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Transforming Encounters and Interactions: 
A Dialogical Inquiry into the Influence of Collaborative Therapy 

In the Lives of its Practitioners: 
Captivating Moments in our Shared Inquiry 

 
Jan DeFehr 

 
Project Overview 

Fourteen collaborative therapy practitioners from six countries come together in 

June 2005 to begin a shared inquiry into practitioner experience of practice as generative 

and transforming. This project extends my longtime interest in reciprocity and generative 

mutual influence in human service work—an interest shared and ‘stoked’ by the 

international collaborative practice community. Harlene Anderson (2003b) describes 

collaborative practice as transforming for both client and practitioner, and her words form 

one of the springboards in this project: 

The therapist is not an expert agent of change; that is, a therapist does not change 
another person. Rather, the therapist’s expertise is in creating a space and 
facilitating a process for dialogical conversations and collaborative relationships. 
When involved in this kind of process, both client and therapist are shaped and 
reshaped—transformed—as they work together (2003b, p.133). 
 
Project central question. 

The following question is central within the project; practitioners respond to it using both 

spoken conversation and journal writing: How could you describe your practice as 

generative and transforming for yourself?   

 Significant events and dates. 

Three interactive events are critical in shaping this inquiry: 

• Face-to-face dialogue in Playa Del Carmen, International Summer Institute, 2005 
(The Playa Dialogue) 

• Journalling in response to the project’s central question, July through August, 
2005  

• Primary author uses writing to respond into the journalling of colleagues, 
“defending” the study at the University of Tilburg, the Netherlands, November, 
2008. 

 
The Playa Dialogue 

The project’s inaugural conversation (The Playa Dialogue) begins with our face-

to-face meeting as a collective of collaborative practitioners, early one Tuesday evening 
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at the International Summer Institute in Playa del Carmen. Coming together from 

Austrailia, Sweden, Norway, Mexico, the Canadian Prairies, and the eastern, western, and 

southren coasts of the USA, our differing accents and language preferences present us 

with an invigorating communication challenge. We lean forward into the conversation, 

trying to gain a felt sense of each others’ contributions beyond word recognition. We 

agree to keep our identities confidential throughout this project.  

As we struggle to begin, one of our Mexican practitioners, Abelinda, offers a 

metaphor and a story, a partial description of her experience of practice as liberating and 

joyous. With her contribution, reference to the ‘not-knowing’ stance of the collaborative 

practitioner begins in our project. A fellow participant, Geovonna, translates Abelinda’s 

words during our Playa Dialogue: 

“I think it will be easier to describe what my collaborative approach is--(pauses) I 
can do this contrasting what I used to do when I finished my studies at the 
university. At first I thought I had to plan every session and that I had to know 
what I would do with each person… but most important I felt I had to have an 
answer to the questions and the doubts the other person had. When I left the 
university, I could have described myself as a Pepila therapist.” 
 

A Pepila therapist? This is new to us—perhaps even Abelinda has never spoken these 

words before. Sharing Abelinda’s cultural roots, Geovonna offers some helpful 

background information: 

“This familiar Pepila person was a character in Mexican history within the war for 
independence. In order to cross the field where they were having the war, he tied 
himself a big stone on his shoulders and back in order to cross the field without 
being hurt.” 
 

Abelinda continues,  

“I was a Pepila therapist, because I was carrying this stone. And that stone was 
everything I had to know in order to be a good therapist. Knowing postmodern 
ideas and a different way of being a therapist has allowed me to take that stone 
away from my back so I can feel light, free. And I can be myself—with my 
style—with my comfortable ways of being in therapy…. The therapy space is a 
space where we can speak about our lives. Each client that I encounter, each new 
client, is an opportunity to learn new things about life. Each conversation is an 
opportunity to look at something in a different way than we did before.” 
 

As I involve myself with Abelinda’s voice once again, I am drawn to the words, “each” 

and “new.” I am struck by her emphasis on particularity and novelty: “each client that I 
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encounter,” “each new client,” “learn new things about life,” and “look at something in a 

different way than we did before.” Abelinda reminds us that the collaborative therapist is 

primarily oriented to the wisdom and understanding generated ‘for the first time’ in each 

therapy conversation, with each client. Rather than orienting to the abundance of abstract, 

general, knowledge circulating within the psychotherapy profession, Abelinda listens 

with her whole being to the very particular, local, practical understandings generated in 

each interactive moment with her clients.  

Olaf, from Sweden responds to the metaphor Abelinda offers. He speaks of 

gaining “hope and freedom” in his work as he adopts a ‘not-knowing’ approach. Like 

Abelinda, he celebrates the freedom that comes from declining the role of knowledge 

expert. Speaking of his way of learning together with his clients, Olaf says, 

“I am allowed to ask everything, and I think that is wonderful. Unless I don’t 
humiliate the person, I can ask about exactly everything instead of thinking things 
out in my head because I ought to know.” 
 

The conversation then begins to explore our various questioning practices further. Olivia, 

an American practitioner, notices the prominance of questioning in her work and in her 

life in general. Preciosa, a Mexican therapist, speaks also of each meeting with her client 

as “… a great opportunity to question myself…” and later, she writes of the continual 

reflecting that is part of her everyday experience of life. Several participants comment on 

the integration of questioning with collaborative practice. Pasha, a Mexican therapist, 

notices the way the questions emerge naturally from the particular dilemmas we 

encounter in our work: “The dilemmas people bring to me make me ask these questions. I 

always had the question of how useful or not I was for others.” As Pasha’s comment 

illustrates, collaborative therapists often direct questions at the practitioner and the 

process; the questions in collaborative practice are not only for the client to address. 

Aiden, from Austrailia, also resonates with the Pepila therapist metaphor. His comments 

give us a sense of the kind of questioning he welcomes; he is not using his questions to 

force resolutions and ensure particular outcomes: 

“Another part of my experience of doing this work is the shared experience of the 
rock going off my back in terms of what I need to know before I start… There is 
not the need to resolve contradictions to end up at a particular place. And this 
involves hope and freedom, certainly hope. And trust in people’s ability to do 
their own work.” 
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Seferino, a Mexican therapist, speaks of increased enjoyment in his work when he is 

present as ‘himself’ rather than present as a knowing-best professional: 

“Now I discover myself enjoying being there just being me, making things that I 
want to make, saying the things I want to say… The metaphor that Abelinda used 
about this guy with the stone on his back makes sense for me too.” 
 

 While we celebrate ‘not-knowing’ as a liberating readiness to engage with others 

and otherness in each present moment, we acknowledge challenges inherent in this way 

of being. Near the end of our group conversation, Jillian, from the eastern USA, describes 

difficult feelings she experiences “fairly often” as she practices from a ‘not-knowing’ 

stance: 

“On the one hand I have the experience of “the stone is gone,” but on the other 
hand, I am often quite frightened—fearful—better than frightened. Because 
(pauses) the path is not so clear. And I am working to find this path. I don’t know 
what path I’m on, sometimes for quite awhile. So living with that uncertainty—it 
has all these beautiful things that everyone says and I wouldn’t give it up for 
anything. And, I have to accept feeling a little bit frightened, fairly often.” 
 

And for Danica, a Norwegian practitioner, working from a ‘not-knowing’ stance frees the 

practitioner but at the same time increases responsibility for each dialogue participant: 

“I think the client and therapist have more responsibility actually in this way of 
working because you do not have a model to take responsibility for what you are 
doing—you have to take more responsibility for yourself. And also the client 
must take more responsibility; the client must think about what is needed.” 
 

