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CREATING NEW NARRATIVES N
FAMILY THERADPY: AN APPLICATION or
SOCIAL CONS"!”RUC’!‘\ON!SM

Skt MONAMER

This article exaniines i Cupnily thevapy session! fram a social con-
structionist perspective (Gergen, 1985). The purpose is epistemolog-
iead and pragmatic. | will try to illustrate @ way of thinking abont how
we act nid hony we think as rescarchers, clinicians, andd people in the
world and 10 show how emphasizing a way of thirking can he genera
tive to Damilies, rescarchers, and therapists Recursively, the actions
ol the therapist and the farnily members in the therapy session, a8
woell s the vesearcher’s aelive iniu‘prclnlinns, geperate wiys ol know-
ing the warld,

Phere is a purposelul shift here from explapation (o cleseription.
Diescriptions are hess “lixed” in an abjectilicd world heganse we receRs
nize them as provided by people. People do their describing hascd on
heir lived experiences and the immediate stiusiion they are Lryingg o
deseribe. This move o explination to description is o complemen-
ary shilt nota dicholamons one. We do not need o abandon expla-
niien in Gvor of description, 1T we hegin with description, we cm
penerake exphinations that are Nuid and can change as the dynamics
of wuting in o ahserving i sitnation change.

A dintectical view ol the relationship henween explamaion anul
deseription yaises (uLestons concerning how rescarclh is conduered,
Fundamentally, we clinge the way we dhiak ahiout researcly, net net
surily (e technigues o methads employed in research. As rese
chers, we nke choices based ona series of histon iy andd contexin-
ally releviuy premises and expericnoes. We sehert methods that Hain
el coherence ur acceprability thiraugh negotistion within a comuit-
nity ol schwolars, The strupgle lor the “hest” rescarch dlesigny ov
methad ol analysis is Dascd npon o premise trat there conld be uni-
versal solutions 1wl problets. Huwever, Lliere 15 i growingg consen-
sus thae this is po longer the cise (Bochner, 1985). Social construcs
ionishy represents the shilt in thinking:

[ ——
Nheia AMrNowee & .-\nurirrlr'J‘ruﬁ'mu‘ and Ehuinpera of the Depeertmrart af Connpunioa-
Hun, ravevaily af New Hampisfure.
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Although the ros ol coustenacionsst | aglit can b travel tong-stinuding

delipes hetween L‘=n1|i|ivisl el the i selionly o) somgghl, conasAree

Gonisin M1EIRs 10 neve heyod the Auakisi to wlicl Loty ol thiese raditions
e connieied sl 1o pliee kanwiedpge winliiny the process al sovil imerchangie.

(Gergen, TS, 266}

Thus, constrncomism isonoway ol thinking. The strptepics or 1ech-
nigues used in rescarch become mportant anly insofur as they remiin
calerent with the phenomeni Leing investigated within the commu-
nity that we e acddressing. Compatison of methods simply hecunmes
a4 winduow Lo new inmages and ideas—a way of continuing the canvers
gation. In this way. the social, relational aspects of both acting wn 1the
world and examiing our acting in the worltd are 11igh\ighlc(l.

Amd yur, there arc orienting premises e Torm the soud ul @
sovinl constrnetionist perspective.” Unlike strategies oF methols, they
are ideas 10 hold an lo—or 10 remeinber-—wlhen an ohserver TeCoy-
pizes the sigus ol hisfher own atempt {0 be uhjective (see Ceeehin,
YURTY. These inchutle o Tocus on process, inclusion of the observer n
the domain of the observed, and celebration of the complesity of
huan lite

POUNDATIONAL PREMISES OF SOCTAT C()NS'I'I{U::'I'l()N|SM
A Focus oN IPROCTESS

Oune hasic aspect of constructionist res aarell is @ [nens on process.
Ihis s o broad ser. Most simply, an ciplasis on process shilts
avtention from what is pruelut:cd i interaction 1o e process ol sucial
]u‘n(hl('linn. Language ((:mmnuuic;ninn) is the means trough which
wo by Lot our worlds, As hlaguarans anil Vareka lmisu ok,

