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data collected in an earlier ethnography, a team of researchers per-
formed a constani comparative analysis of transcripts of the dia-
logues immediately before, during and after Reflecting Team “‘clin-
ical markers” (Rice & Greenberg, 1984, 1992). Not surprisingly,
the c'o_upﬁes‘ experiences of Refllecting Team differed from thera-
pists’ in all three phases of the dialogues. For the period immediate-
ly preceding the Reflecting Team dialogues, couples {ocused on
process while therapisis focused on expecialions, During the dia-
logues, couples focused on the impact while therapists focused on
1s purpose. Finally, immediately afler the dialogues, couples fo-
cused on the value of Reflecting Teams while therapists focused on
its impact, Recommendations for future studies are given, fAriicle

copies available from The Haworth D  Delvery Servies.
i»&@O-@é?«%?&fﬁ rin Docunient Delivery Service.

Enthusiasm for Reflecting Teams practice is well documented in
the practice literature (Kassis & Maithews, 1987; Lax, 1989; Miller
& La?(, 1988; Roberts, Caesar, Perryclear, & Phillips, 1989; Mit-
telmeier & Friedman, 1991 Aderman & Russell, 1990), The abun-
dance of clinical case studies documents the need to begin systematic
§mdy qf Reﬂccsing Team process. Fortunately, such systematic study
is .begmmng to appear (Smith, Yoshioka, & Winton, 1993; Smith,
-Winton, & Yoshicka, 1992: Sells, Smith, Coe, Yoshioka, & Robbins,
19?4; Smith, Sells, & Clevenger, 1994; Griffith, Griffith, Krejmas,
Mital, Rains, & Tingle, 1992), This paper provides ancther step in
understanding Reflecting Teams using a process research methodol-
ogy-Interpersonal Process Recall, Ethnographic studies by Smith

and h'ls colleagues provided a “rich description” of Reflecting Tearn
practice. They collected therapists’ and clients® descriptions of Re

4s a%s  Srid VSRSV IY UE ANeT

flecting Team practice, Sells et al. {1994) proposed and Smith et al.
(l99§) explored further several theoretical assertions about how Re-
ﬁecnng Team practice encourages clients to increase their perspec-
tives. Smith and his colleagues developed seven categories (Sells et
al.,, 1994; Smith et al., 1994). Of these seven categories, two were

- especially intriguing in what they suggested about the process of

change within Reflecting Teams: “process of change” and “‘spatial
separateness.” The concepts of “spatial separateness™ and “process
of hearing™ were different conceptually but related in how couples
used them to describe the process of hearing Reflecting Team mem-
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bers. These concepts were similar to Prest et al. (1990) who de-
scribed this process as a “fly on the wall” phenomenon in which an
imaginary boundary allows somecne (o go (0 2 meta-level (o his or
her own process of hearing. ““Spatial separateness” indicated Stalggs.
menis conceming a boundary created by the team and the sefting
while “process of hearing” described a sequence of stages or
instances by which a person heard the problem differently. However,
the two concepts overlapped considerably because the use of imagi-
nary boundaries and enforced silence often preceded couples’ ability
10 hear the problem differently.

Because these two concepts seem crucial to understanding how
clients benelit from Reflecting Team, further study seems war-
ranted. Specifically, attention to Reflecting Team conversations
intrigued the authors. Although another series of ethnographies
would shed light on Reflecting Team conversation, a more focused
methodology that would allow a study of Reflecting Team con-
versations appeared more suited to the research questions under
consideration. In examining different methodological options,
Rice and Greenberg (1984) described an alternative research para-
digm that focused on isolating pattems‘of behavior versus rates of
behavior. They recommended that researchers study therapeutic
sequences and stages in which clients experienced significant
change. They segmented therapy into different episodes or events
to understand process in the context of clinically meaningful units,
Their emphasis on process research coincides with a de-emphasis
on outcome research and increasing interest in therapeutic pro-
cesses (Liddle, 1991). The use of alternative research paradigms
seems especially well-suited for a treatment process as complex as
a Reflecting Team approach. Rice and Greenberg's recommenda-
tion to gather client perceptions of clinically significant *“mark-
ers” with Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR) (Elliot, 1984; 1986)
fit the exigencies of Reflecting Team practice. Therefore, we pi-
loted the use of an IPR methodology to examine how pattemns of
Reflecting Team conversations encouraged the development of
multiple perspectives.
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METHODOLOGY