Aiden speaks of relating to knowledge “tentatively and provisionally…” and others 

elaborate on the feeling of uncertainty and risk that accompanies them “like a person” 

(says Abelinda) in their work. You must dare to participate with your whole being, 

suggests Olaf. “In a true dialogue, each person—including the therapist—has to 

contribute with himself or herself. And that has been a real challenge for me—to dare to 

contribute with myself.” 

 Connecting ‘not-knowing’ with the project’s central question. 

How do these multiple, partial descriptions of ‘not-knowing’ relate to our project 

question—“How could you describe your practice as generative and transforming for 

yourself?”  It seems reciprocity depends on the  practitioner’s ‘not-knowing’. The 

collaborative therapist is always open to further influence, ‘poised’ to learn, genuinely 
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curious, a full participant in a dialogic process of searching for ways to go on, alongside 

the client. Practitioners in this project speak of ‘not-knowing’ not only as a philosophy of 

life, but also as an activity they ‘do’—‘not-knowing’ as practice and premise, both. Never 

sitting ‘above it all’, “safely ensconced in knowing” (Anderson, 1997, p. 135), the Pepila 

metaphor shows the therapist as an exposed, vulnerable, visible, person, in the flesh, 

trusting, daring, feeling, moving around within a developing social situation. 

Unlike the Pepila therapist, the ‘not-knowing’ practitioner primarily orients to: 

• Novelty: Particular, practical, situational understanding instead of general, 
abstract, conceptual, propositional knowledge. The practitioner trusts each 
conversation will be an unrepeatable, useful, first-time opportunity to learn. 
Instead of the tedious repetition of matching “treatment patterns” with “problem 
patterns,” collaborative therapists listen for specificity, uniqueness, and 
unfamiliarity and as such, their practices are a continual source of refreshment 
for themselves, not only for their clients. 
 

• Flow: Understanding as incomplete and open-ended—always on-the-way— 
instead of complete & closed theories, models, frameworks, methods, 
systematizations. Knowledge as fluid, relational process rather than knowledge 
as a static ‘thing’ to be transferred from practitioner to client. The understanding 
of the collaborative therapist is always ‘in motion’, never static or complete. 
 

• The present interactive moment and its immediate living, relational context as 
the critical ‘epicentre’ of learning rather than the kind of knowledge acquired in 
advance of the practitioner-client relationship, and simply ‘applied’. Knowledge 
in modernist practice is accumulated in advance and applied in session. 
Knowledge in modernist research contexts is built up after the interview, through 
analysis, interpretation, etc. But in a postmodern, collaborative approach to 
practice, understanding is generated within each present interactive moment—the 
emerging ‘now’ is where everything of importance takes place. Collaborative 
therapists make inquiry-based learning a central part of their everyday practices. 

 
• “Spontaneous, embodied, response” (Shotter, 2008); We generate practical 

understanding as we respond to our conversational partners and respond into the 
developing conversational context. Instead of ‘applying’ knowledge established 
elsewhere, collaborative therapists “sense” and “feel” their way forward 
incrementally with their clients—very different from working from a pre-figured 
treatment plan. 

 
The ‘not-knowing’ way of being increasingly arrests my attention. I have come to see this 
feature as crucialy preparing the practitioner to receive what philosopher David Abram 
(1996) calls “the nourishment of otherness” (p. ix). 
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Practitioners’ Journaling Related to Practitioner Experience of Transformation 

 I begin this social inquiry project with both curiosity and confusion about the 

word “transformation.” When we say our work is “mutually transforming,” what might 

we be saying specifically? Is it possible to speak of the transforming influence of therapy 

conversation for ourselves using everyday, particular, ‘close-up’ terms? Is our 

transformative process similar to the classic caterpillar-hidden-in-cocoon 

metamorphosis? Is transformation a kind of individual, metaphysical state of 

transcendence or enlightenment? 

1. Transformation as an unceasing process taking place within the everyday, 
ordinary, and familiar moments of our practices, our lives. 

 
Instead of describing grand epiphanies, or offering novelesque stories with well-

combed plots, the journaling of participants in this project takes us into fleeting moments, 

shifting, interactive scenes, unfinished stories; into feeling, sensing, and into bodily 

movement; into neighbourhoods, families, workplaces, and educational settings; into the 

minutia and micro-practices constituting our daily work. Transformation, once a lofty, 

abstract term, is demystified in this project, situated within the everyday, ordinary, and 

familiar moments of each day. 

Our process of journaling draws my attention to the extraordinary that is present 

within each ordinary interactive moment, the element of unfamiliarity present within the 

familiar, and the first-time unpredictability inherent in the predictable ‘everyday’. 

Describing the dialogic process with Hanna, a young client with a first experience of 

psychosis, Olaf writes of the companionship and collaboration characterizing the work, 

even in times of silence: 

“And when there was no answer, just silence—it became possible to be in it 
together! It became even possible, when silence was there, to ask, “How can we, 
together find out—what is the best way to go on?” 

 
Olaf notices his day to day work with people in psychotic crisis has transformed his 

“personal view of psychotic behaviour.” He writes, 

“Psychotic behaviour as a result of some kind of fear in contrast to psychotic 
behaviour as a result of an illness - this was a shift that perhaps happened some 
years before I met with Hanna, but it was very important to me. Instead of being 
afraid of psychotic behaviour I became interested, both intellectually and 
emotionally.” 
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Other project participants also connect the transforming influence of practice experience 

to the particular momentary interactions constructing their everyday work. Geovanna 

describes a shared, feelingful moment in her work with a mother and young son. She 

writes,  

“We were able to connect and develop a common language instantly. The 
conversation had a wonderful flow and we were able to explore the issues and 
come up with specific ways to deal with them. Even now when I write the 
experience I feel the warmth in my heart as I see the changes in the boy’s face and 
the relief in his mother. The three of us finish our session laughing and joking.” 

  
Emelie writes of a “very rare feeling” she senses in a session with a couple. “I find no 

words for the feeling, so I just say that I am glad to meet with them again.” 

Noticing how her curiosity about people continues to grow as she gains practice 

experience, Pasha considers the uniqueness of each client-therapist interaction and writes 

of the constancy of transformation for the practitioner: 

“The most beautiful thing, is that I realize that I find people more and more 
interesting, I am able to grasp their unique richness, their way of thinking… you 
realize you will never again be the same person, rather in each conversation you 
are different and you are transformed and consequently, you move and each time 
you can become more inquisitive about life, your own personal life, as well as the 
life of the person that is working with you.” 
 
Transformation, as we construct it in this project, seems to be part of the 

unplanned “happenstance” of life, and of practice. Abelinda writes of the impact of a 

coincidental series of ‘infidelity dialogues’ have had on her as a person. As she reflects 

on the diversity of views her clients share regarding this topic, she notices: 

“These ideas about infidelity cause me to think about many things about “life,” 
about life as a very uncertain thing, we don’t know what will happen…. These 
dialogues with couples have caused many of my ideas to shift regarding what life 
in general is and also about the couple relationship.” 
 

Anaclaudia notes her many years of therapy practice have transformed her earlier way of 

being in her work: “I have ceased fighting with the world, in that I no longer feel such 

great responsibility for what others decide… It has taught me to be much more curious.” 
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2. Transformation as something we do together communally, rather than 
transformation as rare, private experience; transformation as “inter-action” and 
inter-being. 
 
Abelinda writes of the challenge of noticing ‘what is happening’ to us and between us 

in our therapy conversations: 
 
“In some ways we know that things are happening between us, but its not until we 
ask ourselves what is happening, that it becomes evident that something is 
changing…” 
 

Abigail emphases transformation as occurring “through our relationship… through that 

which we do together (her emphasis). Elsewhere, as part of her tennis metaphor, she 

writes the following: 

“Funny thing about playing doubles; you do adjust or “calibrate” your game with 
each different partner… Or at least you need to if you want to be effective.” 
 