¢ o wtside werhil Thete-
1y, Rathier,
it 1he act al knowing, i tlse Detsavierad covrilintion wiich is Lunsggvage, DFings

[EAUL TR ARG fnvenild by anyoue oudy ol

fosre. 1t vt b b s it st L reved g wod 3t is Ly Tanguaging

Jartls i world, We work out ong fives ina yrutanad bnguisiic conpling, st Lieritsise
funguige |u..-r|ni1\' us 16 reveal anrselves b beaust we are corstilused HIR IS
e S0 CoatiBes Lhecomie g i we bring fosrth with arhers. (BT, gy

-1

'l".mphusizing nferaciive  prrocess, what  haturaea and Varchi
(HHRT7) veber 40 a8 Languaging, clls attension to e construetive quil-
ities ol evevyday activities, In comrast, most research on Lt 1=
terction is “oucome’ or covaluation™ ariented. For example, reseay-
chers ask, W are the elfects of communicition n]:ps'chcusinn on
jnterpursond attraction?” {MeCGroskey, Wichmoud, aly, and Cox,
PUT76R); Wik e i must elfective wmadels [or treating couples in
therapy?” (Nugemnt and Constantine, JUBRY; “What comuicative

p—
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patterns produce elflective Family functioning?™ (Sichary, 1985; Bueavy-

. INY. T ees oyt . H H H .
ces, PUSH). TUhese sors of uesiionas have hecome o naor pestin ol

schol;

s stelybng within an cinpivicist orientnion. The shilt inoro-
duced by o constnciionist epistenotopy is o shilt 1o studies of ingerie-
nened process.

A Tocus on process is not inique 1o consteaetioniso alone, 1n G,
Stuski (U7 identitied the major shilt s Lamily theripy as niarkedd
by i Tacus on process rather thian produce, Waezhowick, Beavin anid
Jackson (1967) also emphasized process in their seminal work on com-
shsnication. Despite this acknowledged (ocus, HELY contemporary
madels ol Lunily imeraction develop arotond the idea ol [rovess, bt
end up privileging method, echnigue or pragowatic goals instead. For
example, Minuchin®s (F974) sirnctural family therapy maodel was
heavily influenced by Biteson’s wark and thus asssnics a0 locus on
provess. However, the practice ol strnctural Gunily theripy eme
phasizes specitic techniques and goals such as reorpmanizing dysiune-
tiend Gunily structares so that parents aee in control. Uhis is only one
ol e iy examples of o shilt in focns rowaed (e techisologry ol
change rather than the igernetional process of chimpe,

INCLUSTION OF THE OBSERVER

CAceonstrnctionist anadysis idso inchudes the ohserver in the domain
n_l the abserverd, providing a wary nl'nmi:nuining a processual orienta-
Hon. The difterence that makes a difference, as Bateson would sy,
15 an understanding that messetive processes afiays include 1he ob-
server, .

Bat what an ohserver does is precisely this: he makes Buguistic dissinetious ol
linsgaiistic distinetions ... With Lueygiage i alson il abserver as o limguiging
endiny; by operatiog i ligaage with ualer abservers,
sellaul s ciresmstances as lingai

1y peneeales the
raeticipation in i linguis-
1 vetitinnship of Huguistie diseinctions,
it OF cenaservinion ol wdapiaios,
Allthis is wlid it ds e be Juonan, We make steseripions af 1he descriptions
i we make (a8 this sentence is doingg is

stic listinclions ol

tie cheataadn, [nothis Wiy, TGN s

g becomies ot ol o dear

hudeed, we are observers aal o
i e whiere isopgeadc s

tatinny iy conserved, (Matoang ol Vireka, 1087, p-2in

waeniatc donsain cveided by tae opers

Tneluding the observer strips the researeh conext of its tracdition-
ally hierseehical e, Resenvehers and subjects are viewed s
caoperating in the constraction ol understandings abow phenomena,
Both engage in conversiion wherehy new naretives can be creineed.
i this seose, vesearchers do o take o “metaposition™, A researcher

Sl Consbruction i 04

simyply 35 i a diffevent position. Rescarchers hring news to subjects just
as sulyjects ring news to researchers.

