example, f o r the 

user to account f o r the observation that h i s constructions of MOTHER 

are uncertain and unchangeable, he must appraise the views he holds 

of her, and the nature of h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with her, and formulate 

predicates at t h i s l e v e l . 
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3»3*6. Summary. 

5.3.6.1. I n developing the reconstruction g r i d procedure, t h i s 

chapter has reproduced the same stages as v/ere followed f o r the 

core g r i d procedure i n the preceding chapter. However, t h i s chapter 

has focussed on a second feature of repertory g r i d s , namely 

s t a b i l i t y of predication. The devolopnent of- transformations and 

d i s p l a y s to e x h i b i t t h i s feature involved four d i s c r e t e stages, 

the r e s u l t s of each of which may nov; be summarised. 

3.3.6.2 Stage 1. 

The t h e o r e t i c a l background to the concept of predication s t a b i l i t y 

vias discussed, and the following conclusions drawn; ( i ) that any 

t h e o r e t i c a l formulation of the process of change i n construction 

processes must incorporate d i s c r e t e l e v e l s of control, and that 

i n v a l i d a t i o n of predicates at one l e v e l may only be compensated 

f o r by the i n t e r v e n t i o n of higher-order construct system; ( i i ) 

that the objective of reconstruction g r i d procedures may be expressed 

as the enhancement of coupling between l e v e l s of control; ( i i i ) 

that s t r a t e g i e s of coping i/ith uncertainty may be r e f l e c t e d i n the 

degree of coujiling betv/een l e v e l s and the q u a l i t y of l e a r n i n g that 

taJces place; ( i v ) that from an examination of the •marital 

reconstruction grid' (Ryle & L i p s h i t z , 1975) a s e t of methodological 

c r i t e r i a may be established for reconstruction g r i d procedures; 

(v) that a s e r i a l procedure, namely, the 'repgrid c y c l e ' , may be 

designed to meet these c r i t e r i a . 
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3.3.6.3. Stage 2. 

As f o r the core g r i d procedure. L e v e l 3 a c t i v i t i e s e n t a i l t h a t the 

reconstruction g r i d algorithm incorporates p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s 

concerning reconstruction hypotheses, a c l a s s of transformations and 

defined outcomes deriv i n g from g r i d obseinrations, a so t of l i k e l i h o o d s 

that r e l a t e "outcomes to hypotheses, and the means for d e r i v i n g 

posterior p r o b a b i l i t i e s for these hypotheses. Stage 2 comprised: 

( i ) e s t a b l i s h i n g reconstruction hypotheses describing performance 

i n time, namely whether predicates are s t a b l e , t r a n s i t i o n a l , or 

unstable; ( i i ) d eriving operational d e f i n i t i o n s for these hypotheses; 

( i i i ) applying the d e f i n i t i o n s to a sample of s e r i a l g r i d s to 

obtain the: frequencies with which each hypothesis may be observed; -

( i v ) deriving from these frequencies p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s 

a s s o c i a t e d with each hypothesis. 

3.3.6.̂ 1 .̂ Stage 3. 

Stage 3 was concerned v/ith developing transformations that may be 

applied to the user's grids to pre d i c t the performance of i n d i v i d u a l 

predications i n subsequent reproductions; ( i ) by adapting p r i n c i p a l 

components a n a l y s i s to define a c l a s s of construct r e c o n s t r u c t i o n 

outcomes; ( i i ) by u t i l i s i n g exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s of a s s o c i a t i o n 

bet-v;een element r a t i n g r e p l i c a t i o n s to derive a c l a s s of element 

reconstruction outcomes; ( i i i ) by applying these transformations 

to the sample obsei'vations to obtain estimates of the l i k e l i h o o d 

that reconstruction g r i d outcomes i d e n t i f y s t a b i l i t y hypotheses. 
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3.3.6.5. Stage 

F i n a l l y , the transformations were applied to one s u b j e c t ' s g r i d 

s e r i e s to e s t a b l i s h the nature of L e v e l 2 and 3 d i s p l a y s and 

r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . Although a s i m i l a r strategy as developed for 

the core g r i d procedure was suggested, the L e v e l 3 display was 

adapted to involve the user i n the assembly of an array which mapped 

observed outcomes onto predicted outcomes to e x h i b i t d i s c r e p a n c i e s . 

S i m i l a r l y , L e v e l 2 d i s p l a y s were developed to incorporate both 

core g r i d and reconstruction g r i d outcomes, and a d d i t i o n a l analyses 

involving comparisons between the two s e t s of outcomes were outlined. 
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Chapter 3*^> 

The i j i s i g h t g r i d 

3-'f*1. Level 1 r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 

3.^U2. The i n s i g h t grid procedure-

3.^.5« Tom: an i l l u s t r a t i v e catse study. 

3«^-^. EvaJ.uating the procedures. 

3c^.3» Sunirnajy, 
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3-4.1. Lev e l 1 r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 

3.4.1.1. The tv;o preceding chapters reported the development 

of procedures for deriving d i s p l a y s and r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s 

comt^tible with Levels 2 and 3 i n F i g . 35* The task of t h i s chapter 

i s to incorporate these procedures into a s i n g l e algorithm, and to 

evaluate i t s performance i n two case-studies. To complete the 

algorithm, hov;ever, a c t i v i t i e s appropriate to L e v e l l must be s p e c i f i e d . 

Level 1 feedback v;as outlined i n Chapter 3.I. as information 

concerning i n d i v i d u a l predications, the display of which would lead 

the user to model the process of construction. That i s , by c l a s s i ­

fying constructs and elements i n the user's g r i d to display t h e i r 

s a l i e n t features (namely predication c e n t r a l i t y and p r e d i c a t i o n 

s t a b i l i t y ) the procedure v;ould be providing augmented feedback 

concerning the user's consti"uction processes. With repeated present­

ations, the user may come to i d e n t i f y and a s s o c i a t e i n t r i n s i c cues 

with t h i s feedback, enabling him to a n t i c i p a t e the feedback c l a s s i f i ­

c a t i o n . The r e f l e c t i v e strategy appropriate to t h i s l e v e l , then i s 

to incorporate the a c t i v i t y of a n t i c i p a t i n g L e v e l 1 outcomes in t o 

the procedure. For example, a f t e r completeing a g r i d the u s e r mâ ' 

be asked to examine h i s constructs and to separate core constructs, 

as he perceives them, from periphorcil constracts, c e n t r a l elements 

from incidentcil elements, stable constructs from vmstable constructs, 

and so on.. To d i s t i n g u i s h the combination of core and reconstruction 

g r i d d i s p l a y s at the three l e v e l s from the preceding chapters, 

t h i s algorithm has been ter:?!ed the i n s i g h t g r i d proced^ore. 
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3 . ^ . 1 . 2 . A point to note about the nature of Le v e l 3 feedback 

i s that i t was necessary, for s i m p l i c i t y and c l a x i t y , to construct 

the procedures on a discontinuous hypothesis b a s i s - That i s , a si n g l e 

c r i t e r i o n was e s t a b l i s h e d to d i s t i n g u i s h the hypothesis of •core 

construct' from 'peripheral construct', ' i n c i d e n t a l element' from 

'cen t r a l element', and so onj and two c r i t e r i a to d i s t i n g u i s h 

'stable' from ' t r a i i s i t i o n a l ' from 'unstable constructs', e t c . 

Hov/ever, there are drav/backs involved i n employing discontinuous 

s c a l e transformations i n Level 1 feedback. This consideration i s 

termed 'scale g r a i n ' , and represents the coarseness of the transform­

ation bctv/een the response score (R) and the displayed r e s u l t s or 

information feedback ( I F ) . Transformations of s c a l e are s i g n i f i c a n t -

because: 

"they make I F independent of the value of R, separating 
I r ' s e f f e c t on R-char^e from the value of R i t s e l f ; 
d i f f e r e n t I F s caji follow the same Y< i n d i f f e r e n t treatments 
and the same I F can follow d i f f e r e n t Rs Rate of , 
a c q u i s i t i o n or l i m i t of accuracy v a r i e s with the function 
converting R-error to I F , and i f one R-IT r e l a t i o n can 
e s t a b l i s h an R, cinother can as re a d i l y s t e e r one away 
from the R." 

Bilodeau ( I 9 6 9 , p - 2 6 4 ) . 

As i t was considered that centraJ.ity and s t a b i l i t y of predication 

were continuous v a r i a b l e s underlying modelling a c t i v i t y , ajid as 

the Level 1 r e f l e c t i v e strategy requires the user to a n t i c i p a t e 

outcomes on the b a s i s of hypothetically continuous i n t r i n s i c cues, 

i t bacame necessary to ref i n e the I F s c a l a r g r a i n . Thus, w h i l s t 
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Level 3 transformations might succeed i n encouraging modellirig 

a c t i v i t y through the use of discontinuo\is hypotheses, L e v e l 1 

outconies v/ere seen as requiring a t leeist an o r d i n a l measure of 

predication s t a b i l i t y and c e r i t r a l i t y . 

The s i g n i f i c a n c e of t h i s f or modelling i s nox-t cleeir; discontinuoiis 

hypotheses represent •targets', and provide coarse-grained feedback, 

•h i t * or 'miss' f o r L e v e l 3 d i s p l a y s , d i r e c t i n g the user's attention 

to the contexts i n v/hich h i s modelling varieso Continuous hypotheses 

represent gradients, providing fine-grained feedback enabling the 

user to receive s u f f i c i e n t information to d i s c r i m i n a t e • i n t r i n s i c 

cues f i r i s i n g cut of h i s construction processes. To c l a r i f y t h i s !̂  

d i s t i n c t i o n , Level 1 outcomes nay be seen as t e s t e d against a 

gradient of hypotheses, v;hilst L e v e l 3 outcomes a r e te s t e d a g a i n s t V 

an 'either-or» hypothesis, as represented i n the F i g . 55. -

E 
o u «̂  

o 

o 
CL c 
< 

CORE 

PERIR 

PER! P. 

X denotes ^ 

i n d i v i d u a l 

constructs 

L e v e l 3 

boundary 

CORE 

Observed outcomes 

Figure 3:?* 
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Thus, . i n the event of- no construct attciining the,Level 3 c r i t e r i o n 

of 'core construct', information v/ould s t i l l be a v a i l a b l e to the 

user regarding degrees of 'core-ness'. As a r e s u l t , a s e r i e s of 

grids may reve a l l e a r n i n g taking place ( F i g . 56). 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X I 

I 

G r i d t Grid- t-Kl G r i d t+2 

Figure 36. 

3 * ^ . 1 A s a r e s u l t of t h i s assumption, continuous measures for,' 

the follov/ing outcomes v/ere developed: ( i ) element c e n t r a l i t y , 1 

( i i ) core constructs, ( i i i ) clement reconstruction, ( i v ) construct 

reconstruction. 

( i ) An element c e n t r a l i t y score v/as obtained from the sum of each 

element's loadings on a l l s i g n i f i c a n t components. I n g r e a t e r d e t a i l , 

the operational steps v;ere as follov/s:-

a. by the method of representation (Chapter 3.2.) c o n s t r u c t s 

v/ere assigned to those components that they most represented. 
r 

The components thus represented were taken a s s i g n i f i c a n t , . t h e 

remaining components discarded as a t t r i b u t a b l e to e r r o r \ 

v a r i a n c e . . -



.1^3-

b. f o r each element, the sum of i t s loadings on the s i g n i f i c a n t 

components iiras obtained, disregarding s i g n . 

c. these sums v;ere ranked from the highest, representing the 

most central element, to the lowest, representing the most 

peripheral element. 

The r a t i o n a l e of t h i s measure was that an element which v/as most 

defined by the user*s constructs (i»e. located a t the extremes on 

a l l s i g n i f i c a n t components) would be ttiat element v;hich was most 

c e n t r a l t o the user's g r i d . 

This continuous measure and the nominal categories of CH^TRAL and 

INCIBEI'iTAL elements described i n previous chapters are not unrelated 

I n the tv/o case studies reported i n t h i s chapter, f o r example, those 

elements i d e n t i f i e d as nominally CEIITRAL tended SLLSO t o be those 

elements which obtained higher ranks on the element c e n t r a l i t y 

score, as may be seen i n Table 30. 

s Grid Mann-V/hitney n/n^ P 
U 

Tom 1 7 ^ 6/6 .0^7. 
2 3 6/6 .008 
3 6 8A . .055 

Brenda 1 0 9/3 0 
2 6 6/6 .032 
3 1 8 A .00^ 

TABLE 30 Tests of relatedness of element c e n t r e i l i t y outcome measures. 



( i i ) A core construct score v;as obtained from the sum, over a l l 

s i g n i f i c a n t components, of the product of each construct*s loading 

and the vector of the element SELF. The operational steps were 

as follows 

a. constructs v/ere assigned t o components by the method 

of representation to i d e n t i f y s i g n i f i c a n t components, • 

b. each construct's loading on each s i g n i f i c a n t component 

was m u l t i p l i e d by the vector of the element SEI*F on t h a t 

component. 

c. the products f o r each construct were summed over 

s i g n i f i c a n t components. 

d. the sums were ranked from the highest, representing 

the most core construct, t o the lov/est representing the 

most peripheral construct. 

The r a t i o n a l e of t h i s measure i s that constructs that load highly 

on these components v/hich 'are instrumental i n d e l i n e a t i n g SELF from 

other elements, or i n i d e n t i f y i n g SELF with other elements, obtain 

higher core construct scores. Cleaxly, more than one component i n 

a c l i e n t ' s g r i d might be s e l f - d e f i n i n g , and t h a t i n a d d i t i o n the 

lar g e r the l a t e n t r o o t , the greater the salience of such a component. 

The core construct score represents both the salience of the 

component ( i t s l a t e n t r o o t ) , the c e n t r a l i t y of the 

element SELF ( i t s vector) and the lower order 



n 
components (ST (loading.^) (vector ) ) 

, 111=1 

Again* t h i s continuous measure and the nominal catogoriea of CORS 

and PERIIHERAL constructs are strongly r e l a t e d ; i n the f o l l o w i n g 

case studies, constructs designated as CORE obtained higher ranka 

on the core construct score (Mann-Whitney U (7/11) = 6, p=:«00l)« 

( i i i ) An element reconstruction score was obtainod by rank ordering 

the exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s of element association computed by the 

program EXACT. Since the discontinuous measure reported i n Chapter 

5.3. was also based on t h i s s t a t i s t i c (STABLE elements taken as those 

r e p l i c a t e d at the 3% l e v e l ) , the tv/o outcome scales eire comparable. 

( i v ) A construct r e c o n s t r j c t i o n score was obtained by rank 

ordering exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s of constjruct association computed by 

the program EXACT. The discontinuous categories, of construct 

reconstruction reported i n Chapter 3.3*, namely REHJCATlON, . 

DISHiACEMENT and EI-JERGENCE are r e l a t e d t o t h i s score i n tho 

follov/ing v/ay: that DISPLACEMENT and I>IEPGENCE when taken as cases 

of construct i n s t a b i l i t y . , and REFfLlCATION ag the inetanco of 

construct s t a b i l i t y , obtain a s i g n i f i c a n t association w i t h the exact 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s of construct association ( ( I ) = 63.12, .001 > p; 

Table 31). 

3.^.1.^. I n summary, the four outcome measures described above 

provide an ordinal r e f e r e n t against v/hich the user'may a r t i c u l a t e 

h i s anticipated outcomes. Level 1 r e f l e c t i v e s trategies thus 

e n t a i l t h a t user malcing a series of ord i n a l judgeiaents concerning 



DISFLA.CED & 

E-IEI^GEi'iT 

CONSTRUCTS 

REPLICATED 

CONSTRUCTS 

TOTAL 

EXACT PROBABILITY 

.05 

26 110 136 

KikCT PiiOBABILITY 

•05 

12 53 

T o t a l 72 122 19̂ f 

(r-i.B. This table i s derived from the data reported i n Chapter 5 .5-1 

ojid i s based on pooled constructs from the r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s e r i e s 

of 5 s u b j e c t s ) • 

TABUj] 31 I n t e r a c t i o n between construct reconstruction measures. 

h i s constructs and elements and incorporating these judgerjsnts into 

a display along vrith ordinal outcome measures. I n assembling t h i s 

d isplay, the ;iser may r e a d i l y i d e n t i f y discrepsmcies between 

a n t i c i p a t e d and observed outcomes. I n a s i n i i l a r fashion to the 

L e v e l 3 »?trategy- the uf;er may then be reque5T;ed to f u r n i s h an 

explanation for the obsex'v.ed discrepancies. 



3.^.2, The i n s i g h t g r i d procedure, 

3«'f.2*1« The a c t i v i t i e s involved i n the i n s i g h t g r i d procedure 

nay now be summarised ( F i g . 57) t o i l l u s t r a t e a c t i v i t i e s and 

secondary modelling a t each l e v e l . I n operationsLL terns the i n s i g h t 

g r i d procedure comprises tv:o major components, an e l i c i t a t i o n session, 

and a feed-back session. The duration of each session v a r i e s but 

i s generally betv/een 2-3 hours. I n the case studies t h a t follov/, 

three grids were produced by tv/o subjects, and thus t h e i r i n v o l v e ­

ment averaged betv/een 12-l8 hours. The i n s i g h t g r i d cycle may be 

schematised from the subject's point of view i n F i g . 58 as s i x 

nodules. 