Once a far-away, abstract term, “transformation” becomes ‘peopled’ with faces, voices, 

bodies. Olivia writes of transformation as a communal process: 

“Tonight I will attend a meeting of people interested in forming a drop-
in/recreational centre for people with mental disabilities. The mother of one of my 
clients wants me to come see what they are doing. She has told me in the past that 
I am “different” from therapists she has seen for her own difficulties. My thought 
is that her view has to do with the collaborative approach I have taken to her 
daughter’s therapy process… My presence does… raise the question of “where 
does the therapy end and life begin? Or are they one? 

 
I think they think I will be in a mentoring role, whatever that is. I find myself 
curious as to how my role and my presence will evolve…” 

 
Abigail, describing a group of clients meeting together with her to address 

experience of grief, emphasizes the communion with others that is part of transformation: 

“The group has grown from 6 to 16 participants… This has proven to be one of 
the most unexpected and satisfying journeys. I am eternally changed by this 
experience… they teach me more than I can describe. There is something 
transformative going on between us all. An orientation of our Spirits. A sort of 
joint sanctuary…” 
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Olivia writes frequently of moments of connection—with her clients, with artists, with 

fellow practitioners. “Perhaps it is the creative connections that are most meaningful in 

collaborative work,” she journals. 

 
“I had a “connecting” experience with a client and asked myself what made it so, 
especially since I was very tired and sleepy during the therapy session…. We 
connected in some unusual way today. It felt different somehow.” 

 
Later she writes of the importance of sustaining the connections: 
 

“On the topic of addiction, I am also aware that I do my best when I go slow with 
the client(s) and maintain a connection. What is it about the connection? What 
makes it so important? The connection seems to be at the heart of the work. How 
does the connection make for change? It seems to be, at this moment, that both 
the therapist and client must change through connection. But I cannot explain why 
or how. 
 
It is like a jolt of electricity going from one to the other and back and forth until it 
dissipates, leaving each different than before.” 

 
Similarly, Olaf writes of gaining trust in the relationship [between practitioner and 

client]. Abelinda also credits the relationship, not a “framework” for the generative 

influence of her work with one client, a university student, formerly in one of the classes 

Abelinda taught: 

 
“…the type of relationship we were able to establish helped her, it allowed her to 
make decisions, it allowed her to see herself as a capable person…and for my 
part, it allowed me to enjoy a brief and fleeting sensation of success and to 
discover that I am an available and accessible person.” 

 
3. Transformation as movement--‘horizontal’ movement—relational movement 

‘across’—implicit in the interactions of encounter, acknowledgement, 
involvement, and response.   
 
Collaborative practitioners are continually ‘traveling’ to meet and engage with others, 

like country doctors or midwives. Preciosa writes of this movement as “visiting” her 

client’s ideas and staying with them for awhile: 

 
“Alfred is a 28-year-old client diagnosed with depression and Asperger. We have 
been talking about the dilemmas of having a diagnosis, how these descriptions 
represent him, in which ways and what parts. I could describe this process like 
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walking on eggshells. Each time we talked about a new description the first reaction 
is, “I don’t think so; the problem is that I am depressed.” 

 
“So I take a step back, to his preferred description and we stay there. I am thinking 
about Bateson’s idea of moving from the familiar to the newness… I have been 
learning to stay there, to visit his [Alfred’s] ideas. In the beginning it surprised me, 
until I started understanding what works better for him.” 

 
Emilie describes her effort to understand a young client, recently returned to 

Scandinavian society after growing up without her Scandinavian parents, in China. She 

too, is ‘visiting’ her client’s ideas, orienting herself within them: 

“So many things were strange to me, that I didn’t know how to word any questions; I 
just watched this colourful tapestry as it developed and expressed my admiration.” 

 
4. Transformation as relational movement ‘into’. 

We are not only ‘with’ others, we are “in it together” with them, as Olaf describes. 

Geovanna writes of “tuning into” the style of her client, “letting myself flow with her 

story and her ideas…” Emelie  describes her way of working as “so much a part of me, 

that its very hard to—when I try to describe it, it is illusive, it goes away.” Even her 

supervision work feels like an extension of her life outside her profession. After a 

wonderful meeting with the practitioners she is mentoring, Emilie journals: “I noticed 

afterwards that I didn’t feel like a therapist or a supervisor at all, I felt like a very very 

old, almost wise woman that they liked to have a chat with.” Abigail writes of her clients 

becoming “part of her.” She also writes of the integration of her practice and her life: 

“Had an interesting informal dialogue today over lunch with my colleagues. The 
group was probably a good representative sample of the differing … stances in 
the psychological community… in Southern California. 

 
We were talking about “burn-out”… Wish I had tape-recorded the talk. I was 
definitely distinct in my position relative to the others. Acknowledging the weary-
ing aspect… the exhaustion of opening oneself to feel and share feelings of my 
own… but burn-out is not a predominant result of this work [for myself]. I was 
aware of how fragmented many of them feel in clearly separating one’s 
professional “being” with their personal “being,”… I don’t experience this 
delineation really.” 
 

Abigail, an accomplished tennis player, writes of the agility and focus required as the 

collaborative practitioner spontaneously plays into a conversational situation, keeping 

things in “play”: 
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“I occasionally thought of my experiences playing and watching tennis as similar 
to some of the skills I use coordinating action in therapy, teaching, and life. So 
please humour the sports metaphor… Like a tennis match, there is a back and 
forth quality to it…” 

  
 I have referred to our journaling fragments, at times, as entering stories. Entering 

into the life of another being is transforming. The client allows the practitioner to enter, 

and the practitioner, similarly opens to the in-fluence of the client. As Lynn Hoffman 

(2007) writes, referring to the Alice and Wonderland classic, we must jump “into the pool 

of tears with the other creatures (p. 66).” 

5. Transformation as an embodied, visceral process.  

We do not only open our ‘minds,’ but rather we are open to one another as sensing, 

feeling, moving, embodied beings. Practitioners in this project experience restlessness, 

fear, laughter, tears, a trance-like feeling, sleepiness, hesitation, uncertainty, 

“treacherous” challenges, “dreadful feelings of insecurity,” hope, warmth, admiration, 

and trust in their work. Tom Andersen (2007) describes therapy as bodily activity, 

stressing the importance of looking, hearing, and sensing (p. 166). Responding to others 

and otherness is not a purely intellectual, cognitive process. Anderson (1992) writes, 

When life comes to me, it touches my skin, my eyes, my ears, the bulbs of my 
tongue, the nostrils of my nose. As I am open and sensitive to what I see, hear, 
feel, taste, and smell I can also notice ‘answers’ to those touches from myself… 
(p. 55).  
 

Practitioners in this project demonstrate what Andersen (1992) refers to as the “intuitive” 

action of the whole body, not only the intellect: “… my body, ‘from inside’, lets me 

know in various ways how it thinks about what the outside touches; what should be 

concentrated on and what not” (p. 55).  Collaborative therapists likewise are not present 

only as meaning-makers and thinkers: they participate as whole persons, with the fullness 

of their bodily abilities to sense, move, feel, respond, and anticipate.  

6. Collaborative therapy as living, vibrant soundscape, teeming with influences. 

From a distance, a collaborative therapy dialogue may seem unremarkable or 

ordinary—observers are likely to notice an absence of impressive professional terms and 

high-powered strategies. Olivia writes, “I sometimes feel “less than” because my 

approach is so simple and lacks the fireworks set off by others.” From a vantage point 
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within the dialogue, however, participants often find themselves totally caught up in the 

process;  I often find seventy-five minutes feels like seventeen minutes. In our Playa 

Dialogue, Pasha speaks of doubting her work with one of her clients only to learn later, 

that he likened his therapy experience with her to “a party!” 