Haclueling 1he observer also reminds os that o conncetion 35 an
operdion performed by an ohserver, Any eonnection twells aboot the
researcher as well as about the subjects or the phenomena heing
stuelicd {von Foerster, TO81), This suggests 1hit we should atend 1o
the epeestions we ask as moch as (iF oot wore than) o the responses
we ire given, Questions bring forth answers (Watzlawick, Deavin and
Jacksow, 1067) and so an examination of the questions 1o which re-
soiecly is directed highliglas assumptions and consequently, inplied
connecons.

tie adelition, focusing on questions can help to identity the 1theoret-
ical models that introduce constraints, We do not escape the con-
straint of onr own "methodological ans” (Ceruni, 186}, Wit we
find as o result of o vesearch is what we are looking For plas the
vestlis o the process of looking, However, these constraints are noy
limiiillg: they are the source ol patential, Fhe [rrocess of resvarch
allows us to veturn to ot origingd premises withe o ditTerent elaborie-
tienn ol these premises, Thos, the potential for new divections aned
HOW CONSIIICTONS i generided.

TrE CELEBRATION OF COMPLEXTTY

Fhe social constructianist’s eelational ovicniation requires oy ac-
ceptance of complexity. Unless phenomena are examined in isolation,
we vane nat help but work aith the complexity ol nteraction, Prigoging
andl Stengers (1984) refer 1o this as the “seienee ol complexity® and
ihustrate the relationship hetween this “science™ aned thie traditional
science of "simple, elementary behaviar,”

nee of lire,

ot be coinpets; e lorces of

clirmisiry. Wt synthiesis
¥ )
privfured by scienve, the Newloniam synihe

o deseribed by dyaaenics canmot explain the consplex gl irveveesible

e wnderstinnl why i was iimpossible Tor the

ior ol natter, fgars mutal res. Aceordingg 1o tlis ancient s
il ol iy
e we hridlge the ggap beoween being and beeoming—iwo coneepoy in conllio,
yol both pecessiry booreachss colieront descripizone of this steange wet Id inoswlich
ney

e chenuead
s, How

struetures e the crentures of lire, 1he

sible piroce

we live? (p. 2

Acceprance of the construciioniss focts an process, indusion off
the observer, and o celebration of the complexity of biteraction can
pencrate multiple methords for exmining social inderaction. Whin
is one niethodotogicnl exaople that is based on these premises.

el



h Satrnal of Applied Communication Researeh

viates (pertarbs) the ovgiuization ol the very logic (perspective) nsed
to identify (ronstruety that act, Cranen, Johnson and Lannansnn
(982 call this a strnge loop.

The intramsitivity of 1 strange foop imyplies that context and con-
lent change the meaning or choices for action. For ¢ uple, i’ a
persen sees himsell” us an aleoholic dife seripe), certitin kinds ol acts
are entailed by this context (Tor example, refusing drinks). Yer, the
act ol velusing drinks disintegrines the context of “adeoholic” o
constracts aoaew one, asell aot having o drinking problem (not an
aleabialic). This new context, it turn, coniails new actions, one ol whicly
mipght be deioking, "Fhus, the act ol relusing drinks which is logicad
within the frame of “sell as alecoholic,” cansirocts o new context imply-
ing different acts which, subsequently, disintegrates the new conlext
of “sell as nan adeoholic™ and reconstmas the gantext of “sell” as ol-
coholic™ i so on,

However, not all exisnptes of recirsivity take this intransitive
forn. Fully nansitve logies, “cliened lonps,” wlso serve as exanples
ol recursive Jogics. The earlier example can be meonleled as a fdly
wansitive logic: Jolhn defines his 1 ationshipr as dose and commitied
and thevelore Teels it is apprapriaie 10 enact episodes where he des-
anstrates his commitment. The more he eugages in (hese cpisodes,
the more his perceprion of the rebionship as close and commitier is
contirmed,

An analysis focusing on levels of meaning il the vecursivity
anwng these levels provides o wmeans {or diseussing how peoples’
fugics connect to formt inteructional patterns. Rescearch niy e fo-
cused on hypothesizing how each family member makes connections
among behaviors and meanings, how Gimily menbers’ logics conneat
with the logic of the clinicim, el so on. " The facus is o ineracive
processes or socinl production rather than on oucomes or produects.