Inierpersonal Process Recall

IPR was first used by Bloom and his colleagues in the forties and
fifties to study the thought processes of college students during
ﬂascusss&ms (Bloom, 1954). Kagan (39‘?5} used IPR to examine its
ase in “psychological helping situations” and was the first to label
the process as “Interpersonal Process Recall.” Although IPR has
been recommended by leading psychotherapy researchers, its use
nas not been widespread. A recent application of IPR to psychother-
apy was by Meichenbaum and Butler (1979) who called it ““video-
rape reconstruction.” Making use of our experience in ethnogra-
phies, we employed ethnographic interviews of clients who viewed
segments of a taped Reflecting Team conversation from a session
that had just finished.

The ethnographies by Smith et al, (1992, 1993) and by Sells
{1994) suggested that the Reflecting Team conversations allowed
clients to develop multiple perspectives, Using Rice and Green-
" Zrg's terminology, the clinical “markers” (i.e., clinically signifi-

mnt evenis) for clients occurred during Reflecting Team conversa-
ons. The ethnographies suggested that couples benefitted because
iey developed multiple perspectives of their interpersonal difficul-
es, However, they developed these perspectives because they were
eed to listen to a team of dispassionate observers discussing the
sues brought up during the session. Thus, clients stopped talking,
stened to a group of experts, and were then allowed an opportunity
» integrate the team presentations into their own language. Al-

mough the ethmgmpmes suggested that “spatial sepam&emss " and
“process of change’ were important, it was unclear what part(s) of
the Reflecting Conversation was perceived as important by clients
and therapists. Thus, an IPR allowed a close examination of the
“spatial separateness™ and “‘process of change” domains that
emerged from the earlier ethnographies.

More important, we were interested in piloting the use of an IPR to
study family therapy processes. Because process research in family
therapy is seldom reported, we were interested in examining the viabil-
ity of a2 common process research methodology. Thus, this paper had a
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dual foci: continue qualitative research on Reflecting Team practice

~ and pilot the use of an innovative process research methodology.

Descriptions of the Confext

Description of clients and clinicians. After the Sells et al,, (1994)
and Smith et al. (1994) studies, a follow-up process research study
was planned and conducted with four couples, four therapists, and
four researchers who were intesrviewed over a four-month period
concerning their reactions and perceptions of Reflecting Team prac-
tice. Participants werse selected using a purposive sampling strategy.
Purposive sampling requires researchers {o select participants who
can be informants about a topic of inquiry (Honigman, 1970; Miles
& Huberman, 1994). Purposive sampling was well-suited for this
study because generalization to the population was not the research
goa}. Instead, the goal was to refine theoretical assertions developed
in an earlier study. In the current study, care was taken to ensure that
disparate couples would be interviewed. Although couples who
were part of the earlier study were eager (o be involved in this study,
we chose to interview couples who had not been part of the earlier
research efforts. In the current study, at least one couple was dis-
gruntled and angered at their therapist and at least one couple was
pleased with their experiences. This search for disparate couples is
consistent with Spradley’s Developmental Research Sequence that

was used in the Sells et al. (1994) and Smith et al. (1994} studies,
By including a variety of couples, theoretical saturation is hastened.

Couples had been married at least one year. Wives ranged in age
from 21 to 49 years (mean = 35), while husbands ranged in age

from 24 1o 51 year@ {mesn = 37}, Cgun?ﬁe who rgqgggged marital

counseling services at the umversuy Mamage and Family Clinic
were informed about the research project, and were given a choice
to participate both in the study and in Reflecting Team sessions.
Description of the researchers. To successfully employ Interper-
sonal Process Recall, the research team used their skills in ethno-
graphic methodology. Members of the research team had been ac-
tive over the last several years in doing ethnographic interviews of
therapists and clients of Reflecting Teams at the university-based
marriage and family therapy clinic that served the campus and the
community, In the spirit of ethnographers, researchers had spent
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hours behind the mimor conducting and observing Reflecting
Teams with their clients. Such experiences were crucial in the
team’s ability to gain an understanding of events in each session
with each Reflecting Team. Most of the research team members had
been involved in the past ethnographic research as clinicians; two
team members had been fully involved as researchers and clini-
cians. '