 Like every ‘genuine’ dialogue, the unplanned process of collaborative therapy is 

full of diverse and ever-shifting influences. Project participants write of influences such 

as, the practitioner’s inner conversation; a surprising moment; a newly emerging 

possibility; the client as an elicitor bringing forward aspects of the practitioner’s being; 

the conversation; the narration of a story; memorable ‘striking moments’ of connection; 

particular words; moments of silence; the ‘topic’ of the conversation; new relational 

bonds between dialogic partners. Each ‘presence’ affects the practitioner, inviting, 

coaxing, compelling, and sometimes “forcing” the practitioner to become something of 

the otherness surrounding the conversational participants. 

Olivia writes, ‘The catalyst for change may be the client’s story, the therapist’s 

interest and the client’s response, etc.” Geovanna writes in detail of the way the client 

elicits different ways of being from her:  

“I would like to reflect on the way I feel about myself or who I am drawing from 
the way I felt with three clients I met today. It is really amazing how different I 
felt with each one… Coming from the idea of the nature of the relationship and 
how each person you meet with  “constructs” or “creates” or “highlights” “brings 
forward” a different you, or a different part of you. 
 
This morning I met with the man where I feel the conversation we have together 
runs in circles…” 

 
Emelie reminds us, “There are possibilities to learn from whatever the outcome of a 

session.” 

Regarding Inquiry Process: 
Twelve Inter-related Features of Collaborative, Practitioner-Driven Dialogical Inquiry 

In this project, we aim to use our member’s methods of inquiry, that is, we use the 

unsystematic, conversational approach to inquiry characterizing everyday shared inquiry 

in collaborative therapy contexts. We are particularly careful to maintain an ‘alongside’ 

stance of withness in our project, and so we do not subject our dialogue “data” to formal 

systematic analysis or interpretive strategies developed in other contexts foreign to our 
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conversation. We do not ‘close’ our dialogic process and step out of it in order to ‘make 

sense of it’ from positions seemingly outside of it—we simply participate within it and 

thereby extend and enrich it. 

I do not see the steps of our inquiry as “manualizable” or replicable in some 

future setting; just as every dialogue is an unrepeatable relational event, dialogical 

methods of inquiry similarly occur once only, emerging incrementally in response to 

particular relational and historical circumstances. At the same time, I imagine the dialogic 

premises and priorities informing our inquiry could be useful within a diverse range of 

social, qualitative research contexts. I would like to suggest that the inquiry approach 

adopted in this project contributes to the most recent ethical initiatives in social inquiry. 

Many of the features described below relate to how we position ourselves—how we 

relate to others and otherness—in our social inquiries. 

In what follows below, I identify twelve inter-related features of our inquiry 

process potentially relevant to dialogic action inquiry beyond this project.  

1. Dialogue as Speech Genre  

Dialogue becomes the speech genre of the inquiry as the project author remains in 

a relational, participatory stance within the interaction of the inquiry from the start of the 

project to its finish point (Anderson, 1997, pp. 107-131; Anderson & Gehart, 2007; 

Bakhtin, 1986; Seikkula & Arnkil, 2006, p. 94; Shuy, 2003, Strong, 2004, pp. 214-218; 

Tyler, 1986). Dialogical inquiry, in contrast with an interview approach, is something we 

create together rather than something a researcher gleans from an ‘other’. Open 

conversation—where all parties are free to introduce a topic or raise a question—is a way 

of speaking most people use most of the time; as Shuy (2003) writes, people typically 

spend very little of their ‘talk lives’ in interview mode (p. 179).  

2. Situationally-Driven Inquiry  

Method emerges responsively and incrementally throughout the inquiry and 

cannot be pre-figured: Dialogic process is uncertain, unsystematic, unrepeatable, sensed 

collectively (Law, 2004; Shotter, 1993a, p. 45) and infused with risk (Anderson, 1997, 

pp. 135-136, 2007a, p. 40). Informal, intimate social poetic methods shape dialogic 

inquiry, rather than orderly, systematic methodology (Shotter & Katz, 2004b, p. 71). In 

other words, the mutual response of participants and the unique dialogic situation 
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produced from their interactions directly shapes process in the project instead of the 

project author selecting and applying a method formed in advance of the inquiry within a 

totally different context.  

3. Generating Understanding through Spontaneous Response 

“Mutual responsivity” (Katz & Shotter, 2004, pp. 71-74) also becomes the 

primary means to practical dialogical understandings—not scientific or systematic 

analysis, not representation, nor interpretation. “I try to learn about and understand their 

story by responding to them: I am curious, I pose questions, I make comments, and I 

gesture…” (Anderson, 2007, p. 47). 

4. Respondent as Role 

All project participants, including the dissertation author, function primarily as 

respondents, responding to each other’s utterances, and responding into a particular 

conversational context, “furthering talk” (Strong & Pare, 2004a) rather than turning talk 

into a static object for interpretation and analysis. Understanding and active response are 

simultaneous actions in Bakhtin’s (1986) dialogism; each depends on the other and 

makes the other possible.  

5. ‘Striking’ Moments 

Respondents open themselves to “striking moments” within the interplay of 

dialogue, unplanned, interactive “moments of meeting” (Stern, 2004, p. 169) that 

seemingly ‘move’ or ‘touch’ conversational participants. Working without outside 

process-directives or interview tick-sheets, conversation partners feel compelled to linger 

and further involve themselves with moments that arrest their attention; moreover, they 

are ready to be led by them. Inquiry becomes embodied, feelingful, sensual, and not only 

intellectual (Andersen & Jensen, 2007, p.166; Katz & Shotter, 2004, p. 76; Lakoff, 2007). 

This kind of dialogic social inquiry is familiar to us in our daily lives. 

6. Situating Inquiry within the Present Interactive Moment 

The inquiry is situated within ‘the present moment’ (Stern, 2004, pp. 75-111). 

Meaning-making happens ‘on the run’ within the bustle, commotion and movement of a 

living dialogue (Shotter, 2006a, pp. 29-30). Project authors extend the dialogue, keeping 

it in play, instead of closing it, stepping out of the dialogue, “de-relating” (Strong, 2004, 

p. 215) and “doing to” the dialogue using techniques foreign to the conversation.  
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7. Particularity Instead of Generalization 

The inquiry does not attempt to identify a thematic hierarchy (themes, sub-

themes, non- themes) nor a classification, categorization or cataloguing of participants’ 

words or ideas. Respondents listen for novelty, surprise, detail and particularity 

(Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 133; Morson & Emerson, 1990, p. 244) rather than pattern and 

regularities. Dialogic practitioners do not meet people as though they are representatives 

of categories, but rather “cherish” their uniqueness (Strong & Pare, 2004a, p. 9). They do 

not allow professional knowledge to lead the process, but rather attune as directly as they 

can, to the client and the client’s story, on the client’s terms, within the client’s familiar 

ways of knowing. 

8. Developing Event Instead of Developing System 

Dialogic inquiry yields a developing event, not a system (Morson & Emerson, 

1990, p. 251) or structure: Inquiry becomes a “… collaborative effort with people rather 

than investigation of them…” (Gustavson, 1996, p. 90). “The important word here is 

“with”: doing with and within, rather than for or to from the outside” (Anderson, 2007, p. 

34). 

9. Direct, Open-ended Engagement 

Distilling the ‘data’ happens intrinsically and spontaneously as certain threads are 

dropped or picked-up throughout the inquiry process of interaction. The project dialogues 

are not “winnowed” through systematic procedures of retrospectively ‘doing to’ the data. 