3.^.2.2. Module A; element e l i c i t a t i o n proceeded by requesting 

that the user i d e n t i f y the area of greatest personal concern by 

l i s t i n g as ciajiy persons involved i n t h i s area as possible. The 

f i r s t l i s t often produced more than 20 names of acquaintances and 

r e l a t i v e s . Kov/ever, the user selected only 10 names from t h i s l i s t 

on the basis that they v/ere those persons most important t o the user 

and h i s concerns. These 10 naracs v/ere f i n a l l y recorded on separate 

6" X h** cards, s h u f f l e d and numbered from 1 to. 10. I n a d d i t i o n t o 

the 10 names three extra element cards v;ere introduced: liYSELF AS I 

ApPEilR TO OTHERS; MYSELF AS I REALLY AM; friYSELF AS I WOULD LIKE 

TO BE. • 

Completing the g r i d matrix e n t a i l e d the production of 6 constructs 

by the Full-Context e l i c i t a t i o n method.. A f t e r each construct was 

e l i c i t e d and recordod on a niimbered 6" x ̂ * card, element cards 

were iriaediately sorted i n t o f i v e p i l e s i n an ordered s e r i e s , p i l e 



Figure 57 I n s i g h t Rrid.'.procedure, 
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Figure 58 The sequence of operatiorxS of the i n s i g h t g r i d procedure, 
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l a b e l l e d '1' denoting the l e f t hand-pole of the construct, and 

the p i l e l a b e l l e d denoting the right-hand pole. 

I t v;as suggested to the subject that he may reorder h i s element 

cards as m£my times as he wished i m t i l t h e i r ordering conveyed the 

idea he wished to express. V/hen he was s a t i s f i e d with the ordering, 

he was asked to check the wording on the construct card to ensure 

that i t c l e a r l y represented the idea embodied i n the element ordering. 

Care was taken to ensure that the subject did not f e e l obliged to 

describe h i s constructs such that they v/ere necessai-ily comprehensible 

to the experimenter. 

This procedure v/as a l l that was required on the f i r s t occasion. On 

subsequent occasions, however, the subject proceeded by talcing up 

the construct cards of a l l constructs produced on previous occasions, 

and re-applyiiig them to the element cards. A l l element s o r t s 

produced i n t h i s v;ay were numerically recorded by the experimenter 

on blank g r i d forms. The subject was given a personal f i l e i n 

v/hich he retained h i s element and construct cards. The experimenter 

was not informed of the conteiit of these cards u n t i l a f t e r the c ^ i d 

s e r i e s was completed, snd only then with the consent of the subject. 

3*^.2.5. Module 3; subjective a n t i c i p a t i o n s of g r i d outcomes 

were formulated i n 4 areas i n the i n s i g h t c ^ i ' i : namely, ( i ) c e n t r a l / 

incident^jL elements; ( i i ) coro/peripher6U. constructs; ( i i i ) 

element reconstruction; ( i v ) construct reconstruction. 

Anticipatio:is v/ere formulated by requesting that the s u b j e c t rank-



order element and construct cards, i n response to the follov/ing 

i n s t r u c t i o n s : -

( i ) "Laj- out a l l the person cards face up. From the card s 
pick out that person v/hom you think i s most important 
to you as you have described him/her i n your g r i d . 
That i s , pick out that person v/hom you think i s best defined 
by the constructs you iiave j u s t used. Place that card on 
the extreme l e f t of the t a b l e . Mow from the remaining cards 
pick out the next most important person and put that c a r d 
to the rifi-ht of the f i r s t . Continue u n t i l a l l the caxds 
have been arran^*ed i n a rot-**'. 

( i i ) "Lay out a l l the construct. cards face up. From the cards 
pick out tliat construct v/hich you thin]-: i s most important 
to your d e f i n i t i o n of MYSELF AS I Rli^ALLY AM as you have 
described y o u r s e l f i n you' c:rid. Place that card on the 
extreme l e f t and from the rer.aining cards pick out the 
next most important and place that to the r i g h t of the f i r s t 
card. Continue u n t i l a l l the cards have been £irranged i n a 
row". 

On the second and a l l subsequent occasions, ( i ) and ( i i ) ware 

completed, but i n addition the follov/ing i n s t r u c t i o n s v/ere given 

( i i i ) "Lay out £LL1 the person cards face up. From the cards 
pick out that person about whom you think you have changed 
your mind about^most as you have described him^Aier i n t h i s 
atnd your l a s t g r i d . That i s , pick out that person v/hom you 
thinlc lias moved most olcng the constructs i n your g r i d -
Place that card on the extreme l e f t and from the remaining 
cards pick out that person v/hcm you think that you have 
ner^t changed your mind about cuid place that to the" r i g h t 
of the f i r s t card. Continue u n t i l a l l the cards have bee»i 
arranged i n a rov/". 
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( i v ) "Lay out a l l the construct cards face up. From the cards 
pick out that construct along which you think you have 
most changed your mind about the people i n t h i s and your 
l a s t g rid as you have described them. That i s , pick out that 
construct v;hich you think d i s p l a y s the greatest amount of 
movement of persons betv/een t h i s and your l a s t g r i d . Place 
that card on the extreme l e f t and from the r ermning cards 
pick out that construct which you think d i s p l a y s the next most 
greatest change. Continue u n t i l a l l the cards have been 
arranged i n a rov/". 

Each of these four rankings were recorded by the experimenter on 

blank Prediction/Outcome forms (see ApT?endix G ) . 

3.̂ .2.̂ .̂ Modulo C and module C ; on the f i r s t occasion, t h i s 

module comprised a s e t of b r i e f c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n s of each of the 

persons selected as elements, recorded on separate sheets of paper,. 

ar:d r e t a i n e d i n the subject*s personal f i l e . These c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n s 

v;ere made i n response to the follov/ing i n s t r u c t i o r i s : -

"Talce a sheet of paper and w r i t e the name of the f i r s t 
person you have s e l e c t e d at the top. Now write a b r i e f 
sketch of t h i s person-v-o cover the fcllov;ing ai-eas; How 
frequently do you meet t h i s person? What s o r t of r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p do you have v/ith him/her? How important i s he/she to 
your present concei-n? Make a s i r . i l a r b r i e f sketch f o r each 
of the people you have chosen*'. 

On the second and subsequent occasions the subject was requested to 

make notes about events v/hich he considered to be s i g n i f i c s i n t and 

then to consider each element i n turn i n r e l a t i o n to each c o i i s t i i i c t 

i n the preceding g r i d , £xs follov.-s:-



"Take up the f i r s t of your person cards i n one hand, and. 
the f i r s t construct you produced i n the other hand. Think 
about the events you have j u s t noted. Has your opinion 
of t h a t person i n terms of t h a t construct changed as a 
r e s u l t of those events?" 

I f the subject considered events.did have implications f o r h i s 

opinions of an element i n terms of each construct, E recorded a t i c k 

i n the appropriate c e l l of a blank g r i d form (Module C) . Following 

each of the module F displays t h i s procedure v/as-repeated, (Module 

C ) , and E recorded any a d d i t i o n a l impLicaticns and t h e i r source 

( i . e . the outcome class represented i n the module F display) on the 

same g r i d form (see Appendix G). • '• • 

3.^.2.5. Module D; Level 2 displays v;ere derived from the -z -

cumulative p r i n c i p a l components analysis described i n Chapter 3.2. ̂ . 

This analysis provided the basis f o r the assembly of a display 

consisting of the two segments; ( i ) construct/element components 

displays; ( i i ) construct/element outcome displays. 

( i ) Component displays; from the ciimulative p r i n c i p a l component 

analysis of each successive g r i d , i t was possible, by using the 

method of representation described i n Chapter 3»2., t o assign constructs 

to those components v/hich they most represent. A f t e r a l l constructs 

had been accounted f o r by t h i s method, the remaining components 

were discarded as e r r o r variance. This method i n v a r i a b l y succeeded 

i n accounting f o r betx-zeeh 75-95̂ o of the t o t a l variance. Thus as 

l i t t l e as 5?̂  and a t the most 25^ of the t o t a l vai'iance. v;as, discarded 

as e r r o r variance* \7ithin each component, representative constructs 
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v/ore ordered from the highest t o the lowest loading on t h a t corapoiient, 

and each construct was l a b e l l e d as loading p o s i t i v e l y on t h a t 

component. 

Having i d e n t i f i e d s i g n i f i c a n t components, i t was possible t o order 

elements from the highest p o s i t i v e t o the highest negative vector. 

Vftien the analysis had been accomplished, the subject was i n v i t e d t o 
. . . . • • , 

assemble the display by arranging h i s construct and element cards 

on the table as i n the Fig. 59• 

I n the column representing component 1 v;ere arranged constructs 

from the most representative (C5) t o the l e a s t (C4), V/here constructs 

obtained negative loadings, nê ^ construct cards were s u b s t i t u t e d 

i n the array vdth the construct pole descriptions reversed. Thus -

the subject, simply by reading dovm the l e f t and r i g h t hand sides .̂ 

of the construct cards, obtained a description of the f i r s t component. :.v-

S i m i l a r l y , a l l l e f t hand descriptions r e f e r t o the l e f t hand cards 1̂ . ' 

i n the element array, and the r i g h t hand side t o the r i g h t hand ^ 

element cards. To the r i g h t of the construct cards v;ere the elements 

from, on the l e f t , the highest negative vector t o , on-thevright, the 

highest p o s i t i v e vector. V/ithia. t h i s sequence, hov;ever, the elements 

were arranged under three heading cards, namely CEriTPJVL (-) , 

IKCIDEi'IT.'VL,-CEIiTRAL ( + ) . Occasionally, a l l CEMTRAL elements v;ere 

of the same sign; t h i s indicated t o the subject t h a t t h a t component 

v/as e s s e n t i a l l y one-sided, and t h a t no element c o n s i s t e n t l y 

represented the opposite pole. 

This procedure v.'cis follcv/ed f o r a l l cdmiponents u n t i l a l l constructs . , 
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had been located. The f u l l module D display f o r a s u b j e c t ' s (Tom) 

f i r s t g r i d i s represented i n F i g . 60. 

V/hen the firray v:as complete, the subject was asked:-

"Can you now look at each column i n turn, and decide 
what the constructs i n that column have i n common, and 
what di s t i n g u i s h e s them from the constructs i n other 
columns. That i s , can you think of a v;ord or phrase to 
describe each column. I f you can, note t h i s v/ord or 
phrase dovm on a blank card". 

This part of the e x e r c i s e v/as intended primarily to d i r e c t the 

subject's attention to the constr^act groups i n such a way as to fo] 

a higher-order d e s c r i p t i o n of the p r i n c i p a l components. 

( i i ) Outcome d i s p l a y s ; by employing the four scores reported i n 

3»̂ J-.1-, two p r i n c i p a l outcome dis p l a y s v;ere assembled:-

a) Core construct score x construct reconstruction score, 

b) C e n t r a l element score x element reconstruction score. 

These di s p l a y s each comprised construct and element cards arrayed 

i n a two dimensional space formed on the surface of the t a b l e by 

a set of numbered cards representing rank p o s i t i o n s on each of the 

s c a l e s * F i g . 6l i n d i c a t e s the layout of the cards. 
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On the basis of the outcome measures, construct or element caxds 

were located i n t h i s space. Of i n t e r e s t i n these d i s p l a y s were 

deviations from the main diagonal running from bottom l e f t to top 

r i g h t . That i s , i t would be expected that CORE constructs would be 

STABLE (and CErlTRAL elements would be STABLE) i f the s u b j e c t was not 

undergoing s i g n i f i c a n t change. Departures from these diagonals 

would thus be of i n t e r e s t to the subject, and although i t v/as not 

requested i n the following case s t u d i e s , may become a b a s i s for 

prompting the subject to furnish explanations of these discrepancies. 

3.^.2.6. Module E; Feedback displays v/ere cLsserabled to r e f l e c t 

the match-mismatch betv/een the s u b j e c t i v e a n t i c i p a t i o n s obtained 

i n module B and the g r i d outcomes of module D. These d i s p l a y s took 

a s i m i l a r form to the outcome d i s p l a y s of module D i n that a tv/o-

dimensional matrix formed by the subject's rank ordering of constructs 

and elements and the obtained outcome rankings v:as arrayed on the , 

surface of the t a b l e . Four displays of t h i s kind were produced on 

the f i r s t feedback ses s i o n : (a) c e n t r a l element display; (b) core 

construct display; and i n addition on the second and subsequent 

feedback s e s s i o n s : ( c ) element reconstruction display; (d) 

construct reconstruction display. 

Each display took the for*m represented by F i g . 62, v/here the dotted 

diagonal v/as obtained i f the subject's a n t i c i p a t i o n s were completely 

accurate. Once e.gain, deviations from t h i s diagonal represented areas 

of i n t e r e s t to the subject, and these deviations provided 'quer^^ 

pron:pts' • After presentation of each display, the subject v/as 

provided with a Query Form (see Appendix G) on v;hich v;as noted those 

coristruct or element nunbers that shov.'ed lar^^e deviations from the 



diagonal. . Adjacent to these numbers was a blank space i n vrhich the 

subject could note down comments and explanations i n reply to the 

question or Query Prompt:-

"Can you think of emy reason why you thought c o n s t r u c t / 
element might be core/central? That i s , can you 
describe why t h i s construct/element seemed so important/ 
unimportant to you at the time? I f you can, j o t down 
your reasons i n the space provided on the Query Form". 

3.4.2.7. Module F; following the same procedure for module E, 

Level 3 displays v/ere. assembled to r e f l e c t the match or mismatch 

between posterior p r o b a b i l i t i i e s obtained from previous g r i d s and r 

the g r i d outcomes of module D. fwo-dimensional arrays v/ere assembled 

comprising the nominal categories of CEMTRAL'vs. INCIDENTAL, CORE vs. 

KRIPHEHAL,. STABLE v s . UNSTABLE and TRANSITIONAL, to which were 

attached the degree of c e r t a i n t y ( p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y ) with which . 

any construct or element was assigned to each category. The 

arrangement of the display v/as as represented i n F i g . 63. 

CORE (699̂ ) (^T^ ( ^) 

PREDICTED. 

FERIHIERAL (72?̂ ) ( 

KRIHIERAL CORE 
• • OUTCOME 

Figure 63 



I n t i l l s example, notable discrepancies betv/een predicted outcomes 

and observed outconies would.be those constructs located i n c e l l s 

(a) and (b)« The s u b j e c t i^as provided with a Query Form on v/hich 

these discrepancies were noted and v/as requested to f u r n i s h an 

explanation by the folloiving i n s t r u c t i o n s : -

"Can you think of any reason \Jhy construct/element 
i s no longer c o r e / c e n t r a l i n your grid? I n p a r t i c u l a r 
has anything of note occurred i n your r e l a t i o n s h i p s with 
these people that might have l e d to t h i s unexpected outcome? 
I f you can i d e n t i f y an event(s) of t h i s s o r t , j o t down a 
b r i e f note of what occurred i n the space provided on the 
Query Form", 

3.^.2,8• This procedure vae employed i n tv/o case s t u d i e s 

comprising three g r i d s (i.eo s i x s e s s i o n s ) , taking place ever '..̂  

periods of two and four months. Each of the three gri-d matrices .K 

consisted of r a t i n g s on s i x e l i c i t e d constructs, and, \r±th the -t> 

exception of tHe f i r s t g r i d , thcso constructs produced i n preceding 

g r i d s . Thus, i n each of the s e r i e s a t o t a l of l8 constructs v;ere 

produced, with the t o t a l of 36 element s o r t s , ( c o n s t r u c t s 1-6 

r e p l i c a t e d twice, constructs 7-12 r e p l i c a t e d once)• 

The purpose of reporting the following case s t u d i e s i s twofold; 

f i r s t , to'review'the a p p l i c a t i o n s of the techniques outlined 

above, i n order to explore t h e i r f e a s i b i l i t y ; second, the value 

of the techniques f o r promoting modelling compotence may be 

exajnined by ajialysing examples of the responses to the .varirAis 

prompts a r i s i n g from the feedback displays, and t h e i r e f f e c t on 

subsequent modelling. 
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Hob-ever, within the three g r i d c y c l e , a l i m i t e d number of L e v e l 1 

and 3 d i s p l a y s were poss i b l e , (Table 32). 

TABLE 32 Displays a v a i l a b l e i n a three-fold g r i d s e r i e s . 