Curionity

Curiosity helps an observer generate questions that playlulty chal-
lenge 1he premises of those involved oo system (including 1he ob-
sevver hin/hersell). A stance of curiosity encouriges an ohserver o
be Jess willing to aceepr inlormmtion s an immauatable excamphlie of o
prerson’s belic! systen and insteael encourages an abserver o ask ques-
tiuns. Asking qpuestions draws om connections anong atl of the Uper-
soral epistemologies™ of those involved i a novel way thus alowings
iavstent to fndd s own sohation,

Curinsity onderscares an canphasis on questions s opposed (o
aswers, reminding ns 1o guestion o own premises as s wehers.

Nocial Constructionism 01

I his description of the sysiemic prineiple of neutritlity, Cecchin
(1U87) suggests i by adopting o Irinne of curinsity an ohserver
questions descriptions of imeraction in such s way that explaninions
itre not seen as trae or flse. Questions based on a euriosity about the
patterns, reliwtonships, heliels and connections among ideas, praple,
events and heliviors construet a therapetic stance that is difTerens
from one lased on questions designed (o “discor UHLSCCUTILE CX-
plitmation, A position ol curiosity lelps gencrate tpuestions that, .
turn, fead to new ways of looking at beliviors, events or people. For
example, :

When we assiome 1hat we have
other descriptions, "I Tnss, we
Bivves “tliscovered” o desevipaion that s (. A00)

tttivne, wa often give o loking foe
vinese wee hefieve we

ikhee ol ciriosivy be

In the following section, these principles are applied o the
amalysis of a Family therapy session, The primary olijective is to illus-
trte liow o constructiondst perspective guides a "sense making” en-
deaver such s the understnding of therxpeutic decision poirets. In
ather words, how can deseriptions be constructed thin elaboeate wlin
the clinician is doing i therapy session? Conststent witly constrie-
tionist asswngions, the analysis is nol presemed as aset of traths bt
rather as @ set ol alternative conceptions about family lnteraction thm
emplusize complexity and inclusion of the abserver.

CASE ANALYSIS

The [amily interviewed i his session was involved i Bonily
tierapy while 1heir 1 year old san, Frimk, was hospitadized. Frank
was dizgnoseed as paraneid schizophrenic. The therapy session was
conducted by a visiting consultant becieuse the Ganily's therapist felt
“stnek™ in his attempts 1o help them. The members fnvolved in this
session include Marey the mother, a 42 year old housewite, Bab the
father, o A3-pear-old, sell-employed businessman, Sally the 15-year
alel dinghier and Frank, the [9-year okd identified paticus,

Wihid [ollewes is the presentation and analysis of severul SCEMes
sclected from ihe interview. These segments represent the kind ol
conversation the therapist and family consteucted thronghont g en-
tire session. “Ihe segments provide an apportuniy 1o ostrate how
the therapist miilized the ideas ol complexity, social production (pro-
cess) and inclusion ol the observer {therapist) 1o co-creme with 1l
Lonly o new morrative. Beis important 1o note thin this wis a new
narrative nol only Tor the Samity b also for the thevpisg.
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Babs;

13aals:
L
IFrank:

ERIK
Frank;
T

Frank:
T
Marcy:
Irank:
T
Frask:
RN
Miey:

Frank:
EOEH

Frank:
T

Frank;
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LT youe aive o working (to Bather) sod he Gndieates

Frank) is oun doing his own things and the two of

them - o,

Ol yea. When ie's not at loane, 1 mean, there nay
e probiems bue when he's i home you can ent the
tension with n knife,

B whiat abow when you're ot bome and he's nis
il bome, how do they ger along, the two ol hon?
(referring 1o mother and Sally)

Iihink ey pet atlong OK.