Participants, including the primary author, do not attempt to create interpretations of the 

dialogues (Sontag, 1966; Steiner, 1989). 

10. Outcomes Emerge Throughout Instead of “Research Product” Outcome 

Rather than developing representative “research products” (Gergen & Gergen, 

2000, p. 1039) or artificial devices (Garfinkel, 2006c, p. 128) such as models, 

frameworks, theories, or representations, “outcomes” emerge continually and 

unpredictably throughout the inquiry. Understandings generated are incomplete, fluid, 

and practical; “… in the process of trying to understand, something different is produced” 

(Anderson, 1997, p. 116). 
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11. Shared Authorship 

Just as the primary author joins participants fully in dialogue, project participants 

join the project’s primary author in creating a multi-voiced (polyphonic) and multi-

textual (poly-textual) text; authorship is tangibly shared as distinct voices intertwine and 

intersect, each enriching the other. Each text enters into the project’s central question in a 

unique way, with a unique voice, from particular ‘in-motion’ vantage points (Emerson, 

1997, pp. 127-161). 

12. “Capturing” Social Phenomena Re-Defined 

“Capture” takes on reversed meanings; the process is less about the researcher 

capturing social phenomena and more about becoming ‘captured by’: 

When we understand a text, what is meaningful in it captivates us just as the 
beautiful captivates us. It has asserted itself and captivated us before we can come 
to ourselves and be in a position to test the claim to meaning that it makes 
(Gadamer, 1975/2004, p. 484). 
 
In most qualitative research, the generativity of the project is ultimately 

demonstrated through the presentation of a finished, portable, “research product”—a 

model, a theory, representation or framework. In numerous qualitative traditions of 

inquiry, these research products signal a successful capture of the study’s central focus. 

Like trophies, souvenirs, or other proof of contact, the end product in social inquiry offers 

readers “something to take with them,” something to show for their labor in attempting to 

understand the research text.  

Dialogical, collaborative inquiry is different. “Findings” and “outcomes” emerge 

incrementally and unpredictably all throughout. Instead of co-constructing a system, this 

project extends an invitation to participate, as respondents, in an interactive event. Our 

dialogues function simply as reminders (Wittgenstein, 1953/2001, p. 36) of things “which 

have escaped remark only because they are always before our eyes” (Wittgenstein, 

1953/2001, p. 106) in the background of our practices. Each “reminder” offers a sensory, 

in-motion glimpse of the collaborative practitioner’s experience of practice, one that is 

always changing, partial, never complete or finalizable. As we noted earlier, Wittgenstein 

(1980) likens that which is inherently incomplete to “scattered color patches on a screen; 

if we complete them, he warns, we falsify them” (p. 52). Through our involvement with 

the collective of practitioners in this project we gain a tangible sense of the collaborative 
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therapist’s experience of therapy practice as “generative and transforming;” we gain a 

“withness” rather than “aboutness” understanding (Shotter, 1999a; 2005b), a practical, 

multi-voiced, dialogical understanding of the dialogues at the center of this project. Just 

as qualitative social inquiry informs therapy practice, the dialogic premises and practices 

of collaborative therapy can shape and enrich qualitative social inquiry. 

 

Concluding For Now…  

I would like to connect our workshop ‘ending’ with one very special moment of 

struggle in our beginning dialogue in Playa del Carmen. Some of the practitioners in our 

group raised questions about the ‘do-ability’ of our study. How can we describe processes 

so much a part of us—like fish describing steams (Woolf, 1995, p. 14)? Others 

questioned the possibility and the value of putting experience that is beyond words into 

mere words. How can we speak of those aspects of our practitioner lives that are 

unspeakable without distorting or diminishing them in some way? 

I still resonate strongly with these misgivings, and yet, from our current vantage 

point, we can see that our attempts to articulate practice experience have been fruitful. 

When we begin a sustained dialogic inquiry—spoken, or written, or both—into the 

background ambiguity of daily experience, we begin to notice detail previously missed. 

Writing and speaking in response to our project’s central question heightens our 

awareness, influencing not only how we ‘see’ or understand our practice experience 

‘intellectually’, but also, most important, how we sense, and feel, and move our bodies in 

spontaneous relation to all the living otherness present within each therapy conversation. 

When we speak in rich detail of our practices as generative as transforming, we make 

them so. Participation in this dialogic inquiry process wakens us to the reciprocity present 

in each interactive moment, to the abundance of influences, visible and invisible, inviting 

us to irrevocable change. Our words are never ‘just words’ after all.  

 



 
 

18

Selected Textual Influences 
 
Abrahamsen, P., Haaland, K., & Michaelsen, H. (2007). A tribute to Tom—humbly, from the heart of the 

Norwegian family therapy association. In H. Anderson & P. Jensen (Eds.), Innovations in the 
reflecting process (pp. 207-218). London: Karnac. 

 
Abram, D. (1996). The spell of the sensuous: Perception and language in a more-than-human world (1st 

ed.). New York: Pantheon Books. 
 
Adams-St. Pierre, E. (2005). Writing as a method of nomadic inquiry. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), 

The Sage handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed.) pp. 967-978). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
 
Adler, P. A., & Adler, P. (2003). The reluctant respondent. In J. A. Holstein & J. F. Gubrium (Eds.), Inside 

interviewing: New lenses, new concerns (pp. 153-173). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
 
Albert, E. (2007). Thank, you Tom. In H. Anderson & P. Jensen (Eds.), Innovations in the reflecting 

process (pp. 189-191). London: Karnac. 
 
Andersen, T. (1992). Reflections on reflecting with families. In S. McNamee & K. Gergen (Eds.), Therapy 

as social construction (pp. 54-68). London: Sage. 
 
Andersen, T. (1995). Acts of informing and forming. In S. Friedman (Ed.), The reflecting team in action: 

Collaborative practice in family therapy (pp. 11-37). New York: The Guilford Press. 
 
Andersen, T. (2006, January). Reflecting Talks. The Bright New Edge in Family Therapy Conference, 

Bellingham, WA.  
 
Andersen, T. (2007). Human participating: Human "being" is the step for human "becoming" in the next 

step. In H. Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative therapy (pp. 81-93). New York: 
Routledge. 

 
Andersen, T., & Jensen, P. (2007). Crossroads. In H. Anderson & P. Jensen (Eds.), Innovations in the 

reflecting process (pp. 158-174). London: Karnac Books. 
 
Anderson, H. (1981). Collaborative learning communities. In S. McNamee & K. Gergen (Eds.), Relational 

responsibility: Resources for sustainable dialogue (pp. 65-70). London: Thousand Oaks. 
 
Anderson, H. (1990). Then and now: From knowing to not-knowing. Contemporary Family Therapy 

Journal, 12, 193-198. 
 
Anderson, H. (1995). Supervision as collaborative conversation: Connecting the voices of supervisor and 

supervisee. Journal of Systemic Therapies, 7, 54-70. 
 
Anderson, H. (1997). Conversation, language, and possibilities: A postmodern approach to therapy (1st 

ed.). New York: BasicBooks. 
 
Anderson, H. (2000). Becoming a postmodern collaborative therapist: A clinical and theoretical journey, 

part one. Journal of the Texas Association for Marriage and Family Therapy, 5(1), 5-12. 
 
Anderson, H. (2001). Postmodern collaborative and person-centered therapies: What would Carl Rogers 

say? Journal of family therapy, 23, 339-360. 
 
Anderson, H. (2002). In the space between people: Seikkula's open dialogue approach. Journal of Marital 

and Family Therapy, 28(3). 
 



 
 

19

Anderson, H. (2003a). Listening, hearing and speaking: Thoughts on the relationship to dialogue. In, 
Eighth Annual Open Dialogue Conference, Tornio, Finland. 