Twenmseamh team members experienced in ethnographic re-
search interviewed each couple and therapist who participated in
the study. They were guided by ethnoscience theory and Spradley’s
(1979) ethnographic methodology. Although research tearn mem-
bea:s .had previous knowledge of Reflecting Team literature, their
training and experience in conducting ethnographic interviews al-
lowed them to remain open to novel perspectives, Other team mem-
b’%rs' participation in the study was largely limited to their participa-
tion on Reflecting Teams, their participation as informants, and
their assistance during the preparation of this manuscript. The team
supervisor had knowledge of Reflecting Team literature, provided
theoretical memos, but did not participate in the domain analyses or
decisions on choice of interview questions. He was active at the
conciusign of the study in analyzing the text and in preparing the
manuscript.

Description of the site. All therapy sessions were conducted at
the university’s Marriage and Family Therapy Clinic. Clients who
request therapeutic services were told that the MFT clinic conducts
research that may involve taping therapy sessions in front of one-
way mirrors. Clients were also told that the training clinic is staffed
by student therapists who have a masters degree and are pursuing 2
Ph.D. degree. - T

Description of the team. The practicum team consisted of three
doctoral student in marriage and family therapy, and one female
social work master’s student intem. The doctoral students consisted
of one female student in her first year and two male students in their
sccond' year. The students ranged in age from 30 (o 48, The faculty
supervisor is on the faculty of the School of Social Work and was
the director of research at the Marriage and Family Therapy Clinic.
He has had extensive experience supervising practicums and teams
for the past 8 years. The practicum team met once a week for (wo
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semesters, The first semester consisted solely of the faculty supervi-
sor and the practicum team including one advanced doctoral candi-
date who became g SIT in the second semester.

Description of the Reflecting Team. In this study, the Reflecting
Team consisted of the couple's therapist, the couples themselves
and tearn members. The doctoral students participated as team
members and therapists, This meant that if the therapist’s couple
was in front of the Reflecting Team, he or she would not be a
member of the team. Instead, he or she became the therapist who
counseled the couple and who turned to the team during the session.
At the therapist’s discretion, he or she tumed to the team members
throughout the session and engaged them in an unrehearsed discus-
sion of their opinions conceming the couples’ dilemma(s). The
therapist enforced an imaginary boundary between the couple and
the team members who were present in the interviewing room.
Couples were restricted from interacting with the team members
during their discussions. Couples were then asked by their therapist
to comment on what they heard as the team members in fumn Us-
tened to them. In this approach, therapists, couples, and team mem-
bers were all part of the same therapy session. Insights and opinions
were shared copenly with couples with little or no editing. This
interaction between the team and the therapist happened once or
several times during a single therapy session. Team members’ pres-
ence in the room was at the therapists’ and couples’ invitation only.

Daite Collection

Interview procedures. The earlier ethnographic interview ques-
tions had captured a set of clients’ and therapists’ understanding
(i.e., personal construal) of Reflecting Team conversations (Sells et
al., 1994; Smith et al., 1994). The questions were not predetermined
at the project’s beginning (c.f., Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Sells et al,,
in press) and had gone through an iterative process in response to
the clients’ answers, with some questions remaining unchanged
through the data collection period and being asked each and every .
time. Some questions were altered to make them more understand-
able. Others were dropped from the interview, and replacements
were added, The iterative question development was presented in
Sells et al. (1994). Questions in this study began where the last set
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of iterative questions ended in the eaclier study. Table 1 presents the
questions asked in this study.

Immediately following a therapy session, clients waiched the
tape of the Reflecting Team conversation that they had just experi-
enced. Therapists also watched the same tape segments and gener-
ated theoretical memos that documented their impressions of the
Reflecting Conversations. Tape playback was divided into three
segments: two minutes before each Reflecting Team conversation
(“Before™), the Reflecting Team conversation (“During”), and two
minutes following the conversation (““After”). Thus, at the end of
the first segment, the researcher stopped the tape and asked clients
to relate what they were thinking during that segment of tape. The
same procedure was followed for the last two taped segments,
Bloom (1954) believed that the tape playback resulted in a “stimu-
lated recall” that was superior to ordinary recall because the tape
recording provided cues that assist in retrieving memory traces. The
emphasis on immediate tape playback is not coincidental: such a
protocol allows nuances of the just completed session and the Re-
flecting Team conversation to be captured. Memories can be readily
retrieved when recall takes place as soon as possible after the event,
Finally, clients were given control over playback of the videotaped
conversation to ensure that they felt safe. By giving clients the
videotape machine’s remote control, clients had literal control of
what they were watching and could pause the tape at any time.
Clients were encouraged 10 express their discomfort and to stop the
recall process at any time. Allowing clients to sel privacy bound-
aries promoted a free-flowing appraisal of the Reflecting Team
conversation. '