GRID LEVEL 3 DISPLAYS 

1 2 3 

LEVEL 1 DISPLAYS 

1 2 3 

Central 
Elements 

Core Constructs 

Element 
Reconstruction 

Construct 
Reconstruction V 

\/ / / 

v/ v/ v/ 

V V 

V v/ 



3.^.3. Tom: an i l l u s t r a t i v e case-study, 

3.^•3.1- Tom, a r e c e n t l y married publisher's representative i n 
h i s mid-twenties, v/as experiencing some d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n vrith h i s 
job and f e l t that i t v;as time to explore the p o s s i b i l i t i e s of 
a l t e r n a t i v e employment• Hov/ever, he admired and respected a number 
of h i s colleagues, and having been employed by the same firm for 
come years found great d i f f i c u l t i e s i n formulating h i s f r u s t r a t i o n s . 
I n volunteering for the experiment he wished to c l a r i f y h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s to h i s v/orking colleagues i n a way that would enable 
him to i d e n t i f y those aspects of these r e l a t i o n s l i i p s that he valued, 
and to a r t i c u l a t e h i s ov/n personal i d e a l s against these r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p s . Tom completed three g r i d s (Day 1, Day 24, Day 103). 

Module A 

I n the f i r s t s e s s i o n , Tom named ten colleagues v/ith v/hom he met 

frequently; some v/ere purely business r e l a t i o n s h i p s v/hilst others 

were i n Tom»s v;ords "the Idlnd I can have a beer with". I n addition 

to these ten colleagues, the elements I-iYSELF AS I REALLY AM, and 

I-iYSELF AS I V/OULD LIK2 TO BE were included, and a l l elements were 

noted on numbered 6" x 4" cards. 

I n order to introduce the procedure of e l i c i t i n g a construct to 

Tom, a number of p r a c t i c e elements were produced (names of Prime 

Ministers) and t r i a l constructs e l i c i t e d and applied to the p r a c t i c e 

elements. This enabled Tom to proceed on h i s own, viithout i n t e r ­

vention by the experimenter. I t was also made c l e a r to Tom that 
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he would r e t a i n possession of a l l construct cards and any notes 

he might make, and thus he was able to record h i s impressions 

vri.th complete c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y . 

Tom then e l i c i t e d s i x constructs using the F u l l Context e l i c i t a t i o n 

method, which e n t a i l e d l a y i n g out a l l element cards face up and 

s e l e c t i n g two cards to exemplify the pole of a construct that he 

considered "most important £ind most immediately evident", Tom's 

description of each construct was noted on a numbered 6" x 4" card, 

following v/hich f i v e numbered cards were arranged on the t a b l e 

to represent a fi v e - p o i n t s c a l e running from pole to pole of the 

construct. Tal-d.ng up the tv/elve element cards Tom then ordered the 

fi v e numbered cards i n accordance with h i s view of the extent to 

which each person displayed the features he had named. The allotment 

of cards v;a5 then read off n u n e r i c a l l y to the experimenter who 

recorded them on the G r i d Form, 

Module B 

After completing h i s grid, Tom l a i d out a l l h i s element cards 

on the table and ranked them, foilov;ing the i n s t r u c t i o n s of 

3.-t-.2.3* ( i ) - The rank positions of each element were recorded 

by E on a;Prediction/Outcome form. This process v/as imjnediately 

repeated.for constructs following the i n s t r u c t i o n s of 3.4,2o- ( i i ) -

T his completed module B on the f i r s t occasion. I n addition, on 

subsequent occasions Tom preceded to rank order constructs and 

elements follc.ving the i n s t r u c t i o n s of 3.^.2.3. ( i i i ) and ( i v ) . 
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t-fodule C 

On the f i r s t occasion, Tom b r i e f l y c h a r a c t e r i s e d the people t h a t 

he chose t o co n s t r u e , and i t was e v i d e n t t l i a t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

f e l l i n t o t h r e e groups: 

Group A: colleagues he pe r c e i v e d £is "one of the l a d s " w i t h 

whom he s o c i a l i s e d and enjoyed s t a b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p s ; 

Group B: colleagues v/hom he pe r c e i v e d as "approachable", b u t 

"not the type I can have a beer v ; i t h " ; 

Group C: colleagues w i t h v/hom he perceived he had l e s s i n corinon 

and w i t h v/hom he had ap. a_mbiguous r e l a t i o n s h i p , and 

g r e a t e r d i f f i c u l t y i n n e e t i n g on a s o c i a l l e v e l . 

The f c l l o v / i n g e x t r a c t s from Tom's ch a r a c t e r i s a t i o r b S c o n f i r m these 

groupi ngs:-

GrouTj A 

(E l ) G.3. " t y p i c a l iondoner s t a r t e d a t the bottom and 

heisn't changed an i o t a spejids mcst lunch hours i n t h e 

pub doesn't g i v e a damn about hov/ people see him, he's 

j u s t h i m s e l f " . 

(E3) Mr. B> " t y p i c a l l y c':'Cl'->:ey 

Mcikes l o t s o f money". 

a r e a l c u r s o r and blu e language 
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(E6) B.D. "he's the kind I can have a beer with.....we have . 

6imil£ir a t t i t u d e s and i n t e r e s t s . . . . . I see him often and he's 

one of the f i r s t I met". 

(E7) J . B . "we went through a l l the business routine and then we 

met s o c i a l l y a couple of times I think I'm l i k e l y to, 

see him often". 

Group B 

(E2) R.F. " a good f r i e n d but i s on edge about h i s business 

not r e a l l y able to keep i t a l l together". 

(EA)ttJP. "approachable fellow, but not i n i t i a l l y . . . . . h e ' s a t the 

top of the organisation structxire s t i l l a s e r i o u s c l i e n t - . 

customer r e l a t i o n s h i p , but f r i e n d l y not the type I can ; 

say ' l e t ' s have a quick p i n t ' t o " . 

(E5) Mrs. V/. "approachable motherly person I get on w e l l with 

her, but there are some things you can say to her,-* and some 

things you can't". 

(E8) Mr. F. "on the f i r s t occsision we met we talked and t a l k e d 

about things other than business very i n t e r e s t i n g person, 

but a very busy man". 

Group C 

(E9) M2** l i * "of P o l i s h extraction owns h i s ovm business and i s 
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d o i n g w e l l b u t he's a b i t p e d a n t i c " . 

(E10) S.T. "he's about 40 but wears n a t t y s u i t s n o t a 

niddle-aged h i p p i e Just l i k e s t o wear l o n g h a i r g e n t l e 

f e l l o v ; , p o s s i b l y homosexual and e f f e m i n a t e " . 

On days 24 and 108, module C comprised a s e t o f statements i n 

v/hich Tom i n d i c a t e d v/hether s i g n i f i c a n t events had o c c u r r e d i n h i s 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s v/ith these persons. I n a d d i t i o n , Tom c o n s i d e r e d 

each element i n t u r n i n r e l a t i o n t o each c o n s t r u c t , and E recorded • 

a t i c k i n the a p p r o p r i a t e c o l l on a blank g r i d form i f t h e events 

t h a t he had i d e n t i f i e d had any i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r h i s viev/ o f t h a t i 

element i n terms o f each c o n s t r u c t . Follo\-ri.ng each L e v e l 3 feedback" 

d i s p l a y , t i i i s procedure was repeated and a d d i t i o n a l t i c k s v/ere 

i n t r o d u c e d v;horc he c o r ^ i d e r e d he had i d e n t i f i e d i m p l i c a t i o n s o r i g i n ­

a l l y o i o i t t e d or overlooked. The r i o d i f i c a t i o n s t o module C v;ere -.'2. 

termed module C . 

T o ' ^ i l l u s t r a t e the f u n c t i o n i n g o f the procedures, the f o l l o v / i n g 

s e c t i o n s \ i r i l l c o n c e n t r a t e on L e v e l 1 and 3 d i s p l a y s in''terras""-of 

the Eicdn feat-ares o f Tom's g r i d s , namely p r e d i c a t i o n c e n t r a l i t y and 

s t a b i l i t y . The f u n c t i o n i n g o f L e v e l 2 d i s p l a y s v a i l n ot be 

examined, however, as the procedures and outcomes i n v o l v e d have been 

discussed by o t h e r a u t h o r s (Thomas, 1976). The r e s u l t s o f t r a n s f o r m ­

a t i o n s performed on Tom's g r i d s a re l i s t e d i n Appendix G. 



3.^^.3.2. ELement c e n t r a l i t y . 

( i ) Module E; L e v e l 1 d i s p l a y s . 

To i l l u s t r a t e the module E d i s p l a y , F i g . 64 r e p r e s e n t s the s u b j e c t i v e 

a n t i c i p a t i o n outcome d i s p l a y as i t was assembled by Tom. 

I t v;as e x p l a i n e d t h a t complete accuracy i n p r e d i c t i o n would r e s u l t 

i n element ccirds l y i n g along the d o t t e d d i a g o n a l , and t h a t t h e 

f u r t h e r element cards v/ere from t h i s d i a g o n a l t h e g r e a t e r t h e 

discrepancy between Tom's a n t i c i i j a t i o n s and the observed outcome, 

Hov;Gver, i t .was p o i n t e d out t h a t o v e r a l l accuracy vjas good (Spearman., 

rho = C,294) but t h a t the thr e e o f f - d i a g o n a l cards (V/, ? and ET) 

r e q u i r e d f u r t h e r i n s p e c t i o n i n o r d e r t o i d e n t i f y the source o f the 

e r r o r . These cards were s e l e c t e d by the a r b i t r a r y r u l e t h a t the 

discrepancy e q u a l l e d o r exceeded h a l f the number o f elements i n t h e , 

eample• 

From t h i s exanple i t may be seen t h a t i n t h i s f i r s t comparison, 

t h r e e Query Prompts were produced. Table 33 records t h e data" from 

which d i s p l a y s o f t h i s s o r t v;ere produced throughout t h e g r i d s e r i e s . 

The t h r e e b l o c k s r e p r e s e n t the feedback session f o r each o f Tern's 

thr e e g r i d s . V / i t h i n each bl o c k , t h e f i r s t column (Mod. B) records. 

Tom's a n t i c i p a t i o n s concerning the importance o f each element t o 

t h a t g r i d , these judgements recorded as ranks, v f i t h rank 1 i n d i c a t i n g 

t h a t element'that'Tom expected t o be "most i m p o t t a n t " . The second 

column (Ob) r e p r e s e n t s observed c e n t r a l i t y rajiked from the most t o 

the l e a s t c e n t r e i l ?,n term^ of t h e outcome measures d e s c r i b e d i n 3>4,1. 
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MOST 

IMPORTAI-TT 

Day 1 
ANTICIPATED 
OUTCOMES 

LE/\ST 
IMPOSTAMT 

LEAST 
CEOTRAL 

Day 1 
OBSERVED 
OUTCOMES 

MOST 
CEi^iTi^jU. 

'igurc 64 Day 1 ?-!oaule E d i s p l a y . 

The t h i r d colunn (D) denotes the discrepancy betv/een the tv/o s e t s 

of ranl-iings, those e:-:ceeding the a r b i t r a r y d e v i a t i o n r u l e p r o v i d i n g 

Query Fi'ompts, (column 4, ? ) . To assess the consequences o f t h i s 

feedback, subsequent r e c o n s t r u c t i o n o f elements i s i n d i c a t e d i n those 

columns i n t e r p o l a t e d between feedback blocks, (ER), r e c o r d i n g an X 

i f the exact p r o b a b i l i t y o f a s s o c i a t i o n between r a t i n g s f o r any 

element on the tv;o succeeding g r i d s f a i l s t o a t t a i n the 5'/.' l e v e l 

of s i g n i f i c a n c e . 
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DAY 1 DAY 24 DAY 108 

£ E 

EL B Ob D ? EH B 0 D ? ER B 0 D ? 

1 7 12 5 X 6 8 2 2 1 1 

2 6 . ^ 2 7 9 2 X 12 11 1 

3 3 1 12 3 9 d X 3 k 1 

k 8 6 2 2 2 X 11 10 1 

3 12 3 7 a X 8 10 2 X 4 7 3 

6 11 8 3 5 7 2 5 3 0 

7 10 7 3 X ^ 3 1 6 6 0 

8 3 11 6 b X 10 11 1 7 9 2 

9 9 9 0 X 9 6 3 X 8 8 0 

10 10 8 c X 11 12 1 10 12 2 

11 1 1 0 X 1 1 b X 1 2 1 

12 3 2 1 3 2 1 9 3 6 e 

Note; 

EL elements 

B module B 

E module E 

O observed outcomes 

D discrepancy 

ER element r e c o n s t r u c t i o n 

TABI^ 33 L e v e l 1 prompt c h a r t - element c e n t r a l i t y 
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To i n d i c a t e the n a t u r e o f the responses t o the Query Prompts, 

examples of Tom's e x p l a n a t i o n s a r e l i s t e d below c o r r e s p o n d i n g t o 

the l e t t e r s i n column 4 of Table 33. 

(a) "Yes. I've changed my mind about her (V/). She p l a c e d an 
urgent order but something d i d n ' t a r r i v e so she phoned the 
o f f i c e and as I v/asn't t h e r e she gave a r o l l i c k i n g t o who­
ever answered. How I'm wondering i f she's tv/o-faced as 
when I saw her a f t e r t h a t she was as n i c e as p i e " . 

(b) " I thought he (F) would be i m p o r t a n t because I have j u s t 
met hiiDt but he's a busy f e l l o w , brash, and I don't t h i n k 
I would have formed a s t r o n g o p i n i o n about him a f t e r a l l . 
I t ' s because he i s new t o me". 

(c ) "Last time I saw him (ET) he seemed more r e l a x e d , a b i t more 
• tim e on h i s hands. Re seemes t o have taken a l i k i n g t o me. 
He has a tendency tov/ards being s l i g h t l y , e f f e m i n a t e , b u t i s 
probably j u s t a s a n s i t i v e k i n d c f person. I suppose i t ' s 
because he took a l i k i n g t o me. He sent an order t o me 
i n s t e a d o f head o f f i c e and I a p p r e c i a t e t h a t " . 

Here, i t i s e v i d e n t t h a t Tom i s a p p r a i s i n g not o n l y h i s c o n s t r u c t i o n s 

o f these persons, but a l s o i d e n t i f y i n g events i n h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

w i t h them t h a t might throw l i g h t on discrepancies i n has p r e d i c t i o n s . 

For example, "She (W) gave a r o l l i c k i n g t o v/hoever answered the 

phone", ajid "he (ET) sent an order t o me i n s t e a d o f head o f f i c e " 

are b o t h examples o f events p e r c e i v e d by Tom t o be p o s s i b l e explana­

t i o n s f o r under o r o v e r e s t i m a t i n g t h e importance o f these persons 

t o h i s g r i d . Indeed, i n a l l f o u r caeeis i n Table 33 i n v/hich 

d i s c r e p a n t elements ore r e t e s t e d i n subsequent g r i d s (Prompts a, b, 
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c and d) , these elements do d i s p l a y s i g n i f i c a n t r a t i n g changes. 

I n t e r e s t i n g l y , the g r e a t e s t discrepancy on Day 108 was i n e s t i m a t i n g 

the importance t o Tom's g r i d o f the element MYSELF AS I V/OULD LI}CE 

TO BE, t o v;hich prompt Tom r e p l i e d : -

" I had the f e e l i n g f o r once t h a t I v/as t a l k i n g about t h i n g s 
as they v/ere r a t h e r than as I would l i k e then t o be; I v/as 
sa y i n g t h a t I f e l t harassed, but I have changed my mind. 
At t h a t time l o t s of t h i n g s were happening and s i n c e t h e n 
I ' v e found my sa l e s are up by 10̂ ;̂ v;e have busy ti m e s and 
not so busy t i m e s . There are peak times as f a r as problems 
arc concerned, and I have t o go dashing round t o s o r t them 
o u t , v/hich means I don't get a chance t o s o c i a l i s e v / i t h 
customers and I see them i n a d i f f e r e n t l i g h t , a t o t a l 
businessmcLn's viev/. At present I'm not harassed as I 
have no problems and I £im a b i t m.ore r e l a x e d " . 

I n c o n t r a s t t o the e x p l a n a t i o n s Tom had f u r n i s h e d f o r o t h e r prompts, 

i n cinalysing h i s s e l f - i d e a l Tom i s a n a l y s i n g h i s immediate c o n s t r u c ­

t i o n s ( e . g . f e e l i n g 'harassed', 'a t o t a l businessman's viev/', e t c . ) , 

but even hero cannot d i s s o c i a t e t h i s c o n v e r s a t i o n from events 

v/hich he considers t o be s i g n i f i c a n t ('at t h a t time l o t s o f t h i n g s 

v/ere happening'). 

I t i s e v i d e n t t h a t Tom's a n t i c i ] , ^ t i o n s improved i n accuracy (Day 1, 

Spearman rho = .294; Day 24, rho = .334; Day 108, rho = .937) and 

t h a t t h i s v/as not achieved s i m p l y by l e a r n i n g a f i x e d o r d e r i n g of 

elements, s i n c e the outcome measures o f Day 1 and Day 103 a r e only 

v/ealcLy r e l a t e d (Day 1 x Day 103, rho "='.239). I n o t h e r v/crds, 

Ton: appears t o have ac q u i r e d the a b i l i t y t o analyse h i s c o n s t r u i n g 
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behaviour t o d e t e c t t h e occurrence o f a. p a r t i c u l a r g r i d outcome 

which i s extremely d i f f i c u l t t o c o n t r i v e , and t o employ t h i s , 

a b i l i t y i n circumstances t h a t v a r y c o n s i d e r a b l y over l o n g p e r i o d s 

of t i m e . Although i t cannot be a s s e r t e d t h a t Tom's a n a l y s i s o f these 

d i s c r e p a j i c i e s d i r e c t l y l e d him t o r e f o r m u l a t e h i s p e r c e p t i o n s o f 

p a r t i c u l a r r e l a t i o n s h i p s , t h e r e i s evidence t h a t on subsequent 

occasions h i s c o n s t r u c t i o n o f these persons i n v o l v e d underwent some 

a l t e r a t i o n . 