 
Anderson, H. (2003b). Postmodern social construction therapies. In T. Sexton (Ed.), Handbook of family 

therapy: The science and practice of working with families and couples (pp. 125-146). New York: 
Brunner-Routledge. 

 
Anderson, H. (2005). Myths about "not-knowing". Family Process, 44(4), 497-504. 
 
Anderson, H. (2007a). Creating a space for a generative community. In H. Anderson & P. Jensen (Eds.), 

Innovations in the reflecting process (pp. 33-45). London: Karnac Books. 
 
Anderson, H. (2007b). Dialogue: People creating meaning with each other and finding ways to go on. In H. 

Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative therapy: Relationships and conversations that make 
a difference (pp. 33-41). New York: Routledge. 

 
Anderson, H. (2007c). The heart and spirit of collaborative therapy: The philosophical stance—"a way of 

being" in relationship and conversation. In H. Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative 
therapy: Relationships and conversations that make a difference (pp. 43-62). New York: 
Routledge. 

 
Anderson, H. (2007d). Historical influences. In H. Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative therapy: 

Relationships and conversations that make a difference (pp. 21-32). New York: Routledge. 
 
Anderson, H. (2007e). A postmodern umbrella: Language and knowledge as relational and generative, and 

inherently transforming. In H. Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative therapy: Relationships 
and conversations that make a difference (pp. 7-19). New York: Routledge. 

 
Anderson, H. & Burney, J. (with Levin, S.) (2004). A postmodern collaborative approach: A family's 

reflections on "in-the-room" and "on-the-challenge course" therapy. It's all language. In T. Strong 
& D. Pare (Eds.), Furthering talk: Advances in the discursive therapies (pp. 87-123). New York: 
Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers. 

 
Anderson, H., & Gehart, D. (Eds.). (2007). Collaborative therapy: Relationships and conversations that 

make a difference. New York: Routledge. 
 
Anderson, H., & Goolishian, H. (1992). The client is the expert: A not-knowing approach to therapy. In S. 

McNamee & K. Gergen (Eds.), Therapy as social construction (pp. 8-39). London: Sage. 
 
Anderson, H. & Levin, S. (1998). Generative conversations: A postmodern approach to conceptualizing 

and working with human systems. In M. Hoyt (Ed.), The handbook of constructive therapies (pp. 
46-67). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

 
Atkinson, P. & Delamont, S. (2005). Analytic Perspectives. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage 

Handbook of Qualitative Research. (3rd ed.), (pp. 821-840). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Bakhtin, M. (1981). The dialogic imagination (C. Emerson & M. Holquist, Trans.; M. Holquist, Ed.). 

Austin: University of Texas Press. 
 
Bakhtin, M. (1984). Problems of Dostoevsky's poetics (C. Emerson, Trans. & Ed.). Minneapolis: University 

of Minnesota Press. 
 
Bakhtin, M. (1986). Speech genres and other late essays (V. McGee, Trans.; C. Emerson & M. Holquist, 

Eds.). Austin: University of Texas Press. 
 



 
 

20

Bakhtin, M. (1993). Toward a philosophy of the act (V. Liapunov, Trans.; V. Liapunov & M. Holquist, 
Eds.). Austin: University of Texas Press. 

 
Baldwin, T. (2004). Editor's introduction. Maurice Merleau-Ponty: Basic writings (T. Baldwin, Ed.).(pp. 1-

32). London: Routledge. 
 
Bava, S. (2007, June).  Research as performance or performance of research. Paper presented at the 

International Summer Institute, Playa del Carmen, Mexico.  
 
Bochner, A. (2002). Criteria against ourselves. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The qualitative inquiry 

reader (pp. 257-265). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
 
Ceglowski, D. (2002). Research as relationship. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The qualitative inquiry 

reader (pp. 5-24). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Chenail, R. (1995, December). Presenting qualitative data. The Qualitative Report, 2(3). Retrieved 

February, 2006, from http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR2-3/presenting.html. 
 
Chenail, R. (2000, March). Navigating the "seven c's": Curiosity, confirmation, comparison, changing, 

collaborating, critiquing, and combinations, The Qualitative Report, 4(3&4). Retrieved October, 
2005, from http://www.novaedu/ssss/QR/QR4-3sevencs.html. 

 
Creswell, J. (1998). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five traditions. Thousand 

Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Denzin, N., & Lincoln, Y. (2000). The discipline and practice of qualitative research. In N. Denzin & Y. 

Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed.) (pp. 1-29). Thousand Oaks: Sage 
Publications. 

 
Denzin, N. & Lincoln, Y. (2005a). The eighth and ninth moments--qualitative research in/and the fractured 

future. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The sage handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed.) (pp. 
1115-1124). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

 
Denzin, N., & Lincoln, Y. (2005b). Introduction. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Sage handbook of 

qualitative research (3rd ed.) (pp. 1-32). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Denzin, N., & Lincoln, Y. (2005c). Paradigms and perspectives in contention. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln 

(Eds.), The sage handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed.) (pp. 183-190). Thousand Oaks: Sage 
Publications. 

 
Derrida, J. (2004). Preface (D. Wills, Trans.). In Counterpath: Traveling with Jacques Derrida (pp. 1-38). 

Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
 
Einstein, A. (1956). The World As I See It. New York: Citadel Press Books. 
 
Emerson, C. (1997). The first hundred years of Mikhail Bakhtin. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Emerson, R., Fretz, R., & Shaw, L. (1995). Writing ethnographic fieldnotes. Chicago: The University of 

Chicago Press. 
 
Fernandez, E., Cortes, A., & Tarragona, M. (2007). You make the path as you walk: Working 

collaboratively with people with eating disorders. In H. Anderson, D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative 
therapy: Relationships and conversations that make a difference (pp. 129-148). New York: 
Routledge. 

 



 
 

21

Fine, M. & Weiss, L. (2002). Writing the "wrongs" of fieldwork: Confronting our own research/writing 
dilemmas in urban ethnographies. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The qualitative inquiry 
reader (pp. 267-297). Thousand Oaks: Sage.  

 
Finley, S. (2005). Arts-based inquiry: Performing revolutionary pedagogy. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln 

(Eds.), Sage handbook of qualitative research (pp. 681-694). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publishers. 
 
Flyvbjerg, B. (2001). Making social science matter: Why social inquiry fails and how it can succeed again 

(S. Sampson, Trans.). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Friedman, S. (1995). Closing reflections: On communities, connections, and conversations. In S. Friedman 

(Ed.), The reflecting team in action: Collaborative practice in family therapy (pp. 335-358). New 
York: The Guilford Press. 

 
Gadamer, H. (2000). Truth and method (J. Weinsheimer & D. Marshall, Trans.). New York: Continum. 
 
Gadamer, H. (2004). Truth and method  (2nd ed.). (J. Weinsheimer & D. G. Marshall, Trans.). (Original 

work published 1975). New York: Continuum. 
 
Garfinkel, H. (1967). Studies in ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prencite-Hall. 
 
Garfinkel, H. (2006a). Communication. Seeing sociologically: The routine grounds of social action (A. 

Rawls, Ed.) (pp. 179-181). Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers. 
 
Garfinkel, H. (2006b). Principal theoretical notions. Seeing sociologically: The routine grounds of social 

action (A. Rawls, Ed.) (pp. 101-189). Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers. 
 
Garfinkel, H. (2006c). Role and the concept of the finite province of meaning. Seeing sociologically: The 

routine grounds of social action (A. Rawls, Ed.) (pp. 117-131). Boulder, CO: Paradigm 
Publishers. 

 
Geertz, C. (2000). Available light. Princeton, MA: Princeton University Press. 
 