Playing back a relatively small portion of tape allowed clients to
view interactions in a focused fashion on the *‘there-and-then” of
the Reflecting Team conversations. By allowing a discussion of
minute interchanges, IPR slowed down interactions, encouraged
clients to drift into the experience of the “there-and-then’ and
allowed fleeting memories of specific moments to be retrieved and
anticulated, Finally, client control over the playback process was
emphasized to permit capture of moments that were meaningfuf to
clients,

Researchers watched the edited tapes, and followed clients’ and
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TABLE 1. Inlerview Questions

Couples’ (uesstione
A} Bafore

) Could you deseribe for me step-by-slep what was happaning In this segment? What
wers you thinking about?

¢} How was this svent meaninglul or not o you?
3} How was your counselor andlor team helpful ai this pointin ima?
4] Why do you think your counselor umed to the team &l ihis moment in tme?

B}  Whatdoes your counselor do/nat do o help you hear the leam batter right befors he o
sha tumns to the lbam. .

B) Duting

6) Cauldyou describe to me whatwas golng threugh your mind atthe ime your counselor
put up this Imaginary mirror and you have to Just sit there and lislan?

7) How did the team damonstrate understanding in your eyes?

<) Afiex

8} How did your therapist use the team?

8) Couldyou describe to me what you were thinking &s your counsalor tumed back to you
for your reaction? : .

Therapleis’ Cuestions
A) Belore
1} Could you dascribe for me step-by-step what was happening in this segment?

2) How was this event meaninglul or not to you?

2,
How was tho

g

}
4} How did you decide to turmn to the {eam at this pointin ime?
5) How are you using the tsam at this moment in Eme?
B} Duting
8) How did the team demonsirale undersianding in your syes?
7} Atthis segmenm how do you banefit from the team?
C) After
8) Whai did you e in from the team fo your next intervention?

8) How &id you use each team member's individuat commenis?
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therapists’ comments that had been transcribed, Researchers then
generated audiotaped theoretical memos about their impressions
of the before, during and after stages of the Reflecting Team con-
versations. The theoretical memos consisted of researchers’
thoughts, impressions, and speculations about the content of the
tapes. These memos were also transcribed. Thus, at the conclusion
of the study, we had taped four types of namative: (1) wanscribed
segments of events before, during and afier Reflecting Team con-
versations; (2) transcribed clients’ recall of thejr impressions of
what had occurred; (3) transcribed therapists’ recall of their im-
pressions of Reflecting Team conversations; and (4) researchers’

memos generated after watching the tapes and reading the tran-
scripts.

RESULTS

A constant comparative analysis was performed on the tran-
scripts. This analytic methodology is borrowed from grounded
‘heory research (Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Corbin & Strauss, 1990).

‘ovisional categories were developed after examining transcripts

" the recall of each taped segment. Clients’, therapists’, and re-

archer’s interviews, field notes, and memos were used to develop

'd refine categories. Table 2 shows a summary of the categories

at were developed of each phase of the Reflecting Team conversa-
:.

efore Categories

Prior to the RT conversation, couples reported that either confu-
sion or reduced tension occurred at the point when the index thera-
dist tumed to the team. If clients were disgruntled when the index
herapist tumed to the team, then the Reflecting Conversation was
10t maximally effective.