( i i ) Module. F; L e v e l 3 d i s p l a y s . 

As the assembly o f a Le v e l 3 d i s p l a y r e q u i r e d an i n i t i a l obeer^/ation-' 

i n o r d e r . t o d e r i v e p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s , t h e f i r s t tModule F 

d i s p l a y occurred i n t h e Day Zk feedback s e s s i o n . The f o m o f d i s p l a y 

on t h i s occasion i s represented i n F i g . 65. 

F i g u r e 63. Day 2k Module F d i s p l a y . 

Day 2'+ 

PROBABILISTIC 

PREDICTION 

IWCIDEIfPAL 

INCIDEOTAL 

8k% 

IKCIDEi'ITAL CEIfTHAL 

DAY 2ii OUTCGIffi 
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I t i/as e x p l a i n e d t h a t the percentage values on the l e f t i n d i c a t e d 

the degree o f c e r t a i n t y vrLth which t h e p r e d i c t i o n s c o u l d be 

as s e r t e d . As the p r e d i c t i o n ' c e n t r a l ' c o u l d not be a s s e r t e d w i t h 

a degree o f c e r t a i n t y exceeding 3^'^ (ovrLng t o lov/ p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s ) 

a l l elements were expected t o be i n c i d e n t a l w i t h d i f f e r e n t degrees 

of c e r t a i n t y . Thus, those elements (GB, B and M) i n the low e r 

r i g h t g r a d i e n t represented s i z e a b l e discrepeuacies, and Tom's 

a t t e n t i o n v/as d i r e c t e d t o these elements alone. 

S i m i l a r d i s c r e p a n c i e s f o r Day lOo are l i s t e d i n Table 34. V/ i t h i n 

each feedback b l o c k , the f i r s t column (Mod. C) i n d i c a t e s those 

elements i n r e l a t i o n t o v/hom Ton i d e n t i f i e d s i g n i f i c a n t ever.ts (/)', 

the second colunn i n d i c a t i n g d i s c r e p a n c i e s between p o s t e r i o r 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s and obser^/ed outcones (Hod. F) • These d i s c r e p a n c i e s 

(D) g i v e r i s e t o Query Prompts (?) , v;hich i n t u r n enable Tom to 

r e d e f i n e the s i g n i f i c a n t events o f Mod. C or t o i d e n t i f y p r e v i o u s l y 

u n i d e n t i f i e d eventc (Mod. C ) . Again, t h e column i t e r p o l a t e d 

between feedback b l o c k s (EIi) i n d i c a t e s those elements t h a t f a i l t o 

a t t a i n an exact p r o b a b i l i t y of a s s o c i a t i o n o f 3;̂  betv/een Day 24 

and Day 103. - . ' 

Again, t o i n d i c a t e t h e nature o f Tom's responses t o Query p r o c p t s 

a r i s i n g from these d i s p l a y s , examples o f h i s e x p l a n a t i o n s a r e 

l i s t e d belov;:-

(a) "That's odd. He's (G3) one o f the most e s t a b i i o h e d o f my 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s . V/e liave a few p i n t s ovor>- time v/e see each 
o t h e r , and I v;culd xiave thought t h a t f o r t h a t reason he 
would be ir r i p o r t a n t t o me. I have tv/o cate.^ories f o r t h i s 



3k' 

f e l l o w , i n business v/e are d i f f e r e n t t o when v/e are i n the 
pub. I t depends on where I meet him as t o how I see him. 
But I'm b e g i n n i n g t o wonder v/hether people v/hc s t a y i n t h i s 
business end up by being l i k e him". 

(b) " L a t e l y my r e l a t i o n s h i p v/ith t h i s f e l l o w (B) has been on the 
up and up. His language i s a w f u l , he i s i n a d i f f e r e n t w o r l d 
from me, but I now admire he doesn't p u l l h i s punches". 

(c) " I ' v e spoken t o t h i s f e l l o v ; (M) once since l a s t t i m e . He's 
t r y i n g t o con us out o f something, so since then I ' v e 
spoken t o someone who knows t h i s f e l l o w and v/ho s a i d he's 
t h a t s o r t o f person. V/hich mear^ t h a t nov/ I ' l l t r e a t him v r i t h 
some s u s p i c i o n " . 

Query Prompts a r i s i n g from d i s c r e p a n c i e s i n the L e v e l 3 d i s p l a y s 

more d i r e c t l y o r i e n t a t e Tom t o events i n h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Although 

i n s e v e r a l cases Tom succeeds i n i d e n t i f y i n g events p r i o r t o t h i s 

d i s p l a y (Mod. C), i t may be seen t h a t Query Prompts ( a ) and ( c ) do 

extend the l i s t o f events f o l l o v ; i n g the d i s p l a y (Hod. C ) . I n both 

of these cases, the e x p l a n a t i o n s f u r n i s h e d by Tom comprise fragments 

of behaviour ( " i n business we are d i f f e r e n t t o when v;o are i n the 

pub"; " I ' v e spoken t o t h i s f e l l o w once since l a s t t i m e . He's 

t r y i n g t o con us out o f something") and Ton's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f 

these fragments. S i m i l a r l y , on Day 103, Tom a g a i n extended the 

module C r e c o r d o f events f o l l o w i n g t h i s d i s p l a y : -

(g) " I ' v e seen him (?) a couple o f times, but he's a brash 
s o r t o f f e l l o v ; , as i f he were s e l l i n g from a market s t e i l l . 
I t * s a b i t o f f - p u t t i i i g and an asr.ect of business t h a t I'm 
not hapRv- w i t h " . 



C 

Day 2'+ 
hJodule F 

Ex Ob D 7 C» C 

Day 108 
Module F 

Ex Ob D 7 C E l C 

Day 2'+ 
hJodule F 

Ex Ob D 7 C» ER C 

Day 108 
Module F 

Ex Ob D 7 C 

1 I 8 ^ C D a /̂ 173 C D d 

2 155 I 
• 

X 173 - I 

3 c b v/ X 173 c D e V 

k 155 c X C62 c 

3 155 I V/ X 173 I 

6 I 8 ^ I / V 192 c D f V 

7 I8if I 192 I 

8 I8^ I 192 c D g 

9 134 c D c X / 173 c . D h 

10 155 I 173 I 

11 155 c X C62 c 

12 155 c C62 c 
• 

Notes 
E l _ elements 
C . Module C 
Ex Expected outcome 
Ob Observed outcome 
D discrepancy 
? Prompt 

ER element -reconstruction 
C Module C» 
I I n c i d e n t a l 
C Centrsa 
Figure denotes percent c e r t a i n t y 

TABLE -34 Level 3 prompt charts - element c e n t r a l i t y . 



I n reply to s e v e r a l prompts, Tom v;as able to acknov/ledge and repeat 

events that he had already i d e n t i f i e d (b,e,f and h) a procedure that 

provided Tom vri.th p o s i t i v e confirmation that h i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 

events was associated vrith edterations i n g r i d outcomes. On one 

prompt, however, Tom was unable to f u r n i s h an explanation, ( d ) , 

claiming that t h i s outcome was unaccountable s i n c e h i s view of t h i s 

person seemed to him to be unchanged. 

I n summary, the d i s p l a y s described above v;erc r e a d i l y i n t e r p r e t e d 

by Tom, and the Query Prompts derived did provoke some r e a p p r a i s a l 

of h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Of the eight prompts, three provided 

additional i i i s i g h t s i n t o i n t e r p e r s o n a l events, four confirmed Tern's 

i n i . t i a l event i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , and one was unaccountable. 

3»^*5»3* Core Constructs. 

( i ) Module E: Level 1 d i s p l a y s . 

The module E display f o r constructs took a s i m i l a r form to that f o r 

the element d i s p l a y s of 3 « ^ . 3 . 2 . Table 35 records Tom's.anticipa­

tions of the importance of constructs for h i s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , the 

observed g r i d outcomes, and the Query Prompts that derive from 

s i g n i f i c a n t d i s c r e p a n c i e s . 

Exsmples of Tom's r e p l i e s to Query Prompts are as follows:-

(a) C I : KAKASSI-ENT OF KUNTaNG A BUSINGS 
" I assumed that t'nat was something I did not want to be. Most 
of the people who run t h e i r own businesses ara harassed. 
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DAY 1 DAY DAY 108 

Module E Module E Module E 
c B Ob D ? CR B Ob D ? CR B Ob D ? 

1 2 6 if a X 12 7 5 8 6 2 

2 5 3 2 9 6 3 5 8 3 

3 3 1 2 11 if 7 c X 13 17 if 

1 5 b X 8 2 6 d X l i f 16 2 

5 4 2 2 5 1 if if 5 1 

6 6 4 2 2 3 1 9 11 2 

7 3 8 5 7 10 3 
8 10 12 2 11 if 7 

9 7 11 • if 12 l i f 2 

10 if 9 3 12 3 

.11 1 10 9 e 16 13 3 
12 6 5 1 1 3 2 

13 6 9 3 
14 • 18 7 11 f 

15 17 18 1 

16 • 2 1 1 

17 3 2 1 

18 10 15 3 

Notes 

C construct 

3 module B 

Ob observed outcocies 

D discrepancy 

? prompt- -

CR construct reconstruction 

TAgj; 33 Le v e l 1 prompt chart - construct c e n t r a l i t y 



d i f f i c u l t to get on with s o c i a l l y ^ messed up and often 
i n e f f i c i e n t " . 

(b) C'f: ABLE TO COMMUI^CATE IN A BUSINESSLIKE WAY. 
"Most of the people who are harassed don't have enough time 
to go through normal procedures. They don't seem to have 
enough time to c a t e r for you. That was what seemed 
important. That they weren't able to be e f f i c i e n t and 
busi n e s s l i k e seemed l e s s importaint". 

(c) C3: SMjy?r. 
"This has to do with being s o c i a l l y compatible. I used, to 
think being presentable v/as important, but, f o r i n s t a n c e , 
BD i s s c r u f f y but i s s o c i a l l y compatible to me". 

I t i s evident once again that i n apprfdsing h i s constructions, Tom 

found i t necessary to draw on persons and inte r p e r s o n a l circumstances 

to q u a l i f y h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s (e.g. "most of the people who run 

t h e i r o\m businesses are harassed"; " f o r instance, BD i s s c r u f f y but 

i s s o c i a l l y compatible to me"). Moreover, of the four constructs 

that manifested s i g n i f i c a n t reconstruction betv/een grids ( C I , on 

l>ay 2k; C3 0^ on Day 108) a l l of them were associated with Query 

Prompts i n the feedback sessions. 

However, the accuracy with which Tom i d e n t i f i e d constn^cts relevant 

to h i s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n does not improve between Day 1 and Day 2^ 

(Spearmaji rho, - . 3 7 1 , - . 0 0 7 , r e s p e c t i v e l y ) but does show considerable 

improvement on Day 108 (rho = . 7 1 1 ) . Kcv/ever, when p r e d i c t i v e 

accuracy on those constructs introduced into s u c c e s s i v e g r i d s i s 

examined, a more gi^auual improvement i s apparent (Dsy 1̂  rho = 

- -371: Day 2^, rho = .^^6; Day 103, rho = . 6 3 7 ) . This suggests that 



-459-

Tom may on successive occasions, have been basing hie a n t i c i p a t i o n s 

on constructs which were core on preceding g r i d s , rather than 

i d e n t i f y i n g the way i n v/hich he employed constructs to define him­

s e l f at that time. That i s , he may have been d i s t r a c t e d by a 

construct's previous relevance v/hilst a ssessing i t s current relevance, 

(and relevance does f l u c t u a t e between occasions; Day 1 to Day 24, 

rho = .314; Day 24 to pay 108 , rho = .042). C l e a r l y , newly 

introduced constructs would not be affected by t h i s i n t e r f e r e n c e . 

( i i ) Module F; L e v e l 3 d i s p l a y s . 

Table 36 records f o r Day 24 and Day 105 the constructs of nodule F 

displays for constructs, and the Query Frompts a r i s i n g from those. . 

d i s p l a y s . Examples of Tom's r e p l i e s to these Prompts are as follov/s:-

(b) C4: ABLE TO COi-II'rUI^ICATE IN . A BTJSINESSLIKS WAY. ^ 

"Being able to communicate a f f e c t s njy e f f i c i e n c y ; t h a t ' s not 
s t r i c t l y true, rather than e f f i c i e n c y , i t a f f e c t s my ambitionV 

(c) C6: UNSUITABLE TO BUSIN-ESS. 
"This has become very important. I'm.beginning to-examine 

^ these fellov;s, aslcing are they s u i t a b l e to what they a r e 
doing. Of course I'm asking the same question of myself". 

Again, t h i s procedure enables Tom to extend the l i s t of s i g n i f i c a n t 

events he produced i n nodule C, not by intronucing new events he 

had previously overlooked, but appcxrently by discovering nev/ 

relevancies of f a m i l i a r events for h i s constructs.- For example, -

ToB found that h i s a p p r a i s a l of persons who do or do not "communicate 
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Day 2if Day 103 

Module •F • Module . F 

Co C EX Ob D ? CR C Ex Ob D o c» 

1 >/ 1̂ 0 C D a F63 C D d 

2 C31 C C65 C 

3 C31 C X C63 p D e 

if PSO C D b X P68 p 

5 031 C C65 n 

6 F60 c D c F68 P 

7 031 P 

8 C31 c . 

9 C51 p 

10 C31 c 

11 v/ C51 p 

12 C51 c 

Motes 

P peripheral 

C core 

Figure denotes percent c e r t a i n t y 

TABLE 36 Level 3 promipt charts - construct c e n t r a l i t y . 



i n a b u s i n e s s l i k e manner" had im p l i c a t i o n s f or business e f f i c i e n c y 

and " s u i t a b i l i t y to business l i f e " . Of eight s i m i l a r r e l e v a n c i e s 

i d e n t i f i e d by Tom i n response to the display, three v/ere a d d i t i o n a l l y 

those i d e n t i f i e d i n module C, w h i l s t f i v e confirmed r e l e v a n c i e s 

previously i d e n t i f i e d . 

3»^.3»^» Element and construct r e c o n s t r u c t ! 

( i ) L evel 1 d i s p l a y s . 

on. 

Tables 37 and 33 depict prompt c h a r t s f or Days 2^ euid 103 for 

element and construct reconstruction outcomes. As outlined i n 

Table 32, Level 1 d i s p l a y s f o r these outcomes were a v a i l a b l e on the 

second and t h i r d occasions, alone, as the outcomes exhibited sire a . 

function of change i n predication betv/een reproduced g r i d s . Tom 

assembled these d i s p l a y s i n the same manner as preceding d i s p l a y s , ^̂  

and discrepancies were i d e n t i f i e d betv/een constructs and elements 

that he expected to have undergone change, and those that were . 

observed to have changed. Prompts based on these discrepancies v/ere 

phrased i n the follov:ing terms 

"l/hat made you think that your viev/s of t h i s c o n s t r u c t / 
element had/had hot changed when we can see that i t has 
no t A a s ? " . 

Prompts are l i s t e d i n column 4 of Tables 37 and 38. E;camples of 

Tom's r e p l i e s to the prompts of Table >7 are given below: 
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. Day Zh Day 103 

MODULE E MODULE E 

El Mod.B 0 D EI^ Mod.B 0 D 

1 11 7 a . 7 1 1 . 5 4 . 5 

2 9 11 2 X b 6 0 

3 8 3 . 5 . 5 X 1 3 2 

k 12 12 0 , X 2 1 1 

3 10 1 9 b X 3 2 1 

6 k 10 6 c 9 9 . 5 . 5 

7 
r O 2 h 8 8 0 

3 1 6 . 5 5 . 5 11 7 

9 3 5 2 X 10 6 e 

10 6 . 5 1-5 9 . 5 5 . 5 

11 7 3 4 X 12 5 7 f 

12 2 8 . 5 
r — d 5 1 1 . 5 6 . 5 

TABLE 37 Level 1 prompt charts - element reconstruction 
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(a) " I t depends v/here and when I meet t h i s fellov/. I f I 
meet hin i n the pub he's e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t to when v/e 
t a l k about business. But I don't use business acumen 
v;ith hin, I'm very s t r a i g h t with him". 

(b) " I know v/hy t h i s i s . I t ' s because of that order mix-up 
and my suspicions about her being tv/o-faced, I v a i l have 
to be viary of her". 

(c) " I expected to see him d i f f e r e n t l y because he's becomin/ 
more of a f r i e n d than a c l i e n t " . 