IFeank, what do you think?

I think mom's hard on her about schoal hue some-
one has to be or she wouldn't do anything.

She's preny lazy.

Yeu

She neecds 1o be pushied. Suppose you go home,
you're quiet, you don't disturh anyone, what wonld
happeny

Pve never et myself find thar oo,

Yaou haven't iried i?

Ol we Dave some peacelul <ays, 1 really need thase
o This s the longrest, most inporsant disciession
we've had, We never talk like this,

Recise you do oot ol action, wat tlking, laeh?
Yen

Tlha's it

Tha's the difference between Dhid's styde o mine,
I would try o k10 you ..

Bt that's like talking 10 o brick wall,

Sa you leel that your maother, your sister they need
1oy be stimulineed somehow, they need o he keps alive
ar something., You have alwiys 1o provoke thent. Is
Hodrone? Looks like the way you describe the situa-
o, il you disappear like thar they woukd be very
silent, very quict. They would be there dotng nothi-
ing perhaps, Is it possible?

Yo, i possible.

Is your Gulier alse having the siane role yon lave
witlt theme When Le comes home, try 1o lipht with
thew, try 1o stimubive then to do somethiong?

Noo e esoally Tinds things oo af the howgse, 1le
hias his bos
Sa, lic cames home he's carious about yon?

Social Construciivnism 163

1314 Yus.

1515 111 Do you lave an idea what lappens when yow are
nert around? Te goes wo fis howts, comes liome, whiant
ko thiey o together the three of them?

I dony’t know. You'll have 1o ask them. When [hwent
away o college T started wondering wlun's going on
back there, So | started calling and said things thin
weren't very nice,

116G Frank:

B47 Marey: You said you didn’t think he was youre Tather,

B4R 1Trank: Liokd sy mothier . oo chat was when | strted gerring
psychatic or wlndever yow want 1o serm .

I3 11 Haw do you have this idear

1ot Frank: Don't know. That was part ol my mental tllness, |
Hlll‘,’ﬁs-

N5l Marcy: [t was interesting because right belorve that we'd
fooked it slides ...

B5H2 TTI: When you said this . .. you meant that he's not your
father or not hier hushand?

BHY Frank: Don't know, T think I realized I was his hiological
SOl

Bod I'LE: So you made 4 statement about the marviage, For

cxannple, you said, “You are not warvied 1o hine”
That's what you meant?

Dwasn'tthinking thatae the taee bat iv nekes a linde
IBIOEL SCTISC 10w,

B55 Frank:

BOG 1L Do you think they're nerricd? Do you bave any
clotelnse

BT PFrank: I belicve they are naericd,

Bsg il Beciuse you all say he's out of the house, eh? Wha
o you think Sally? Do you think they are married?

BLO Sally: Yes.

far this segment many (themes are discossed and developed, bt
the ane that the therapist consistently keeps alive is the iden thin the
sonyis very skidled ol exciting everyone in the family (see lines BIG,
B2U-H56, B8,

Levels of weardng. o this interaction, we sce the therapist inteoduc-
mp the ddea that the son's hehavior in some way brings ile ino the
Guandy (elisroprive episodes creite the context). e also canneets
Father ok son by suppresting ahat they bot aed sennethime 1o the
muother-cinpghter relationship (the eelationship level is o context lor
uther hebiaviors), Several contextual shilts can be identlice here,
These shilis ilustrate the thevapist's Tocus oie process and on e
complexity of the interaction.

Ferst, episades identilicd by Ganily members as problematic, cha-
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Frank:
uls;

1Yuka
ANEE

I'rank:
RN H
Boh:
T
Bab:
Tl
IFrank;

Alierey:

T

Frank:

Bl
Irank:
BN X

Sally:
ERIR

Frawk:

T

Sally:
T

Sally:

Joreenal of Applicd Communication Research

You know that's not true.