She (therapist} never even had nothing to turn to the group
about. I (client) was not finished with the statement and she is
turning to the group. She asked me a question and I am trying
to tell her and she cuts it off, that was kind of rude.
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TABLE 2. Summary of the Before, During and Afler Catsgories

Afer

‘Urderstanding the reason]  “Said what wes realy - ‘Gave therapis! differens
b e AT comversaton. gelng oa %3S o apoach
“‘Cooled dova cuples' *Not elors ary longer iz
srgumend *Saaing other visnroins ‘Experts thai had gene é
*Gating feerfback ashay ;
*Hearing Bams *Frash, frash ideas
apariences *Crly voload wife's
reasfons,
*It gt ma on the spol g
Tos RT,
"Buiiling: picking the
‘Redirecton *Delbvefing same fille ings o of
*Feadback message B in diflerant corax
“irocuction of new weay *Opsnsd couple’s woild
infermatien “‘Not helphl # o view
“Adressing oonfict ‘preachy “Beotaght new ieas for
‘Hommalized their *Team gave mors wiality them 1o follow
e¥pariancs *Foroad Bem ko slow ‘Escaps edversarial ole E

Therapists reported that they were seeking suppont, different
viewpoints, redirection, new information and feedback when they
turned to the team. The IPR suggests that therapists who “set the
stage™ for the Reflecting Conversation and carefully timed mming
to the team facilitated clients’ ability to hear the multiple perspec-

tives espoused by team members,
I (therapist) think I was just itching for some redirection.

In my theory of change, the introduction of new information is
going to be enough to allow them to make different decisions.
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During Categories

Couples said that the RT conversation introduced the “unsaid”
messages that had been implied by either one or both partners,
When successful, the team helped the couple no longer feel alone.

A ot of times you think you are the only person going through
it. These are the people who are doing this for a living. To see
them go through the same ups and downs that we are going
through helped a lot.

When unsuccessful, one spouse reacted angrily.

They are looking down the road and interjecting things that
might happen or not. How the hell do they know? For them to
make some sentencing of me was bogus as hell . . . that is not
the issue we are there for.

Couples also reported that multiple viewpoints of team members
began to introduce change. '

By hearing the team they start being helpfu) because you are
seeing other points of view and other issues . . . they were
starting to make a change just a little.

Couples also stated that receiving feedback forced them to listen
and that they felt gratified in hearing that team members had experi-
enced events that were similar to theirs. In either case, the couple no
longer felt alone. In examining differences between couples, it be-
came apparent that the couple who responded well did so because
they understood the reason why the therapist torned to the team and
believed that the lead therapist bad “heard” their story. The initial
impression that *‘setting the stage” was crucial in Reflecting Con-
versation was bome out of clients’ reactions. What happened during
the RT conversation was as much dictated by how the lead therapist
prepared the couple as it was by what the RT members stated.
Therapists reported that the team allowed the couples to put their

. relationship in context and slowed down the process enabling the

couple to see themselves in a different way.
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The team gave the couple more vitality, more richness, Team
members were saying things that I could not have said, would
not have thought to say, did not experience myself.

One therapist reported that the team loses its helpful fearures when
it becomes too “preachy” and makes use of “systemic ideas.”

The team is not useful when it gets extremely preachy. I do not
think that it is very helpful for the team to be analyzing and
interpreting and coming wp with systemic ideas.

IPR suggests that therapists who have a good established thera-
peutic relationship with the clients facilitate the process of change
by giving the clients the feeling that their story has been heard
enabling them to be set in *'learn mode” i.e., ready to hear different
viewpoints. Therapists reported that the Reflecting Conversation
allowed the couples to put their relationship in context and slowed
down the therapeutic process, thus enabling the couple to see them-
sefves in a different way.

After Categories

Couples’ reactions for the period directly after the RT conversa-
tion was similar to their reactions about what happened during the
RT conversation. They reporied that being put on the spot was
meaningfuf,

It is like when you have one person working on the problem
and they cannot really ignore it, but when you have someone
else and they look at it in a totally different view. It is fresh,

fresh ideas,

"The couple who had previously reacted angrily felt the team was
- not helpful at all.

I thought their comments were from outerspace. I do not think
they connect . . . I acknowledge them as experts that had gone
astray.
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Therapists reported feeling validated in their thinking about what
was going on with the couple and bringing the undemneath issues to
the surface forcing the couple to deal with them.

We are building, everything was kind of undemsath about
what is going on without laying it on top. It is like trying to
pick these little things up out of context. It helps.

IPR suggests that the credibility of team members depends on the
importance of having “set the stage” and the therapeutic relation-
ship established between the lead therapist and the clients prior to
‘he introduction of the RT.