I t i s evident that once again the explanations offered by Tom are 

a mix of d i s c r e t e events v/hich Tom i d e n t i f i e s as the source of the 

revised opinions ( " I t ' s because of t h ^ t order mix-up") and of the 

r a t i p n a l i s a t i o n s that Tom mokes for the outcome ("I expected to 

sec him d i f f e r e n t l y because he's becoming more of a f r i e n d than a 

c l i e n t " ) . This mix was also produced i n reply to Query Prompts 

deriving from L e v e l 1 construct displays (Table 3 8 ) : -

(a) HARASSMEJiT OF RUWraKG A bUSINTSS 
" I saw him as harassed, what with running h i s ovm business. 
I've been thinking whether these people are rea3J.y s u i t a b l e 
to v/hat they're doing, asking myself i f they would be 
happier being a farmer or labourer. This fellow he'd be 
happier being a pig-farmer. So I suppose I ' d be happier 
being a pig-farmer too". 

(b) SOCIALLY COMPATIBLE 
"They (BD,B) c e r t a i n l y don't seem'efficient, but they get 
v;here they v;ant to go. They don't spcaJc the r i g h t v;ay, 
but they get v;hat they want". 



Day 24 Day 103 

MODULE E MODULE E 

Co B Ob D CR B Ob D ? 

1 1 3 a 5 8 3 

2 2 3 1 3 6 3 

3 6 6 0 X 1 2 1 

3 2 1 X 2 1 1 

5 1 5 4 b 11 9 2 

6 5 1 .12 • 12 0 

7 8 7 1 

8 9 1 0 . 5 1 . 5 

9 7 4 3 

10 4 5 1 
11 6. 3 

12 10 1 0 . 5 . 5 

TABLE 38 Level 1 prompt charts - construct reconstruction 
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Table 37 reveals that very l i t t l e improvement i n Tom's p r e d i c t i v e 

accuracy of element reconstruction occurred over the two occasions 

(Day 24, rho = . 2 0 3 ; Day 108 , rho = . 3 0 1 ) . Thus, i t appears that 

Tom experienced some d i f f i c u l t y i n estimating v/hether the r a t i n g s 

obtained by elements on r e p l i c a t e d constructs had varied between 

occasions. . . . 

This was not the case for c o n s t r u c t s , (Table 3 3 ) . Tom's p r e d i c t i v e 

accuracy for construct reconstruction improved considerably, both 

over the e n t i r e s e t of constructs (Day 24, rho = . 2 0 0 ; Day 1 0 3 , 

rho = . 8 3 7 ) and f o r constructs introduced into h i s g r i d on Day 24 

(rho = . 8 l 4 ) . The a b i l i t y to detect construct reconstruction may •• 

be a function of reapplying constructs produced on e a r l i e r , occasions; 

should Tom have d i f f i c u l t y i n i n t e r p r e t i n g a p a r t i c u l a r construct he 

may be c e r t a i n that h i s element allotments i n a subsequent g r i d 

vn.ll d i f f e r from those i n h i s o r i g i n a l g r i d -

( i i ) L e v e l 3 d i s p l a y s 

Tables 39 and ^ depict prompt c h a r t s for L e v e l 3 d i s p l a y s on • 

Day 103. As i s evident i n Table 32, these d i s p l a y s became 

a v a i l a b l e on the l a s t occasion only as they are based on p o s t e r i o r 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s that derive from observing construct and element 

reconstruction occurring between Days 1 and 24. Tom assembled these 

d i s p l a y s i n a s i m i l a r fcishion to L e v e l 3 centraJLity d i s p l a y s , 

i d e n t i f i e d discrepant outcomes, and furnished explanations by 

responding to prompts phrased i n the follov;ing terms:-



-466. 

"Can you think of any reason why you have r e v i s e d your 
opinion about these people i n terms of t h i s construct 
between Days 24 and 108 when you did not r e v i s e your 
opinion along i t betv/een Days 1 and 24?". 

Tom v/as able to u t i l i s e discrepancies deriving from these d i s p l a y s 

to suggest possible sources of element reconstruction (Table 39):-

(a) " I ' v e seen HF s i n c e . Much l i k e B, he i s hsirassed with 
running h i s business. With him I can joke v/ithin accepted 
l i m i t s . Very s t r a i g h t felloiv, s l i g h t l y absent-minded, I've 
r e a l i s e d s i n ce l a s t time. But he's changing for the better, 
gradually I'm getting to know more about him, i t ' s a l i t t l e ^ 
b i t more free and easy". 

(c) "He (KP) has v/ritteh to me and h i s l e t t e r s seem to be' 
softening tov;ards me", 

and construct reconstruction(Table 49) 

C3 SIIA.RT 
"Smart people v;ere, I thought, people I can get on v/ith. 
I'm not so sure I believe that now, but'my i d e a l customer 
would have a l l these properties- Collapsing them a3JL 
together makes my i d e a l customer". 

3.4.3-5» Since the ccmpletion of t h i s study Ton has remained vrith 

the same fin::, but has become more established and s u c c e s s f u l . Ee 

s t i l l appears to be sur\'eying a l t e r n a t i v e s , hut i s more contented 

v/ith the r e l a t i c n s i i i p s he has formed .through h i s v/ork. Although 

d i s s a t i s f i e d with the work that he does, he appears to be happy 

v;ith the f a c t tliat he has achieved mastery of the challenge that 
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Module F 

C EX Ob D 7 C 

1 T59 C 

2 T77 I D a v/ Notes 

3 v/ T77 I D b v/ 
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4 T77 I D c v/ 
I i n consistent 

• 5 T59 I T t r a n s i t i o n a l 

r 
O T77 C 

7 T59 c 

3 T59 c 

9 v/ T59 I 

10 T59 c 

11 T59 I 

12 T77 c 
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1 T58 'R T t r a n s i t i o n a l 
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3 S66 E D a v/ r e p l i c a t e d 
Zi. S66 Dis D b E emergent 
5 S66 Di s displaced 
o S66 •^ 

TAmjj^ 40 Level'3 T^rompt chart - construct rcconotructi on. 
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the job presented. I n short, he appears to have separated the 

tasks that h i s job e n t a i l s from the r e l a t i o r ^ h i p s he has formed 

v/ith colleagues. 
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3. i f . i f . Evaluating the procedures. 

3. i f . i f .1 . V/hat do these procedure achieve? To attempt to 

ansv/er t h i s question a number of p r i o r considerations are important. 

F i r s t l y , an evaluation of the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the transforms and 

di s p l a y s embodied i n the procedures c o n s t i t u t e s an i n v e s t i g a t i o n 

at a higher l e v e l of discourse to the case-study considered i n the 

preceding s e c t i o n s . That i s , v/hilst the case-study focusses on the 

content of operations performed by the user (e.g. p a r t i c u l a r 

constructs and element outcomes) em assessment of the procedures 

seeks to discover whetlier p a r t i c u l a r general c l a s s e s of outcome 

are achieved. Secondly, as the procedure i s a convei'sational 

technique, these c l a s s e s of outcome cannot be unequivocally defined •'*̂  

v/ithout recourse to the purposes and objectives of the user v;ho 

i n t e r a c t s v/ith the procedure. Although i t may be formally s t a t e d 

that the procedures are intended to enhance the modelling c a p a b i l i t i e s 

of the user, s a t i s f a c t o r y c r i t e r i a of modelling competence are 

extremely d i f f i c u l t to formulate. I n the follov/ing s e c t i o n s , some . 

examples of such c r i t e r i a are applied to tv;o c a s e - s t u d i e s , ajid 

t h e i r l i m i t a t i o n s discussed. T h i r d l y , unless i t may be assumed 

that the purposes of the user are known and i n v a r i a n t (e.g. the 

contractual r o l e of 'student' of the user of the CASTE t u t o r i a l 

system; Fask, 1975) even an e x p l i c i t 'contract' negotiated with the 

user at the outset may be i n s u f f i c i e n t to e s t a b l i s h c r i t e r i a for 

as s e s s i n g the procedurea outcomes. The user may, for example, 

i m p l i c i t l y redefine the goals of h i s i n t e r a c t i o n v/ith the procedure 

a f t e r the f i r s t occasion. i U t e r n a t i v e l y , he may express goals that 

ai'e a t vairiance v/ith other, perhaps i m p l i c i t , purposes. 
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I n short, attempts to e s t a b l i s h a methodology f o r a s s e s s i n g 

c o u n s e l l i n g procedures vdthout recourse to the content of counselling 

conversations present considerable problems, and the formulation of 

evaluative c r i t e r i a should be regarded as an attempt to approximate 

to the user's purposes. I n the following s e c t i o n s a number of 

evaluative c r i t e r i a are derived from the s t a t e d o b j e c t i v e s of the 

procedures, euid t h e i r l i m i t a t i o n s may be discussed to h i g h l i g h t 

these methodologiceil considerations. 

3.4.4.2. To a s s e s s the procedures w w i l l draw on the case-study 

of Tom reported above, and a second case-study of Brenda, not 

reported i n d e t a i l here, v/hose area of concern v/as very s i m i l a r to^l 

Tom's. Brenda was an employee of a personnel agency £ind v/as seeking 

to c l a r i f y her r o l e i n r e l a t i o n to her colleagues at work and her ' 

c l i e n t s . Lit:e Tom, Brenda enjoyed the challenge of dealing v/ith a 

great v a r i e t y of people, but v/as-uncertain whether the job she was^" 

doing v;as consistent with the viev/s she held. Brenda completed 

the same s e t of procedures (v/ith the exception of module C and C ) 

as Tom, and produced three grids over a period of two months. 

Three c r i t e r i a may be derived from the stated o b j e c t i v e s of the 

procedures, ostensibly v/ithout reference to the content of the 

user's modelling conversations, na-.ely that i n t e r a c t i o n with the 

procedures 

( i ) l eads to an improvement i n the qusility of modelling a c t i v i t y 

i n v/hich the user engages; 
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( i i ) l eads the user to elaborate and extend the donain of h i s 

modelling conversations; 

( i i i ) l e a d s to the emergence of higher-order c o n t r o l fimctions i n 

the u s e r ' s modelling a c t i v i t i e s c o n s i s t e n t vn.th the model of 

conversational s k i l l outlined i n previous chapters-

F i r s t l y , an improvement i n the qusaity of modelling might be 

expected to equate with an increase i n the d i v e r s i t y and s u b j e c t i v e 

relevance of modelling a c t i v i t i e s as i n t e r a c t i o n s v/ith the 

procedures j^^ogressed- That i s , i f the user comes to express more ' 

varied,v/hilst at the same time more personally s i g n i f i c a n t , s t a t e - ' 

ments concerning himself and h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p s then the q u a l i t y of 

modelling may be s a i d to have improved. An increase i n the v a r i e t y 

of expressed statements may be defined i n terms of the d i v e r s i t y 

of constructs introduced by the user i n t o h i s g r i d on each of the 

three t e s t i n g occasions. S i m i l a r l y , an increase i n the s u b j e c t i v e 

relevance of modelling a c t i v i t y may be defined i n terms of the 

c e n t r a l i t y of the constructs the user introduces i n t o h i s g r i d on 

those occasions. 

Secondly, extending the range of convenience of the modelling 

conversation may be manifested i n tv/o ways; prospectively by the 

user s h i f t i n g h i s attention to emergent areas.of concern as the 

i n t e r a c t i o n s progress and r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y by i d e n t i f y i n g novel 

s i g n i f i c a n c e s i n f a m i l i a r past events. T r a n s i t i o n s of a t t e n t i o n 

through the course of the i n t e r a c t i o n s may be revealed by the 

r e l a t i v e capliasis of constructs introduced over s u c c e s s i v e occasions 
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on underlying dimensions of v a r i a t i o n common to a l l occasions. 

The extent of re-categorisation of past events may be ass e s s e d by 

examining users' responses to the r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s a s s o c i a t e d 

with the feedback d i s p l a y s -

T h i r d l y , the emergence of higher-order control functions implies 

that the user acquires the capacity to d i r e c t h i s modelling a c t i v i t y 

independently of the procedures. An example of t h i s independence 

may be equated with the a b i l i t y to discriminate between and make 

use of i n t r i n s i c cues a r i s i n g during modelling a c t i v i t y . An 

increase i n the a b i l i t y of the user to a n t i c i p a t e the outcomes of 

h i s modelling a c t i v i t y exhibited by the procedures would r e f l e c t 

t h i s growth of autonomy. 

3-^.^-3* ( i ) Improvement i n the q u a l i t y of modelling. 

I f i n t e r a c t i o n with procedures enhances coupling between l e v e l s of 

modelling a c t i v i t y , Level 1 predications may arguably become more 

diverse as the user constructs and reconstructs procedures a t that 

l e v e l . To t e s t t h i s hypothesis e:-:act p r o b a b i l i t i e s of a s s o c i a t i o n 

betv/een the s i x constructs introduced by Tom and Erenda into t h e i r 

grids on each occasion v/ere obtained. Thus, for each of the three 

occasions 15 p r o b a b i l i t i e s r e f l e c t i n g the i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s of the 

6 a d d i t i o n a l constructs for each subject were a v a i l a b l e for ccn-p-

a r i s e n . I f d i v e r s i t y of predication increased over the sessions v/e 

would expect to f i n d fev;er low and mid raji^e p r o b a b i l i t i e s on the 

second and t h i r d occasions cor.-pared v;ith the control sanple of the 

f i r s t occasion. A median t e s t v/as applied to the ^5 p r o b a b i l i t i e s 



Occasions 
1 2 3 

Tom 
Brenda 

. 302 . 1 1 8 . 0 9 5 

. 1 0 6 . 2 1 5 .1^6 

TABLE ^1 Median p r o b a b i l i t i e s of a s s o c i a t i o n between constructs 

introduced on each occasion. 

for eacji s ubject. Exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s ranged from .001 to .511 for 

Tom (median . 2 1 5 ) and from . 006 to . 5 5 ^ for Brenda (median . 1 ^ 6 ) . 

The median p r o b a b i l i t i e s for each occasion are l i s t e d i n Table 1, 

and i t i s evident that strength of the i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s between 

Tora'G constructs s i g n i f i c c i n t l y increase when compsired v;ith the f i r s t 

occasion rather than decrease ( ( 2 ) = 3 . 2 1 , . C 2>p). Although the 

strength of i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s between Brenda*s constructs appears 

to decrease, e s p e c i a l l y on the second occasion, t h i s decrease i s not 

s i g n i f i c a n t ( ^ ( 2 ) = 0 . 1 3 ) . V/e must therefore conclude that not only 

did d i v e r s i t y of predication not increase as predicted, but that for 

one subject d i v e r s i t y diminished over successive i n t e r a c t i o n s with 

the procedures. Does t h i s finding contraindicate the claim that pro­

cedures enhance modelling c a p a b i l i t i e s ? 

Occasions 
1 2 3 

Tom M 
S 

1-^53 1 .969 1 .690 

. 297 . 2 1 5 -23^ 

Brenda M 
S 

-63if 1.235 . 9 ^ ^ 
. 1 2 2 . 3 1 5 .101 

TABLE ^2 Meaj> (M) and standard deviation (S) core construct scores 

for constructs introduced on each occasion. 



Some c l a r i f i c a t i o n of t h i s dilemma may be obteiined by enquiring 

whether the observed reduction of d i v e r s i t y of predication i s 

associated with any change i n the relevance of the predications 

to the U3er»s modelling conversations. Although Tom may, f o r 

example, be focussing h i s attention to a l i m i t e d area of h i s 

experience as the i n t e r a c t i o n s progress, perhaps t h i s area of 

experience increcLses i n personal s i g n i f i c a n c e . To t e s t t h i s 
• 

prediction of c e n t r a l i t y of the s i x constructs each s u b j e c t 

introduced over the three occasions was obtained by computing a 

core construct score i n the following v;ay:-

1) a FCA so3.ution v/ac obtained f o r each subject for al£ element 

s o r t s produced over the three i n t e r a c t i o n s ; 

2) s i g n i f i c a n t components were i s o l a t e d by applying the method 

of representation (Chapter 3-2-); 

3) for each subject the vectors of the element MYSELF AS I REAIiY 

AI'I on each s i g n i f i c a n t component were multiplied by the loadings 

obtained on that component by the 18 constructs introduced on the 

three occasions; 

4) the vector-loading products v/ere summed over the s i g n i f i c a n t 

components for each of the 13 constructs for each s u b j e c t . 

Tnus, the scores obtained were ccaparable between occasions, but 

not between subjectr,, because they v/ere derived frcrr, conr.on dir:ien-

sions of v?j:iation. Table 42 l i s t s the means and stond-ard devia-
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tions for core construct scores f or both s u b j e c t s . By comparison 

v/ith the control sample of the f i r s t occasion i t i s evident that 

the construct c e n t r a l i t y increases over the three occasions, both 

for Tom (Kruskal-V/allis H(2) = 7.5^5, .05 > p) , and Brenda .(H(2) = 
12.877i .01 > p ) . I n t e r e s t i n g l y , the second occasion appears to 

drav; constructs of greater c e n t r a l i t y for both s u b j e c t s , and the 

decrement on the t h i r d occasion may be associated vri.th the knov/ledge 

that the t h i r d g r i d was the l a s t i n the s e r i e s of i n t e r a c t i o n s v/ith 

the procedures. I f the s e r i e s had been longer, therefore, v/e 

might expect construct c e n t r a l i t y to continue i n c r e a s i n g . 