Tl is teve, You know i, All you fmve 4o do s 1re
her dike shit and she and 1 st fighting, Apel then
we don’t push you., You do winnever YOR want,

1 don'caderstaned, When he treats her like shit yom
sl she st Bghiingg?

Beanse she comes 1o me. She am'l condral hin.
Yaon l‘n:v.._l your niother newds 1o e protected by you
sometines?

I think | just junip to her defense.

(1er Father) Are yor aware i he's delending hee?
Sure.

So, she complaing about him being o agpressive
and then he defends her,

Idon't see him defending her around 1he house.
(to I'rnk) You feed she can't defend herself?

No. She . . . he ignores her.

The problenis that we rol married young . Whi
will we do when the kids are pone?

Frank, do you agree thin your fther doesn’t like
your moiher so much? ) . .

Mo, 1 think lie does, He just doesa’t know how o
show her duu e loves her, Tle bonght her a dia-
mond. bhink e has a hard time showing hut he
fas hvis ways. )

Hothe kids weren't there . .,

I we weren't there, they'd do more wgether.

Do you think they'd stay togeiher? Why does he
lave such a hard time with your morher?

I1hink he doesn't know what to say.

What does yowr mother do to make i so ditfienle
tor your Buler?

tE she was interested in hoats they'd spend more
time topether b she's not like thae, Ter hobby s
her wervden.

S, how come she doesn't make an efTort w be close
10 hiw? You suy your Euher can't express his love,
Iiher poes to the bar when he can't ke il What
does your mother do t keep her distance?

Dend’t know,

She siid Deciuse she veseans o I ol things, Does
she show her resetimen?

Sometitmes L. she’s tired of Dad being away so
much.

Social Constructionism )7

6 1l She complains abont tha?

Gt sally: Yeu, she complains abour everything. T ilink i
drives him lwether and further away.

A7 Iy So, we cin siey bl of them, when its o linle difli-
anlt, they give up very casily. They're not ighters.

CAR Marey: We dan’t reselve anything.

CA9 1 Are the Kids like thin or aree they lighters?

ol Babe They've lewned the opposite, ‘Uhey've leavned if
they stick 1o it, they can do what they want

Levels of meaning. Dy (his segment, the therapist gaestions the re-
lattonship between son and wother, Phis discussion quickly moves
inin a description of mother's aned Guher's different parenting styles,
Futher gives examples ol his frustration with his son and olTers 1hese
its legitiniion ol his current position (C14).

Recursivity, Uhie therapist, building on the Trames he has already
introchuced in the session, continues 1o illustrate how the behaviors of
buth father el son actually construct mm image of a very close re-
Ttionship (1 recursive process), thoagh not Mee of disippointimen
(CI1H).

Curiosity. The conversinion maoves intoa discussion of e paremad
relationship and how the children {ie within that relationship. Iy
garestioning how the parents would gecalong iUl ehildren were nol
present, the therapist illustrates his coviosity abowm hiow the marital
relationship s, in fact, defined (rather than assuine he “knows™), Pre-
viously, e discussion has focused on how father is uncooperitive
aronnd the hoase, ete. Here, the therapist asks questions it offer o
new interpretation of the parenal eelationship (C35-60),

In this sequence ol questions, the 1he st becomes curious about
the parent’s relationship, refusing to Tocus only on the Mrnne that 1he
son s the problem (e, the Mraune that the lamily prescms). By intro-
ducing a new Tocus, the therapist s able to suggrest that 1he behaviors
ol both motlier and father serve o distance them rom eacls other.
Thus, it is not enly Lither who distances rom mother; mother also
cistnees from Taher. In addition, it is not nece savily the son whio
creates i schism between the parents; they do it very well themselves.
Again, woe cinn see how rontinized beliaviors of these Family meniers
are olfered as implying very ditferen deseriptions of relationships
el episodes as well as very difTerent logies entifing action (recuesive
ity). Forr eximple, onew logric is siggresied by the thorapist indicating
that perbaps the son b the “canse” ol the parents” difficnlrics
(though he may he one “cause™. A new logic i alsa introckiced
suggesting thae icis the manad distancing of mother and fuher thin
vortrihutes to theircurrent fimily problens. )
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poriray buta Ennily that may, in G, suffer Grom the absence of both
childven (particulinly the son-—1311-25),