DISCUSSION

Couples-were given ethnograpbic interviews directly after their
Reflecting Team session. The questions about Reflecting Conversa-
dns showed that sefting the stage for them was critical in helping
suples open to multiple perspectives. In order for Reflecting Con-
:rsations to be effective, the conditions for a “conversation’’ need
"be in place: context (i.e., clients’ readiness to listen), and truse
., therapeutic relationship and credibility of team members).
oth conditions emphasize a sense of collaboration between all
wticipants in a Reflecting Team setting.
Process research, like qualitative research, in family therapy is
il rarely conducted and is needed to befter understand why and
10w people change (Patton, 1990). This study has combined a
Jualitative research project with elements of an innovative process
-esearch methodology to hasten understanding of Reflecting Con-
versations (Sells, Smith, & Sprenkle, 1995). Like most qualitative
and process research studies, the results are not generalizable be-
yond the couples and therapists who participated in the project,
However, the study demonstrates that a process methodology is
compatible with ethnographic interviewing methods and that clients

are pleased to provide feedback on family therapy structure and
dutcome,
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Implications for Theory-Construction

Process research explains why interventive strategies succeed or

- fail. As such, they are a “rich description” of interventions and the

people who deliver and receive them. Such descriptions, lLike eth-
nographies and grounded theories, provide data on the relationships
among concepts and propositions. This level of information allows
researchers to reduce systematic and random error. As many have
claimed, psychotherapy and family therapy both suffer from poorly
articulated theoretical antecedents. Process research, like the PR,
provides a bridge between basic theory-oriented research and out-

- come research (cf., Pation, 1990),

Process research will allow us to move beyond reiterating the
tenets of a practice model and systematically understand why it has
the effect that it does, There seems little question that most practice
maodels are effective with some people some of the time. A better
articulated theory would allow us to differentially use interventive
strategies. For example, the IPR will affect how the therapist tums
to the team; although the Reflecting Conversation is the clinjcal
marker for many clients, the therapists’ influence in “sefting the
stage™ cannot be overemphasized. It may well be that the therapist

-should consider the clients’ readiness before tuming to a Reflecting
Team.

Implications for Future Research, Practice and Education

The current study was a pilot effort that we used to develop a
procedural manual to conduct further IPR research. It was by no
means conclusive or exhaustive. Our experiences suggest that IPR
can be used as a process research methodology. It provides an

intriguing bridge between qualitative and quantitative research

- (Miller & Crabtree, 1994). By articulating the “active ingredients”

in a practice model, IPR and constant comparative methods have
key roles in preparing and implementing clinically-relevant, theory-
grounded outcome research. Although RT practice is by no means
ready for examination in outcome research, our efforts help better
define our understanding of it and how it can be measured.

It should not be surprising that “setting the stage” is critical in
effective “*Reflecting Conversations.” Clients who don’t trust their
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serapist will undoubtedly be taken aback by Reflecting Conversa-
ons. The index therapist’s success in posing questions to team
rembers can set the stage for clients to hear multiple perspectives.
* clients are frustrated, then the commentary by a group of clini-
1ans may well exacerbate tension that already exists. Unfortunate-
+, therapists in this srudy who asked for the team’s commentary
‘hen they were stymied may have failed to prepare the clients for a
-ealth of information that was frequently offered during a Reflect-
1g . Conversation, A good example of inadequate preparation oc-
1rred when the clients were angered by their therapist. The clients’
1ger in part stemmed from a perception that the therapist had not
heard’” their story. The therapist in question was relatively inexpe-
enced in marital therapy, but had extensive experience in sub-
ance abuse treatment. Unfortunately, her confrontational style was
poor fit with the couple during therapy. Her inability to prepare
ie couple for the team’s input undoubtedly diminished the effec-
veness of the team’s intervention,

Our experience suggests that therapists may not make effective
se of Reflecting Conversations when their frustration becomes
reater than their curiosity during a clinical impasse. In training

rapists 10 effectively use a Reflecting Process, this study sug-

its that therapists attend to therapeutic alliances and collaborative
ationships. With a well-established alliance and well-developed
laborative relationship, we believe that the clinical impasse
uld deepen the primary therapist’s coriosity about how and why
clients think and act in the way that they do. Such curiosity in

n will allow the therapist to prepare the clients for the potent

wersations that ensue. From this perspective, one central theme
. training therapists to use a Reflecting Team is maintaining cu-
0sity about clients, :
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