We may conclude that v/hilst d i v e r s i t y of construing does not 

improve or deteriorate, construct c e n t r a l i t y i n c r e a s e s f o r both 

s u b j e c t s . These contradictory findings appear to suggest that the 

c r i t e r i a f o r ass e s s i n g improvement i n the q u a l i t y of modelling cire 

only p c i r t l y achieved. I t i s impossible at t l i i s stage to decide 

v/hether the c r i t e r i a are s a t i s f a c t o r y but the procedures a re at 

f a u l t , or v/hether the c r i t e r i a are not coincident v/ith the 

obje c t i v e s of the a c t i v i t i e s as perceived by the s u b j e c t s . I f Tom 

More to be sys t e m a t i c a l l y interrogated to revea l h i s o b j e c t i v e s 

as the i n t e r a c t i o n progresses, v/e may, for exajsple, f i n d that he 

had discovered a p a r t i c u l a r l y important idea concerning himself 

that he Vidshed to concentrate on, q u a l i f y and elaborate through 

the constructs he introduced into h i s g r i d . I n other v/ords, i t 

carmot be assumed that Tom viewed the i n t e r a c t i o n s i n the same v/ay 

as did Brenda or the experimenter. The experimental task could, of 

course, have been expressed to Tom as " I v/ant you to produce as 

maiiy divergent constructs as possible", and the i n f o r a a t i o n that 
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Tom drew on ̂ to achieve t h i s goal might have been recorded. Hov/ever, 

such a p r e s c r i p t i v e experimental contract was viewed as inc o n s i s t e n t 

v;ith the objectives of the procedures. 

3.4.4.4. ( i i ) Elaboration of the conversational domain. 

Estimates of change i n the boundary of the conversational domain over 

the s e r i e s of i n t e r a c t i o n s may be obtained'in two ways; f i r s t l y , by 

examining the domain of. successive g r i d s , and secondly, by examining 

changes i n the imp l i c a t i o n s of past events f or the. s u b j e c t s . Th© domain 

of a subje c t ' s i n t e r e s t i n succes s i v e grids may be revealed i n the 

cumulative p r i n c i p a l components a n a l y s i s of h i s g r i d s e r i e s . That i s , 

v;e may ask to what extent do constructs i n each of a s e r i e s of grids 

contribute to the components derived from constructs from a l l grids 

combined? The p a r t i t i o n i n g of the t o t a l variance between gri d s i s thus 

a u s e f u l i n d i c a t i o n of the locus and nature of s h i f t s i n the subject's 

focus of attention i n construction. After d e r i v i n g cumulative PCA 

so l u t i o n s Tom's and Brenda's g r i d s v/ere analysed f or the loadings 

obtained by the a d d i t i o n a l constructs introduced i n t o each g r i d on the 

components si g n i f i c c i n t to the g r i d s e r i e s o v e r e i l l . I f Tom or Brenda 

d i v e r t t h e i r attention to eireas of emergent importance, t h i s w i l l be 

manifested i n the production of constructs which load h i g h l y on a 

previously unrepresented, or l e s s strongly represented, component. 

Figures 66 and 67 depict mean loadings of introduced constructs on 

s i g n i f i c a n t components, and although none of these changes a t t a i n 

s i g n i f i c a n c e . (see Appendix G), i t i s evident that some change has 

taken p l a c e - i n the focus of Brenda's construing. On the f i r s t tv/o 

occasions her focus was c l e a r l y i n the area of whether the persons 
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she .worked m t h .v/ere APPROAGHABLE,-uliilst on the t h i r d occasion 

t h i s focus i s shared v/ith the question of whether those persons 

v;ere ABLE TO COIITROL OTHERS. On t h i s l a s t occasion, these tv/o 

areas exclude the consideration of the minor components ELAYFUL, 

CO^iTROLLED and SPTRITU/iL. I n cont r a s t , Tom's focus of i n t e r e s t 

was c o n s i s t e n t l y i n the area of SOCIAL COMPATIBILITY, and a l l 

other components are occluded by t h i s f o c a l area of i n t e r e s t . The 

comparison of changes i n component representation f o r the tv/o 

subj e c t s suggests d i f f e r e n t conversational s t r a t e g i e s . F o r Tom the 

inc r e a s i n g representation of the f i r s t component (SOCIAL COMPATIBILITY)' 

appears to confirm the hypothesis that .he sought to define himself * 

i n r e l a t i o n to h i s work-mates e x c l u s i v e l y i n these terms, and to ' 

a r t i c u l a t e the implicat i o n s of t h i s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n throughout the 

i n t e r a c t i o n s v;ith the procedures. Thus, the c e n t r a l i t y of introduced 

constructs increases because they are var i a n t s of t h i s s i n g l e s e l f -

defining theme. 

I n contrast, the course of Brenda's grids i s marked by the emergent 

emphasis on a second component (ABLE TO QOOTHOL OTHERS) , s o that 

by the t h i r d occasion tv/o components simultaneously achieve-a high 

l e v e l of representation. This suggests that Brenda sought to 

elaborate her d e f i n i t i o n of h e r s e l f and her work-mates by introducing 

addit i o n al.discriminating a t t r i b u t e s . Thus, w h i l s t Ton focusses on 

elaborating a s i n g l e a t t r i b u t e , Brenda formulates divergent a t t r i b u t e s , 

l / h i l s t the d i v e r s i t y of Brenda's constructs display some, though 

not s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t , i n c r e a s e s over the three occ£isions, 

(see Table 4 l ) , Tom's coristructs beccme s i g n i f i c a n t l y l e s s d i v e r s e . 
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Following each of the Level 3 feedback displays Tom was requested 

to consider the implications of any discrepancies that had been 

observed for h i s opinions concerning each element i n r e l a t i o n to 

each construct. Where he perceived there to be i m p l i c a t i o n s for 

h i s opinions, a t i c k was recorded i n the appropriate co3J. on a 

blarJc g r i d form, (module C')« P r i o r to these d i s p l a y s Tom had 

completed t l i i s procedure x/ithout any guidance, simply by i d e n t i f y i n g 

s i g n i f i c a n t events and pursuing t h e i r i m p l i c a t i o n s for each element 

and construct (module C ) . A comparison betv/een these two s e t s 

of i m p l i c a t i o n s r e v e a l s the development of.the capacity to i d e n t i f y 

a d d i t i o n a l implications of events as a r e s u l t of provocative feed-

hack d i s p l a y s . Table 43 depicts thjLs comparison, and i t m.ay be 

seen that following every Level 3 display Tom v;as able to i d e n t i f y 

at l e a s t one a d d i t i o n a l i m p l i c a t i o n of events f o r h i s construing 

of h i s colleagues. Of a t o t a l of l3 prompts a r i s i n g from Level 3 

d i s p l a y s , 9 l e d to the introduction of i m p l i c a t i o n s into module C 

which were not present in module C. Although inadequate to t r e a t 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y , these data are suggestive of the e f f i c i e n c y of 

the r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s incorporated i n the procedures f o r 

elaborating the subject's conversational domain. 

3.4.4.3. ( i i i ) The emergence of higher-ordcr c o n t r o l . 

I'/e have argued that the grov/th of higher-order- control over 

modelling processes e n t a i l s the capacity to d i s t i n g u i s h between 

i n t r i n s i c cues a r i s i n g durir-g modelling a c t i v i t y and the develop­

ment of control functions based on these cues. I n i t i a l l y , the 

procedures are viev;ed as a s s i s t i n g i n t h i s control function by 



Module C Module F Module C» 

Kumber of Source Number of Number of Number of 

imp l i c a ­ prompts implica­ i m p l i c a ­

tions tions tions 

recorded added repeated 

Day 24 Element 

c e n t r a l i t y 3 2 3 
3 

Construct 

c c n t r a l i t y 3 1 2 

Day 103 Element 

c e n t r a l i t y 3 1 3 
3 

Construct 

centraJ.ity 2 2 3 

Element • 

reconstruc­

t i o n 3 2 1 

Construct 

reconstruc­

tion 2 1 1 
Total 13 a 

TABLE 43 Implications recorded i n modules C and C . 



providing feedback di s p l a y s augmented by the transformations 

developed i n preceding chapters. I t follows that to the extent 

that the user develops higher-order control, the coordination 

of modelling a c t i v i t y becomes l e s s dependent on e x t r i n s i c feed­

back. T h i s autonomy v/ould be r e f l e c t e d i n the user's a b i l i t y to 

a n t i c i p a t e accurately transformation outcomes. 

As a component of L e v e l 1 r e f l e c t i v e strategy, the procedure 

required the user to predict the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of constructs^ and 

elements i n terms of t h e i r c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y . I n both 

case studj.es here Spearman Rho c o r r e l a t i o n s v/ere obtained between 

su b j e c t ' s predictions of outcomes and observed outcomes f o r 

construct c e n t r a l i t y and reconstruction, and element c e n t r a l i t y 

and reconstruction. To t e s t whether p r e d i c t i v e accuract f o r 

these features improves over s u c c e s s i v e t r i a l s F i s h e r ' s z t r a n s ­

formation v/as applied to the rho values and the significaince of 

d i f f e r e n c e s obtained by approximation to the normal d i s t r i b u t i o n 

v/ith a standard error of / ( I / r ^ - 3)+(1 / ^2 - 3 ) . V/hilst 

t h i s t e s t v/as intended for use with Pearson's r , i n the absence 

of t i e d ranks i n the data the sampling error for rho does not 

d i f f e r from r . 

For both Tom and 'Brenda, p r e d i c t i v e accuracy for element 

c e n t r a l i t y ( F i g . 63) shov/s a monotone in c r e a s e over 

the three occasions from near-chemce c o r r e l a t i o n s (rho = .294 

and .075) to extremely high c o r r e l a t i o n s (rho= .937 and .927)* 
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Applying F i s h e r ' s z transformation, both these gains are highly 

s i g n i f i c a n t (Tom, z=:2.94, p= .002, one-tailed; Brenda, z =3-32, 

p = .0005, o n e - t a i l e d ) . V/hilst Tom improves s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n 

pr e d i c t i v e accuracy for construct c e n t r a l i t y ( F i g . 69; 2 = 2,02, 

p = .022, one-tailed), Brenda does not le a r n a s rap i d l y or gain as 

high a l e v e l of accuracy as Tom (z = .996, p = . l 6 l , one-tailed) • 

I n addition, Brenda appears l e s s able to t r a n s f e r p r e d i c t i v e 

accuracy to constructs introduced i n t o her g r i d s on occasions 2 and 

3. Although she improves on these a d d i t i o n a l constructs, t h i s 

improvement i s n o t - s i g n i f i c a n t (z = .427* p = .33^, o n e - t a i l e d ) . 

This suggests that rather than l e a r n i n t r i n s i c cues, Brenda simply 

learned which constructs from previous grids obtained high core 

outcome scores. T h i s v/as possible because very l i t t l e element 

r a t i n g changes occurred v;hen Brenda reproduced her constructs i n 

subsequent gr i d s . I n contrast, Tom i s s l i g h t l y , though not 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y , more accurate on the second occasion on h i s a d d i t i o n a l 

constructs than he i s on the e n t i r e s e t of constructs (z = .307, p = 

.209, one-tailed) , suggesting that he had begun to l e a r n to d i s ­

t inguish i n t r i n s i c cues but suffered from the i n t e r f e r e n c e of 

previous core construct outcome scores v/hen estimating the 

c e n t r a l i t y of constructs reapplied i n h i s second g r i d . 

I n contrast to the gains i n p r e d i c t i v e accuracy of construct and 

element c e n t r a l i t y , predictions of element reconstruction ( F i g . 70) 

are markedly i n f e r i o r . V/hilst Tom sho^vs a s l i g h t but non­

s i g n i f i c a n t improvement over occasions 2 and 3 (z = .255, P = 397j6ne 

t a i l e d ) , Brenda di s p l a y s a n e a r - s i g n i f i c a n t decline i n p r e d i c t i v e 

accuracy over the same period (z= -1.57, p= .O58, o n e - t a i l e d ) . T h i s . 
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Figure 68 P r e d i c t i v e accuracy: element c e n t r a l i t y . 
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i s d i f f i c u l t to account for as very l i t t l e element r a t i n g chajige 

occurred over t h i s i n t e r v a l . However, one explanation f o r low 

p r e d i c t i v e accuracy of element reconstruction may be as follows;-

i n recording predications i n the g r i d matrix, elements are system­

a t i c a l l y arrayed along separate construct dimensions, 'i'his < 

provides subjects with a c l e a r p i c t u r e of the i m p l i c a t i o n s of each 

construct dimension, but very l i t t l e information regarding element 

a l l o c a t i o n over the complete s e t of c o n s t r u c t s . Only the more 

obvious features of element a l l o c a t i o n ever become apjjarent (e.g. 

elements rated at extremes on a l l constructs) and thus d e t a i l e d 

information concerning the pattern of a l l o c a t i o n s of a s i n g l e 

element over a number of constructs i s not a v a i l a b l e to the subject 

during the production of the g r i d . I f the a l t e r n a t i v e method i s 

employed to a s s i s t the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of element a l l o c a t i o n (e.g. 

r a t i n g a single element v e r t i c a l l y over a s e t of c o n s t r u c t s ) , the 

converse e f f e c t , namely a l o s s of information regarding the pattern­

ing of elements on a s i n g l e construct, would undoubtedly appear. 

This f i n d i n g i s corroborated i n Tom's n e a r - s i g n i f i c a n t gains i n 

p r e d i c t i v e accuracy on construct reconstruction ( F i g . 71) on a l l 

constructs (s = 1.312, p = .066, one-tailed) and a marked but 

non-significant gain on additional constructs only (z = 1.146, 
p = .123, o n e - t a i l e d ) . Also Brenda's l e v e l of p r e d i c t i v e accuracy 

i s high for a d d i t i o n a l constructs (both occasions, rho = .6), 

although over the e n t i r e s e t of constructs there i s a s l i g h t but 

non-significant decrement by occasions 3 (z= .327, p= .3711 one-tailed) 

In summary, there i s evidence for gains i n p r e d i c t i v e accuracy 

of g r i d outcomes i n the two case studies reported, but for p a r t i c u l a r 
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outcomes only. Cutcomes that shov/ improvement se.em to be_ those 

which are based on information r e a d i l y avsiilable to the c l i e n t 

during g r i d production. One imp l i c a t i o n of t h i s finding for the 

procedures i s that r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s must be examined for the 

a v a i l a b i l i t y of information relevant to a n t i c i p a t i n g transformation 

outcomes. Tha.t i s , the more concealed axe the i n t r i n s i c cues 

during the task, the more haphazard i s the development of 

discr i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l * 

Three c r i t i c i s m s may be l e v e l l e d against the use of gains i n 

pre d i c t i v e accuracy to assess the procedures; the nature of" the 

cues that acquire discriminative control,the problem of t r a n s f e r 

of c o n t r o l , and the question of response euid a n t i c i p a t i o n s t r a t e g i e s . 

F i r s t l y , speculations on the nature of the cues that acquire 

discri^ninative c o n t r o l lead to the conclusion that two c l a s s e s of 

cues may be involved to different degrees. Cns c l a s s of cues a r i s e s 

during modelling operations i n the production of the g r i d , aijd 

e n t a i l the subject i d e n t i f y i n g the d i s t i n c t i v e features c i ideas 

and f e e l i n g s as they occur to him. The second c l a s s of cues are 

associated v.dth the manner in v/hich these ideais are e x t e r i o r i s e d 

and recorded as constructs and elements i n a g r i d matrix. C l e a r l y , 

cues of the l a t t e r kind are s p e c i f i c to the g r i d as a modelling 

f a c i l i t y rather than to modelling ccLipetence, and i t i s impossible 

to determine the extent to v;hich eacli c l a s s of cues i s involved 

i n l earning to pre d i c t the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of constructs and elements. 

Secondly, v/ith v/hat cortr.inty niay i t be s a i d that d i s c r i m i n a t i o n 

of cues of e i t h e r c l a s s v / i l l lead to tr a n s f e r from one a c t i v i t y 



to the other? I f a s u f f i c i e n t number of t r i a l s are involved cues 

a r i s i n g from features of the. g r i d matrix may come to be a s s o c i a t e d 

with p a r t i c u l a r c l a s s e s of thoughts and.feelings and.vice v e r s a . 

However, i n the case-studies only three t r i a l s v/ere required to 

a t t a i n , i n some instances, very high l e v e l s of accuracy, c l e a r l y . 

i n s u f f i c i e n t for t r a n s f e r to occur. Moreover, s u b j e c t s frequently** 

inquired about, and were informed of, the nature of the transform­

ations performed on t h e i r g r i d s , suggesting that features of the 

gri d matrix are discriminated soonest. I n short, xve mâ ' i n f e r that 

the high l e v e l s of pi'edictive accuracy v;ere more c l o s e l y determined 

by features of the g r i d that are more r e a d i l y d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e and * 

that transference to modelling operations cannot be s a i d to occur 

vri.th c e r t a i n t y . 