Gehart, D., Tarragona, M., & Bava, S. (2007). A collaborative approach to research and inquiry. In H. 

Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative therapy: Relationships and conversations that make 
a difference (pp. 367-387). New York: Routledge. 

 
Gergen, K. (1982). Toward transformation in social knowledge. New York: Springer-Verlag. 
 
Gergen, K. (1994). Realities and relationships: Soundings in social construction. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 
 
Gergen, K. (2003). Meaning in relationship. In M. Gergen & K. Gergen (Eds.), Social construction: A 

reader (pp. 148-155). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Gergen, K. (2006). Therapeutic realities: Collaboration, oppression, and relational flow. Chagrin Falls, 

OH: Taos Institute Publications. 
 
Gergen, K., & Gergen, M. (2000a). Qualitative inquiry: Tensions and transformations. In N. K. Denzin & 

Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed.), (pp. 1025-1046). London: Sage 
Publications. 

 
Gergen, K., Hoffman, L., & Anderson, H. (1995). Is diagnosis a disaster: A constructionist trialogue. 

Handbook of relational diagnosis (F. Kaslow, Ed.) (pp. 102-118). New York: John Wiley & Sons. 
 



 
 

22

Gergen, M., & Gergen, K. (2000b). Qualitative inquiry: Tensions and transformations. In N.  Denzin & Y. 
Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd ed.), (pp. 1025-1046). Thousand Oaks: 
Sage Publications. 

 
Goldberg, N. (2005). Writing down the bones: Freeing the writer within (2nd ed.). Boston: Shambhala. 
 
Gustavson, B. (1996). Action research, democratic dialogue, and the issue of 'critical mass' in change. 

Qualitative Inquiry, 2, 90-103. 
 
Haarakangas, K., Seikkula, J., Alakare, B., & Aaltonen, J. (2007). Open Dialogue: An Approach to 

Psychotherapeutic Treatment of Psychosis in Northern Finland. In H. Anderson & D. Gehart 
(Eds.), Collaborative Therapy: Relationships and Conversations that make a Difference (pp. 221-
235). New York: Routledge. 

 
Harré, R., & Tissaw, M. (2005). Wittgenstein and psychology: A practical guide. Burlington, VT: Ashgate 

Publishing Company. 
 
Heritage, J. (1984). Garfinkel and ethnomethodology. Cambridge, MA: Polity Press. 
 
Hoffman, L. (1992). A reflexive stance for family therapy. In S. McNamee & K. Gergen (Eds.), Therapy as 

social construction (pp. 7-24). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Hoffman, L. (1997). Foreword. In H. Anderson, Conversation, language, and possibilities: A postmodern 

approach to therapy (pp. xi-xvi). New York: BasicBooks. 
 
Hoffman, L. (1998). Setting aside the model in family therapy. The handbook of constructive therapies (M. 

Hoyt, Ed.) (pp. 100-115). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
 
Hoffman, L. (2002). Family therapy: An intimate history. New York: W.W. Norton. 
 
Hoffman, L. (2007a). The art of "withness": A bright new edge. In H. Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), 

Collaborative therapy: Relationships and conversations that make a difference (pp. 63-79). New 
York: Routledge. 

 
Hoffman, L. (2007b). Practicing "withness": A human art. In H. Anderson & P. Jensen (Eds.), Innovations 

in the reflecting process (pp. 3-15). London: Karnac Books. 
 
Holquist, M. (2002). Dialogism: Bakhtin and his world (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge. 
 
Holstein, J., & Gubrium, J. (Eds.). (2003). Inside interviewing: New lenses, new concerns. Thousand Oaks: 

Sage Publications. 
 
Hunt, C., & Sampson, F. (2006). Writing: Self and reflexivity (3rd ed.). New York: Palgrave MacMillan. 
 
Irving, A., & Moffatt, K. (2002, April). Intoxicated midnight and carnival classrooms: The professor as 

poet. Radical Pedagogy, 4(1), 1-14. Retrieved April 2, 2007, from 
http://radicalpedagogy.icaap.org/content/issue4_1/05_irving-moffatt.html. 

 
Janesick, V. (2000). The choreography of qualitative research design. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln, (Eds.), 

The handbook of qualitative research (pp. 379-399). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Johnston, D., & Strong, T. (2007, September). Reconciling voices in writing an autoethnographic thesis. 

Paper presented at the Association of Qualitative Methods Conference, Banff, Alberta. 
 
Johnson, M. (2007). The meaning of the body: Aesthetics of human understanding. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press.  



 
 

23

 
Katz, A., & Shotter, J. (2004). On the way to "presence": Methods of a "social poetics." In D.  Pare & G. 

Larner (Eds.), Collaborative practice in psychology and therapy (pp. 69-82). New York: The 
Haworth Press, Inc. 

 
Katz, A., & Shotter, J. (2007). Hearing the patient's 'voice': Toward a social poetics in diagnostic 

interviews. Social Science and Medicine, 43, 919-931. 
 
Katz, A., Shotter, J., & Seikkula, J. (2004). Acknowledging the otherness of the other: Poetic knowing in 

practice and the fallacy of misplaced systematicity. In T. Strong & D. Pare (Eds.), Furthering talk: 
Advances in the discursive therapies (pp. 33-52). New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum 
Publishers. 

 
Kinman, C., & Finck, P. (with Hoffman L.) (2004). Response-able practice: A language of gifts in the 

institutions of health care. In T. Strong & D. Pare (Eds.), Furthering talk: Advances in the 
discursive therapies (pp. 233-251). New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum. 

 
Kvale, S. (1996). Interviews: An introduction to qualitative research interviewing. Thousand Oaks: Sage 

Publications. 
 
Kvale, S. (2002). Social construction of validity. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The qualitative inquiry 

reader (pp. 299-325). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Larner, G., Rober, P., & Strong, T. (2004). Levinas: Therapy as discourse ethics. In T. Strong & D. Pare 

(Eds.), Furthering talk: Advances in the discursive therapies (pp. 15-32). New York: Kluwer 
Academic/Plenem Publishers. 

 
Law, J. (2004). After method: Mess in social science research. London: Routledge. 
 
Levin, S. (2007). Hearing the unheard: Advice to professionals from women who have been battered. In H. 

Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative therapy: Relationships and conversations that make 
a difference (pp. 109-127). New York: Routledge. 

 
Lincoln, Y., & Denzin, N. (2005). The eighth and ninth moments—qualitative research in/and the fractured 

future. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), The sage handbook of qualitative research (3rd ed.) (pp. 
1115-1126). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

 
Lysack, M. (2004). Reflecting processes as practitioner education in Andersen and White through the 

lenses of Bakhtin and Vygotsky (Doctoral dissertation, McGill University, 2004). 
 
Malinen, T. (2004). The wisdom of not-knowing—a conversation with Harlene Anderson. Journal of 

Systemic Therapies, 23(2), 68-77. 
 
Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. (1999). Designing qualitative research (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage 

Publications. 
 
McLeod, J. (2000, June). Qualitative research as bricolage. Paper presented at the Society for 

Psychotherapy Research Annual Conference, Chicago. 
 
McNamee, S. (2004). Social construction as practical theory. In D. Pare & G. Larner (Eds.), Collaborative 

practice in psychology and therapy (pp. 9-39). New York: The Haworth Clinical Practice Press. 
 
McNamee, S., & Gergen, K. (Eds.). (1992). Therapy as social construction. Thousand Oaks: Sage 

Publications. 
 



 
 

24

Merleau-Ponty, M. (2004a). Part four—selection from the prose of the world. Maurice Merleau-Ponty: 
Basic writings (T. Baldwin, Ed.) (pp. 234-246). London: Routledge. 