Aclelitiunally, ihe therapist continnes (o oreate a new mesnning [or
the Tnther-son celationship in comrast 1o the one (it has heen
paiterd in such i negative light by Fonily members, [e uinphasizes
the noneanny similavities between both Bather and son (115,

Finally, i these ::rnliug caomments, the therapist supgests two new
sncanings tor siople belaviors. First, leiving home does not necessar-
iy mesun dhat vebiniomships are cdlestroyed {disconnected), Seconud, he
alhieles to the possibility that fimily members ean have different ways
ot seeing things s still remain very connmitted 10 cach other;
i, adifferent interpreation of asimple hehavior does nog necessarily
ssply that the veluionship among/henveen people is conllicted or
negative.

Suwmmeny

The issues presented heve are offered as a0 biel illusieation of

how ahe notion of nltiple Jevels ol meaning (e, relationship,
episode, Bl sevipt, and actiond can helpr in the sanalysis ol o Gonily's
logic. "The complexity of interaction is eosphasized.

Curiosity is the term ased o/ déseribe how an vliserver atilizes 1hé

constructionist principle of inchuding the observer in the donsin ol

the observed, By renmitning corious about statcimes or “lacts” intro-
dueed by Gionily members, as well as abort his own Belicls or conelo-
sions about the staaation, the therapist ensurees his continual question-
ing of lis own and others” promises. In guestioning his owo assump-
tions, he ds able 1o constraet qriestions and connnents duu have the
potential to penerate questiomng in the Gurdly members themselves,
Uhe therapistamd Lomily siembers construct it conversation in which
they all hecome observers who guestion each others assuimnptions.
This Kiod of questioning de-eniphastzes the weadency o objectily il
reily aneanings. Acting wepon his curiosity about Bunily members'
logics, 1he therapist generates questions and comments thin cm-
phisize the ability to create new meaznings for relationships, episodes,
lile sevipts aned actions,

There is abso a vecursive dimension. Family members often lind
themselves tapped in their own logics. Behaviors that are interpreted
in u particular manner conseruct specilic meanings a different con-
textuatl levels. These contexts thew serve 1o conliem and legitinaee
not anty the performance of particulior behaviors but the derpresa-
tiots ol hehaviors (of sell and others), Problems can ocowr whese con-
strncted logics become reilied. A this poing, it is ofien nsetul to
sugpest how the sune old behaviors cin be seen as aetaally tnplyingg
very different relationships, episades, lile scripts, and so forch,

Socted Constructionivm B

The elinicin in this cose included himself in bis on-going analysis
of this Lenily by continnally quiestioning his own acceplinee or rejec-
tinn of the logics heing presented ta bisn, Teis this Teone of curiosity
tut helped hinn ofTer "news of o dilference.”

The theoretical tools applied 1o this case are done soin the spirit
ol socinl constructionisn, "Fhis meins that levels ef meaning, recursiv-
ity andl a1 stmice of enviosity hecome the metaphors chusen hy the
ohserver. A locus on process is achieved by attending less 10 any
passible or actual "eutcomes” of this therapy and more ta the on-
poing merrative that is constructed hetween therapist, Linily, il re-
searcher,

Ny

I The theragist in this session was Dy, invimco Ceoching He is one of the
creitans al the Milisn Systemie Maodel ol
anl Prata, TU7H; Selving e al, 19815 Boscole, Ceeeling Delioao aul ez, $987; ol
leeclng, RT),

LoD witl nen astrensp i these pages o inteoduce the social consiraetionist ozientie
B Pl reader s eeleymel ts Cergen (185 e Eluere (T986) Tor e detailel

chilunidions,

wnily 'l'Iu-r.'||ly (see Selvini, Boscolo, Creechizn,
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