T h i r d l y , subjects may have employed hypothesis t e s t i n g s t r a t e g i e s 

that vaj^ied over the three t r i a l s . Hov;ever, only one c l a s s of cues •'̂  

i s l i k e l y to be msinipulated i n t h i s v?ay, namely those a r i s i n g from 

modelling responses. Should the subject decide to introduce a 

construct f e l t to be s e l f - d e f i n i n g , h i s p rediction w i l l automatic­

a l l y follov; from t h i s i n t e n t i o n . The emergence of modelling 

response s t r a t e g i e s are thus l i k e l y to appear only v;hen the discrim­

i n a t i o n of cues has progressed to modelling a c t i v i t y . As i t i s 

d i f f i c u l t to i n f e r the nature of s t r a t e g i e s from the s e r i e s of 

gi'ids i t cannot be determined whether performance i n p r e d i c t i v e 

accuracy i s affect e d by user s t r a t e g i e s . 

3.^.^.6. I n t h i s s e c t i o n v:e have attempted to e s t a b l i s h a number 

of ovaluatii^e c r i t e r i a deriving from the stated o b j e c t i v e s of the 



procedures. Seme of these c r i t e r i a have indica t e d an improvemeht 

i n nodelling a c t i v i t y , an elaboration of the conversational domain, 

and the emergence of one c l a s s of higher-order control fmictions• 

Many of the c r i t e r i a employed, hov;ever, display inadequacies 

which are r e l a t e d to the conversational nature of the procedures. 

As the aim of procedures centre on the a c q u i s i t i o n of mastery 

over modelling a c t i v i t y , measures beised on modelling performance 

are suspect. 



3«^«5« . Siumnary. 

3.4.5,1 • This chapter has reported the i n s i g h t g r i d procedure i n 

four stages: ( i ) the i n t e g r a t i o n of core and r e c o n s t r u c t i o n g r i d 

methods i n t o a u n i f i e d procedure, euid the development of L e v e l 1 

transformations and r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s to be incorporated into 

t h i s procedure; ( i i ) a d e t a i l e d account of the a c t i v i t i e s 

involved i n the procedure, divided into 6 d i s c r e t e modules over 

two s e s s i o n s ; ( i i i ) " a-report of a case-study a p p l i c a t i o n of the 

procedures to i l l u s t r a t e Level 1 and 3 r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s ; 

( i v ) an attempt to evaluate the procedure Isy constructing and apply­

ing a number of assessment c r i t e r i a - Each stage may be separately^., 

summarised. 

3,4,3.2« F i r s t l y , a c l a s s of transformations and r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s compatible v/ith Level 1 modelling a c t i v i t y were devel- •̂ 

oped» As i t was considered that discontinuous hypotheses v;ere 

inadequate for Level 1 feedback ov;ing to the postulate that i n t r i n s i c 

cues as s o c i a t e d with predication centreility and s t a b i l i t y were 

continuous, four o r d i n a l measures of element, and construct c e n t r a l i t y , -

and element and construct reconstruction v;ere developed. C l a s s i f i c ­

a tions obtained by these measures were tested where necessary 

against c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s a r i s i n g from Level 3 transformations, and 

v;ere found to be s a t i s f a c t o r i l y commensurable* An appropriate 

r e f l e c t i v e strategy V;CLS f e l t to be a variant of the L e v e l 3 

strategy, i n v/hich a display comprising the user's a n t i c i p a t e d 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of items and the observed c l a s s i f i c a t i o n (derived 

from the a p p l i c a t i o n of the measures) were juxtaposed. S i g n i f i c a n t 
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discrepancies v/ere then to be i d e n t i f i e d , and r e f l e c t e d back to 

the user as promptG r e q u i r i n g o::planation v/here possible. 

Incorporating t h i s technique i n t o the i n s i g h t g r i d procedure 

coapleted the procedure by providing transformations and displays 

compatible v/ith Levels 1, 2 and 3* 

3.4.3.3. The s t r u c t u r e of the i n s i g h t g r i d procedure was presented 

as a recursive set of s i x nodules spread over separate production 

and feedback sessions. Each of the s i x modules and t h e i r associated 

i n s t r u c t i o n s and a c t i v i t i e s v/ere described i n d e t a i l . 

3.'4.3.4, The a p p l i c a t i o n of these procedures to a case-study 

v/as reported, and i l l u s t r a t e d the form of Level 1 and 3 displays, 

and the nature of user responses to the r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . I t 

uas observed that these responses v;ere rajrely confined t o tl i e 

l e v e l of modelling t o v/hich the display v/as directed, i n d i c a t i n g 

that f u r n i s h i n g explanatioiis f o r Level 1 and 3 discrepancies 

frequently entailed a c t i v i t y at several l e v e l s . For example, expla­

i n i n g a Level 3 discrepancy between an element outccme expected 

on the basis of p r i o r observations and a currently observed outcome 

may e n t a i l i n q u i r i n g i n t o the nature of the transformatiorts by 

v/hich the outcone v;as c l a s s i f i e d , compeLring i t with outcomes 

f o r ostensibly s i m i l a r elements, and drav/ing comparisons between 

the circumstances surrounding the predication of that element on 

previous occasiorjD. The 'oser i s then simultaneously seeking 

information concerning the subjective correlates of the observed 

outcome and correlates associated v/ith the v;ay responses are recorded 

and c l a s s i f i e d i n the g r i d matrix, i n addition to }ii s perception 
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of interpersonal events concerning the element i n question. 

3.^,5.4. F i n a l l y , methodological problems associated vri.th 

evaluating the procedures are discussed. Three evaluative c r i t e r i a 

are developed.to estimate the extent to which modelling a c t i v i t y 

v/as enhanced through interactions v;ith the procedures; ( i ) improve­

ments i n the q u a l i t y of modelling a c t i v i t y ; ( i i ) elaboration of 

the conversational domain; ( i i i ) the emergence of higlicr-order 

c o n t r o l of modelling a c t i v i t y . I t v/as argued t h a t the grov;th of 

modelling competence v/ould be i^eflected i n tv/o v;ays; i n an increase 

i n the v a r i e t y of constructs introduced i n t o the user's g r i d s over 

successive i n t e r a c t i o n s , and i n an increase i n the s e l f - d e f i r i i n g 

properties of these constructs. V^nilst the l a t t e r p r e d i c t i o n v/as 

found to hold, the former v/as ccntrair.dicated i n the tv/o case-studies 

examined, aiiese findings v;ere viev/ed as r e f l e c t i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y ^ -

of a mismatch betv/een d e f i n i t i o n s of the purpose of the procedures r - i 

embodied i n the evaluative c r i t e r i a , and the purposeful s t r a t e g i e s 

of the subject. Secondly, i t v/as argued that e3.aboration of the 

conversational domain v/ould be r e f l e c t e d i n the emergence of s a l i e n t 

p r i n c i p a l components over the series of gr i d s , and i n the capacity 

of the subjects to redefine the implications of interpersonal events 

f o r t h e i r construing follov/ing the feedback displays. Although 

evidence of the emergence of s a l i e n t components v/as found f o r one 

subject, a t t r i b u t i n g t h i s e f f e c t to the feedbacl: procedures v/?^ 

considered u n j u s t i f i e d . Comparisons betv/een the tv/o subjects i n 

ter:ns of component representation i n t h e i r three grids suggested 

that d i f f e r e n t ruodeiling strategies might have been employed. I n 

ad d i t i o n , there v/as some evidence f o r one subject that the feed-
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back displays l e d to an increase i n the number of i d e n t i f i e d 

implications of interpersonal events f o r construing, although 

the data obtained v;as not amenable to s t a t i s t i c a l treatment. F i n a l l y , 

i t v/as argued that the emergence of higher-order c o n t r o l might be 

indicated by improvements i n subjects* a b i l i t y t o cinticipate 

Level 1 c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s of constructs and elements- Cf the four 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s employed i n Level 1 displays, both subjects achieved 

high l e v e l s of p r e d i c t i v e accuracy f o r element and construct 

c e n t r a l i t y alone. Predictive accuracy improved f o r one subject 

f o r the construct reconstruction c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , but n e i t h e r subject 

displayed gains f o r the element reconstruction c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . These 

findings v/ere i n t e r p r e t e d to indicate tv;o classes cf d i s c r i m i n a t i v e 

cues, nap.ely those a r i s i n g from modelling a c t i v i t y , and those a r i s i n g 

from the method of recording that a c t i v i t y i n the g r i d matrix. As 

performance improved i n so:r;e cases over very fev/ t r i a l s , i t v/as 

concluded that subjects had learned the d i s t i n c t i v e features of 

the g r i d matrix rather then i n t r i n s i c cues a r i s i n g during modelling 

a c t i v i t y . 

3-^.5»5- Methodological problems a r i s i n g from those attempts to 

evaluate the procedures c l e a r l y merit f u r t h e r consideration. 

These problems centre on the nature of the procedures as conversc--

t i o n a l teclmiques i n which the expressed goals are to enhance the 

conditions i n which the user chooses between d i f f e r e n t modelling 

a c t i v i t i e s . As a r e s u l t , the nature of the user's objectives are 

variable o-nd frequently u r ^ p e c i f i e d . However, there are indications 

that the procedures enabled the subjects to acliieve some of t h e i r 

objectives, as the follov.dng extract of a l e t t e r ironi Brenda 
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received-some time a f t e r the experiment-indicates:-

"More than anything e l s e the experiment h i g h l i g h t e d 
f o r me aspects of ray r e l a t i o n s h i p s v/ith d i f f e r e n t 
people and so i n t h i s sense r e f l e c t e d rny own 
character. I f e l t , because i t v;as concerned vn.th 
ray job, that I v/as c h a r a c t e r i s i n g c e r t a i n people 
i n t o aresLs v/hich I sav; mirrored the v/hole spectrum 
of business l i f e , such areas as 'leader' v s . ' l e d ' . 
However, r e a l d i f f e r e n c e s appeared, i n as much as, 
although I v/as i n t e r e s t e d i n these aspects I a l s o began 
c h a r a c t e r i s i n g ray r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n terms of those v/ho, 
f o r the sake of business and career, would cut people's 
throats and those who wouldn't. This l e d me to a c l e a r e r . 
understanding of myself in- t h i s s i t u a t i o n as I grouped 
myself funongst those v/ho were 'successful i n business', '̂ 
•leaders' and y e t not prepared to cut t h r o a t s . 
Unfortunately, I began to see my boss as one v/ho though 
kind, understanding and s u c c e s s f u l v/as prepared to 
undermine h i s i n t e g r i t y i n order to succeed. This I 
could not handle and i t l e d to a .greater breakdov/n 
not only of our r e l a t i o n s h i p but a l s o betv/een myself 
and the world he represented". 

As a r e s u l t , Brenda resigned from her job. The question-posed 

here i s c l e a r ; although the procedures appear to have l e d Brenda 

to a "greater understanding of myself i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n " , i s her 

resignati o n to be viev/ed as a s a t i s f a c t o r y outcome, or v/ere the 

objectives of the procedures achieved at the ,expense of Brenda's 

ov/n purposes? 



Chapter 3.3. 

Summary 

3^5»1» The design of procedures 

3*3»2. Methodological problems i n evaluation 



3.5-1. The design of procedures. ...̂  * . 

3.5.1.1. The chapters that comprise Part 3 have focussed on 

deriving a s e t of operationally defined algorithms from the t h e o r e t i c a l 

d i s c u s s i o n s of modelling conversations i n Chapter 1.2. To develop 

algorithms consistent v/ith the s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r procedures out­

l i n e d i n 1.2.3*1 hov/ever, the processes involved i n the a c q i s i t i o n 

of modelling s k i l l had f i r s t to be c l a r i f i e d . T his was achieved by 

a s t r u c t u r a l a n a l y s i s of the hypothetical nature of modelling s k i l l 

i n Chapter 3«1«» the d e f i n i t i o n of counselling a c t i v i t y a s • • 

provold.ng modelling by the c l i e n t through the use of r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s . Thus, the counsellor nay be viev/ed as r e f l e c t i n g back -

to the c l i e n t h i s impressions i n a form that might become i n t e l l i g i b l e 

to the c l i e n t only i f he engaged i n modelling a c t i v i t y . The l e v e l 

of a b s t r a c t i o n of the counsellor's responses v/ere seen as determining 

the primary focus of modelling i n the c l i e n t ; f o r example, the 

counsellor may comment that i t wais h i s impression that the c l i e n t 

described h i s mother i n s i m i l a r terms to h i s d e s c r i p t i o n of h i s 

vri.fe, i n v i t i n g the c l i e n t to compare and contrast h i s f e e l i n g s 

tov/ards h i s mother and h i s ^^dfe. A l t e r n a t i v e l y , the counsellor 

may remark that he thought that the c l i e n t ' s current d e s c r i p t i o n 

of h i s vrLfe wets a t variance v/ith an e a r l i e r description, encouraging 

the c l i e n t , to compare and contrast h i s f e e l i n g s toviards h i s i ^ f e 

i n d i f f e r e n t contexts or at d i f f e r e n t points i n time. 

3.5.1.2. The a n a l y s i s of modelling s k i l l s v/as based on the 

repertory g r i d technique, as t h i s v;as viev/ed as a systematic method 

for formulating statements v/ithin a nominated domain. Moreover, the 



g r i d technique i s amenable to e x p l i c i t l y defined transformations 

performed v^athout reference to the content of statements. Such 

trarjsformations r e f e r instead to the f u j i c t i o n a l properties of 

the statements to the conversational domain. Whilst they might 

embody a r b i t r a r y c r i t e r i a , they do net impose an evaluative frame 

of reference, and t h i s distinguishes them from the frequently 

p r e s c r i p t i v e procedures of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n orthodox psychotherapy, 

Modelling a c t i v i t y involved i n the repertory g r i d was conceived as 

structured as a hierarchy, and four l e v e l s of modelling were 
I * 

i d e n t i f i e d , ranging betv/een operations involved i n formulating 

i n d i v i d u a l predications i n the g r i d , to operations involved i n the -

comparison of the contexts i n v/hich the user formulates models of 

persons and events. To encourage nodelling at each l e v e l i n 

t h i s hierarchy transformations of d i f f e r e n t orders of abstraction 

were necessary. Subsequent chapters developed transforniations 

compatible w i t h each l e v e l of modelling, 

3.5«'1«3- Chapters 3-2. and 3*3' developed r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s 

consistent v/ith the analysis of modelling s k i l l t o h i g h l i g h t tv/o 

funct i o n a l properties of predications i n the repertory g r i d , namely 

t h e i r s t a b i l i t y over a series of r e p l i c a t i o n s , and t h e i r c e n t r a l i t y 

to the conversational domain. As the emphasis throughout has been 

on the modelling of s e l f , predication c e n t r a l i t y v/as equated v/ith 

the s e l f - d e f i n i n g q u a l i t i e s of constructs and elements i n the g r i d . 

The conversational domain f o r v/hich tlie procedures were developed 

v/as thus s p e c i f i c to the modelling of s e l f and personal others. 

Hov/ever, the procedures t l i a t v/ore developed have relevarxe t o other 
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conversational domains v/here c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y of model­

l i n g processes are of i n t e r e s t to the user. 

3.5.1.5. Both the core g r i d (Chapter 3*2.) and reconstruction 

g r i d (Chapter 3.3.) procedures v/ere developed to f u l f i l seme of 

the basic functions of the counsellor. That i s , they provided a 

context i n v;hich a class of operations might be executed to produce 

an external record of modelling v/ithin a defined domain, p a r t i c u l a r 

trancforniations applied to t h i s record, and the outcomes of these 

transformations displayed to the user. I n both cases, the r e f l e c t i v e 

strategies irxorporated i n the procedures aimed at i n v o l v i n g the 

user by requesting t h a t he account, v/herever possible, f o r the 

transformation outcomes. That i s , the attempt made not to 

present the user v/ith a trajisformed record of his modelling 

conversation, but rather to use the transformation outcomes as a 

point of departure f o r fur t h e r modelling a c t i v i t y . 

This consideration v/as prevalent i n the development of transform­

ations approi^riate to each l e v e l of modelling. For example, Level 

3 transformations displa;/ed s i g n i f i c a n t changes i n the f u n c t i o n a l 

properties 01 the user's predications i n a v/ay v/hich required the 

user to fonriulate the conditions which might have produced t h i s 

change. To achieve t h i s , i t v;as necessary f i r s t l y to design a 

procedure that e n t a i l e d that the user re-use constructs produced on 

a series of accasions, and to develop a trajisiormation capable of 

detecting s i g n i f i c a n t a l t e r a t i o n s of function i n the random 

fl u c t u a t i o n s thr.t i n e v i t a b l y occur i n r e p l i c a t e d - g r i d s . S i m i l a r l y . 

Level 1 transformations v/aro intended to promote the a b i l i t y to 
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i d e n t i f y f u n c t i o n a l features of predicates as they were formulated 

by the user. Tiiis required that a more s e n s i t i v e method f o r 

q u a l i f y i n g the f u n c t i o n a l properties of g r i d predications be 

developed, and tha.t the user attempt to a n t i c i p a t e the subsequent 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of predicates from the i n t r i n s i c cues that arise 

during t h e i r formulation. Again, Level 2 displays v/ere developed 

to e x h i b i t the patterning c f responses i n the g r i d matrix, v/ith 

the request that the user i d e n t i f y and denote the underlying parameters 

of the g r i d that the pattern r e f l e c t e d . 

This r a t i o n a l e v/eis pursued throughout the development of the procedures 

Displays, f o r exaTiple, v/ere devised such that they involved the user 

i n t h e i r assembly; as constructs and elements \:ero recorded on 

cards the user became accustomed to manipu3.ating them arid arranging, 

them i n diverse ways. 

3»3«'!-̂ * I n t e g r a t i n g the reconstruction and core g r i d i n t o a 

urJ-fied procedure, the in s i g h t g r i d procedure, enabled i t to be 

used i n tv/o case studies, one of which v;.?jS reported i n d e t a i l i n 

Chapter 3-^' A nu'nber of issues concerning the design of' the 

procedures v/v^re h i g h l i g h t e d i n the apT^lication of the i n s i g h t g r i d . 

F i r s t l y , developing the procedure f o r use i n the case studies 

revealed that one of the s p e c i f i c a t i o n s f o r i n t e r a c t i v e procedures 

outlined i n 1.2.3- had not been met, namely the supportive function. 

Thrcu.;;';out the i.nsight ^ r i d a c t i v i t i e s every attempt was made by B 

to ninir.use any forn: of evaluative conunontary. That i s , B considered 
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hi s r o l e to be simply to mediate betv/een the algorithm of a c t i v i t i e s 

and the user. Thus, requests f o r information concerning the 

nature of the transformations, or requests f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the 

displays, v;ere responded t o immediately v;ith explanations by E. 

Kov/ever, E f u l f i l l e d a supportive r o l e v/hich could not be achieved 

by the algorith-r.i of a c t i v i t i e s . I t v/as pointed out i n 1.2.3»4. 

that a hotev;ort!iy aspect of counsellor p a r t i c i p a t i o n \/as supportive 

dialogue, e n t a i l i n g that the counsellor i d e n t i f y and respond to the 

state of the c l i e n t and coordinate•his pai-ticipation on t h a t basis. 

Tliis s p e c i f i c a t i o n could c l e a r l y not be independently achieved by 

the procedures i n t l ie ir cuiTent fcrm, and should the automation of « 

these procedures be desired, the incorporation of supportive dialogue 

v/ould present considerable prcblcns. I t v/ould be necessary, f o r 

exariple, either to' accurately predict user states of readiness and . 

select transformations and foedbacl: displays on the basis of these . 

predictions, or to interrogate the user i n order to determine his 

state of readiness. The l a t t e r a l t e r n a t i v e appears more f e a s i b l e , 

and suggests that procedures may be developed to be self-administered. 

Secondly, i t became apparent that although transformations and displays 

were to provoke modelling at s p e c i f i c l e v e l s , the e f f e c t of the 

r e f l e c t i v e strategies frequently l ed to simultaneous modelling 

a c t i v i t y at several l e v e l s . This suggests that modelling a c t i v i t y 

would be improved by coordinating the r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s and 

displays at each l e v e l . As i t v/as observed that users frequently 

requested information concerning the d i s t i n c t i v e g r i d features 

associated v/ith predication outcomes at a l l l e v e l s of display (e.g. 
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what c h a r a c t e r i s t i c pattern of r a t i n g s l e d to an element being 

l a b e l l e d 'centrsOL*, v/hat features of constructs determined v/hether 

they be •core' or 'peripheral*, e t c . ) , i t may be i n f e r r e d that 

modelling a c t i v i t y progresses from lov/er to higher l e v e l s , or from 

the ' t a c t i c a l to the s t r a t e g i c ' ( M i l l e r , Gcilsmter and Pribram, 

1960). Coordination of the r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s of d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s 

may then e n t a i l that each item c l a s s i f i e d at L e v e l 1 be immediately 

pursued through L e v e l 2 and 3 d i s p l a y s . 

T h i r d l y , ard r e l a t e d to the preceding consideration, some d i f f i c u l t y 

v/as experienced i n mapping outcomes at each l e v e l of d i s p l a y . I n v 

p a r t i c u l a r . Level 1 outcome scores v/ere occasionally found to be -> 

at variance v/ith a s i m i l a r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n at L e v e l 3, although 

o v e r a l l the f i t betv/een the tv/o c l c x s s i f i c a t i o n s v/as good (3*^»1*3*)* 

For example, a construct obtaining a high construct score a t Level•*1 

might occasionally be c l a s s i f i e d at Level 3 as ' p e r i p l i e r a l ' . I t V. 

v;ould c l e a r l y be d e s i r a b l e to r a t i o n a l i s e the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

throughout a l l d i s p l a y s , enabling the coordination of outcomes at 

d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s . I f the L e v e l 1 outcome score were taken as the 

basis for a l l outcome c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , hov/ever, Level 3 transform.-

ations v/ould have to be adapted to continuous hypotheses. Thus, 

pr i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s would take the form of continuous d i s t r i b u t i o n s , 

and L e v e l 3 outcomes be expressed as scores v/ith a s s o c i a t e d credible 

i n t e r v a l s . Discrepancies may then be i d e n t i f i e d i f scores assigned 

to constructs and elements i n subsequent observations f e l l to 

the l e f t of the c r e d i b l e i n t e r v a l . 
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Fourthly, problems were experienced with the timing of the present­

ation of feedback d i s p l a y s . As the i n t e r a c t i o n s v/ere not continuous',.-

the duration of the i n t e r v a l between grids v a r i e d considerably, 

from as l i t t l e as a fev/ days to as much as one or tv/o months. 

C l e a r l y , the relevance of predications over such an. i n t e r v a l may be 

subject to a l t e r a t i o n s v/hich cannot be a t t r i b u t e d to the procedures. 

Moreover, convenience rather than user readiness determined the 

timing of successive i n t e r a c t i o n s . Incorporating a support 

component into the procedures v/ould e n t a i l developing a means to " 

c l a s s i f y user s t a t e s of readiness, and coordinating i n t e r v e n t i o n 

on that b a s i s . 

F i f t h l y , the complexity of the transformations frequently made i t 

d i f f i c u l t for the user to model the processes by v/rjLch p a r t i c u l a r 

outcomes v/ere c l a s s i f i e d . Th-is may be viev;ed as simultcineously 

detrimental and b e n e f i c i a l . I t v/as detrimental to the extent that 

the user v/as b a f f l e d by the ostensible a r b i t r a r i n e s s of the outcome 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o r ^ , or f e l t d e l i b e r a t e l y mystified by computer analyses. 

Although attempts v/ere made by E to mediate and explciin the trans­

formations, one user found i t d i f f i c u l t to challenge the outcome 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s , v/hilst another found i t d i f f i c u l t to accept them. 

Of course, neither complete acceptance nor r e j e c t i o n of the outcome 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s v/as intended, and on some occasions d i s c u s s i o n 

centred on the r a t i o n a l e of the procedures. I n c o n t r a s t , a desirable 

consequence v/as tb^t the user v/as frequently prevented from accoun­

t i n g for outcome c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s i n terms of trfinsformation : 

operations. This had the e f f e c t of encouraging a form of secondary 

modelling a c t i v i t y that centred on the nature of the thoughts and 
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feelings embodied i n a g r i d predication, rather than the raarxner 

i n v/hich that predication response v/as recorded and operated upon 

i n the g r i d matrix. Modelling emphasis v/as then s h i f t e d from the 

representation to the process of modelling. 

I n the follov/ing chapters, some of these design considerations lead 

to adjustments and modifications to the procedures. Hov;ever, a 

second class of problems was encountered i n attempting t o evaluate 

the pi^ocedures, and the follov/ing section seeks to c l a r i f y the 

issues that surroijnd these problems. 
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^•5.2« • Methodological problems i n evaluation. 

3.5-2.1• I n applying the i n s i g h t g r i d procedure i n the two case 

studies reported i n Chapter 3«^« attempts v/ere made to derive a 

set of evaluation c r i t e r i a from tlie stated o b j e c t i v e s of the procedures 

These c r i t e r i a , namely, iinprovemcnt i n the q u a l i t y of modelling, 

the elaboz-ation of the conversational domain, and the emergence 

of hJ-gher-order c o n t r o l , were evidently met i n part by the procedures, 

but i t i s to the f a i l u r e of some c r i t e r i a and the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

placed on others that concern us here. 

PJ.1 the c r i t e r i a employed ir. the evaluation of procedures comprised 

forms of 'before and after* comparisons, p r i n c i p a l l y between the 

f i r s t g r i d produced by the user (the •before' control) and subsequent 

grids produced. However, the ' a f t e r ' measures obtained v;ere 

unusual i n that i n many cases they comprised information v;hich was 

fed back into ongoing modelling a c t i v i t y i n the forra of d i s p l a y s . 

As a r e s u l t , the user v/as contiriually i n t e r p r e t i n g h i s own perform­

ance on the basis of t h i s data i n v/ays v;hich, i n many ca^es, could 

not be determined. Subsequent performance v/as, i n an experimental 

sense, biased by the nature of the .T.easurement procedvires. 

A second departure from the t r a d i t i o n a l e:-:perimental approach, l i e s 

i n trie purposes of the procedures themselves, namely to enaoD.o the 

user to exercise greater choice and control i n h i s modelling 

a c t i v i t y . As t h i s control i s not im.icdiately v i s i b l e , i t could 

only ho i n i e r r o d from the nature of the user's subsequent modelling 

a c t i v i t y . As Ih.e noasures em-oloyed to enii^jp.ce choice and control 



Eire i d e n t i c a l v/ith those employed to assess the extent of control 

achieved, ajnbif^uities i n the use of 'before-after' neasurement are 

unavoidable. 

3.5.2.2. These d i s t i n c t i o n s betv/een conversational techniques 

and experimental methodology may be c l a j - i f i e d by exair.ining the user's 

objectives i n the tv;o s i t u a t i o n s . F i g . 72 depicts the use of 

•before-after* measurement (a^ and m^) i n conjunction vri.th an 

experimental treatment ( t ) . 

The event datum i s sampled p r i o r to and a f t e r the a p p l i c a t i o n of 

the treatment, and a t e s t based on the comparison of the tv/o .Treasures 

i s c a r r i e d out. I n most physical science contexts t h i s tnethodolof^y 

i s e n t i r e l y adequate. Hov;ever, i t s use i n s o c i a l science contexts 

i s problematic, as subjects attempt to i n f e r tiie nature of the 

experimental hypothesis by developing s t r a t e g i e s that seek to 

influence the 'af t e r ' t e s t measurement (Rosenthal i^osncv/, 1969)* 

Confining the subject to a fixed strategy by committing him to an 

experimental contract i n v/hich h i s purposes a r c c^ssumed to be 

invcU'iant (e.g. by i n s t r u c t i n g him to v;ork as quickly and as 

accurately as possible v.'hen completing t e s t s ) , or deceiving the 

subject as to the nature of the hypothesis etnbodied i n the measures 

are farniliar e::perimental s t r a t e g i e s devised to eliminate or reduce 

t h i s e f f e c t . Conversational tecimiques contrast v/ith t h i s niethcdol-

(^ig* 73) by feeding bax): to the event datur/, the information 

obtained t-^rough nieasureiric-nt.- Thus, the 'treatment' i n t h i s case 

i s the -effect on the event datuni of the measurement outcomes. I n 

Chapter -̂"-e evaluation consisted of t e s t s based on the comr-
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Figure 72 "The 'before and a f t e r ' experinont 

datum 

Figui'e 73 Measuroneiit i n conversational techniq^ues 
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Figure 7k The developaent of c o n t r o l . - • 

ai'ison betv/een measures ra^ and m̂ . V/hilst the cxpericiental s i t u a t i o n 

i s c h a r a c t e r i s e d by the subject accurately,- or inaccurately., i n f e r r i n g 

the experimental hypothesis, conversational methods nake neasurement 

outcomes e x p l i c i t to the subject, and the development o f Gtrate^jies 

for manipulating and n:odelling these outcomes (Model^) becomes the 

objective of the methodology ( F i g . 7^) * I n the g r i d procedures m̂  

and ra^ have been termed transformations, as the a c t of c l a s s i f i c a ­

tion of events ( g r i d responses) t r a n s l a t e s events into an a l t e r r ^ t i v e 

reference frame. 

3»5«3»3» V/hat aj?e the implications of conversation methods for 

t h e i r evaluation? I t should be borne i n mind that the processes- i n 

F i g . 7^ are not s i d e - e f f e c t s , but a r c , i n t e n t i o n a l l y provoked through 

the use of r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . Consequently, the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

betv/een m̂  and r e f l e c t s more than simply the treatment e f f e c t of 

feeding back measurement data, i t a l s o i n d i c a t e s the nature of the 

user's modelling of h i s i n t e r a c t i o n s v/ith the procedures. Several 
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possible outcones may thus be i d e n t i f i e d i n r e l a t i o n to attempts 

to evaluate the procedures. 

F i r s t l y , the user may not attempt to model the feedback- he r e c e i v e s . 

For example, he may aclaiov/ledge c e r t a i n m̂  outcomes but respond to 

the r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s , or prompts, by paraphrasing them. V/hen 

requested to formulate an explanation as to why a p a r t i c u l a r 

construct has a l t e r e d i t s function from 'peripheral' to 'core', he 

may respond v/ith the statement " i t i s more important to me now than 

i t v/as then". I n the absence of fur t h e r modelling a c t i v i t y , the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between m̂  and i s l i k e l y to be random. 

Secondly, the user may bo unable to i n t e r p r e t m̂  for a number of 

reasons, the most s i g n i f i c a n t being that he i s net i n a s t a t e -of 

readiness to make use of information. This i s a f a m i l i a r 

consequence of terminal and delayed feedback (Holding. 1963)• 

V/hilst terminal feedback encourages r e l i a n c e on self-generated 

or i n t r i n s i c feedback (Annett, 1939)» the timing of t h i s feedback 

i n r e l a t i o n to preceding and subsequent responses i s c r i t i c a l . 

Holding suggests that the delay betv/een responses and Ivnov/ledge of 

the r e s u l t s (KR) of that response i s l e s s important than a delay 

betv/een KP. and the follov/ing response, provided ICR i s unequivocallj-

r e l a t e d to d i s t i n c t i v e features of the f i r s t repcnse. That i s , 

KR information i s most relevant during or immediately p r i o r to 

subsequent modelling a c t i v i t y than i t i s follov/ing modelling a c t i v i t y 

For example, the observed non-responses to prompts i n the case 

studies c::os:.ine6. r.ay be associated v/ith the user not a n t i c i p a c i n g 

modelling a c t i v i t y at that time. 
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T h i r d l y , the user may not model the transformations at a l e v e l that 

enables the t r a n s f e r of learning to other contexts. For example, 

i t v/as observed that to a n t i c i p a t e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n outcomes users 

generally requested information concerning the mechanics of the 

measurement procedure. Thus, v/hilst they maximise p r e d i c i t i v e 

accuracy i n n^, they may encounter d i f f i c u l t y i n a n t i c i p a t i n g 

s i m i l a r outcomes derived from other transformations. 

Fourthly, i n attempting to model the transformations the user may 

develop s t r a t e g i e s that lead to varying m̂  outcomes. For example, 
c 

i t v;as i n f e r r e d from the tv/o reported case s t u d i e s that the 

subjects d i f f e r e d i n t h e i r modelling s t r a t e g i e s ; v/hilst one subject 

converged on a p a r t i c u l a r c l a s s of predicates, tl:e other increased 

predicate v a r i e t y . Thus, the r e l a t i o n s h i p betv/een m̂  and for 

the two subjects d i f f e r e d - I n addition, the user may vary h i s 

strate3;y through the course of i n t e r a c t i o n s , such that the r e l a t i o n ­

ship botv/een ^̂-̂ "̂ 2̂ ̂ ^ ^ - ^ - s from the r e l a t i o n s h i p betv/een and a 

t h i r d , measurement occasion, m̂ . For example, a user v;ho diverges 

i n m̂  may locate a c l a s s of predicates v/orthy of convergent attention 
i n m... 

:? 

These considera-ticns influence the conclusions that may be derived 

from the attempts to evaluate the procedures i n Chapter 3*^-

The comparisons that met the evaluative c r i t e r i a (e.g. i n c r e a s i n g 

c e n t r a l i t y of predication, elaboration of the conversational 

domain, etc.) suggest that those c r i t e r i a coincided v/ith the purposes 

for v;hich feedback v/as u t i l i s e d by the 'oser. 
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3*5*5-^- I n the following chapters the procedures developed i n 'that 

section are adapted to function within an interpersonal 

context. That i s , the procedures are extended to p a r a l l e l the 

marital counsellor's r o l e i n mediating betv:^een tv/o or more p a r t i c i ­

pants. I n t h i s context a number of the i s s u e s discussed above 

are c l a r i f i e d or redefined. The.problem of supportive dialogue, 

for example, i s fundamentally a l t e r e d when p a r t i c i p a n t s i n t e r a c t 

with each other during modelling conversations. S i m i l a r l y , the 

r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s embodied i n procedures are augmented by 

ongoing i n t e r a c t i o n s betv/een particip^ants. Before applying procedures 

i n t h i s context, however, the implicat i o n s of modelling processes 

v/ithin r e l a t i o n s h i p s r e a u i r e s d i s c u s s i o n . 