 
Merleau-Ponty, M. (2004b). Eye and mind. In Maurice Merleau-Ponty: Basic writings (T. Baldwin, Ed.) 

(pp. 290-324). London: Routledge. 
 
Morson, G., & Emerson, C. (1990). Mikhail Bakhtin: Creation of a prosaics. Stanford, CA: Stanford 

University Press. 
 
Nikulin, D. V. (2006). On dialogue. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books. 
 
Penn, P. (2007). Listening voices. In H. Anderson & D. Gehart (Eds.), Collaborative therapy: 

Relationships and conversations that make a difference (pp. 95-98). New York: Routledge. 
 
Penn, P., & Frankfurt, M. (1994). Creating a participant text: Writing, multiple voices, narrative 

multiplicity. Family Process, 33(3), 217-231. 
 
Penn, P., & Frankfurt, M. (1999). A circle of voices. In S. McNamee, K. Gergen (Eds.), Relational 

responsibility: Resources for sustainable dialogue (pp. 171-179). Thousand Oaks: Sage 
Publications. 

 
Poland, B. (2003). Transcription quality. In J. Holstein & J. Gubrium (Eds.), Inside interviewing: New 

lenses, new concerns (pp. 267-288). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Rawls, A. W. (2006). Respecifying the study of social order—Garfinkel's transition from theoretical 

conceptualization to practices in details. In Seeing sociologically: The routine grounds of social 
action (A. Rawls, Ed.) (pp. 1-98). Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers. 

 
Richardson, L. (1997). Fields of play: Constructing an academic life. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers 

University Press. 
 
Richardson, L. (1997b). Writing matters. In Fields of play: Constructing an academic life (pp. 86-95). New 

Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 
 
Richardson, L. (2000). Writing: A method of inquiry. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of 

qualitative research (pp. 923-948). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Richardson, L. & Adams-St. Pierre, E. (2005). Writing: A method of inquiry. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln 

(Eds.), The sage handbook of qualitative research (pp. 959-978). Thousand oaks: Sage 
Publications. 

 
Riessman, C. (2003). Analysis of personal narratives. In J. Holstein & J. Gubrium (Eds.), Inside 

interviewing: New lenses, new concerns (pp. 331-346). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Riikonen, E. (1999). Inspiring dialogues and relational responsibility. In S. McNamee, K. Gergen (Eds.), 

Relational responsibility: Resources for sustainable dialogue (pp. 139-149). Thousand Oaks: Sage 
Publications. 

 
Rober, P., Larner, G., & Pare, D. (2004). The client's nonverbal utterances, creative understanding & the 

therapist's inner conversation. In T. Strong & D. Pare (Eds.), Furthering talk: Advances in the 
discursive therapies (pp. 109-123). New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers. 

 
Schwandt, T. (2000). Three epistemological stances for qualitative inquiry: Interpretivism, hermeneutics, 

and social constructionism. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research 
(2nd ed.) (pp. 189-213). London: Sage Publications. 

 



 
 

25

Seikkula, J., & Arnkil, T. E. (2006). Dialogical meetings in social networks. London; New York: Karnac.  
 
Seikkula, J. & Trimble, D. (2005). Dialogue as the embodiment of love. Family Process, 44, pp. 461-475. 
  
Shotter, J. (1993a). Conversational realities: Constructing life though language. London: Sage 

Publications. 
 
Shotter, J. (1993b). Cultural politics of everyday life: Social constructionism, rhetoric and knowing of the 

third kind. Buckingham: Open University Press. 
 
Shotter, J. (1995a). In conversation: Joint action, shared intentionality and ethics. Theory and Psychology, 

5, 49-73. 
 
Shotter, J. (1995b, April). Wittgenstein's world: Beyond 'the way of theory' toward a 'social poetics'. In, 

Social Construction, Culture, and the Politics of Social Identity. Symposium conducted at the 
New School of Social Research, New York. 

 
Shotter, J. (1999, June). Writing from within "living moments: "Withness-writing" rather than "aboutness-

writing". In, Writing across the Curriculum Conference: Multiple Intelligences. Symposium 
conducted at Cornell. 

 
Shotter, J. (2000). Wittgenstein and his philosophy of beginnings and beginnings and beginnings. Concepts 

and Transformations, 5(3), 349-362. 
 
Shotter, J. (2004, November). The embodied practitioner: Toward dialogic-descriptive accounts of social 

practices. In, The role of the social sciences today. Symposium conducted at Cardiff School of 
Social Sciences, Wales, UK. 

 
Shotter, J. (2005a, October). Hearing things in the temporal contours of people's talk: Transitory 

understandings and action guiding anticipations. In, Social Construction: A Celebration of 
Collaborative Practices. Symposium conducted at Taos, New Mexico. 

 
Shotter, J. (2005b, June). The role of 'withness'-thinking in 'going on' inside chiasmically-structured 

processes. In, Organization Studies Summer Workshop. Conducted at Santorini, Greece. 
 
Shotter, J. (2006a). Conversational realities reloaded: Wittgenstein, Bakhtin, and other new studies in 

social constructionism. Manuscript in preparation. 
 
Shotter, J. (2006b). 'Getting it': 'Withness'-thinking and the dialogical…in practice. Unpublished 

manuscript, KCC Foundation.  
 
Shotter, J. (2006c, April). "Multi-voiced dialogical being: Action guiding anticipations and the continual 

emergence of novelty". In, Polyphony and Dialogism as Ways of Organizing Conference. 
Conducted at University of Essex, UK. 

 
Shotter, J. (2006d). Wittgenstein's methods. Retrieved July 2006, from http://pubpages.unh.edu/~jds/Witt-

MTH.htm. 
 
Shotter, J. (2007, August 29). Not to forget Tom Andersen's way of being Tom Andersen: The importance 

of what 'just happens' to us. In, The 12th International Meeting on the Treatment of Psychosis. 
Symposium conducted at Palanga, Lithuania.  

 
Shotter, J., & Katz, A. (1999). 'Living moments' in dialogical exchanges. Human Systems, 9, 81-93. 
 
Shotter, J. & Katz, A. (2004a, September). From narrative to narration—the power of living, responsive 

expression. In, Narrative Research in Health and Illness. BMA conference. 



 
 

26

 
Shotter, J., & Katz, A. (2004). On the way to "presence": Methods of a "social poetics". In D. A. Pare & G. 

Larner (Eds.), Collaborative practice in psychology and therapy (pp. 69-82). Binghamton: The 
Haworth Press. 

 
Shotter, J., & Katz, A. (2007). "Reflecting talk", "inner talk," and "outer talk": Tom Andersen's way of 

being. In H. Anderson & P. Jensen (Eds.), Innovations in the reflecting process (pp. 16-32). 
London: Karnac Books. 

 
Shotter, J., & Katz, A. M. (1996). Articulating a practice from within the practice itself: Establishing 

formative dialogues by the use of a 'social poetics'. Concepts and Transformation, 1(2/3), 213-
237. 

 
Shotter, J. (2009). Bateson, double description, Todes, and embodiment: Preparing activities and their 

relation to abduction. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 39(2), 219-245. 
 
Shuy, R. (2003). In-person versus telephone interviewing. In J. A. Holstein & J. F. Gubrium (Eds.), Inside 

interviewing: New lenses, new concerns (pp. 175-193). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Smith, C. (1997). Introduction: Comparing traditional therapies with narrative approaches. In C. N. Smith, 

D. Nylund (Eds.), Narrative therapies with children and adolescents (pp. 1-52). New York: The 
Guilford Press. 

 
St. George, S. & Wulff, D. (2007). Collaborating as a lifestyle. In H. Anderson, D. Gehart (Eds.), 

Collaborative therapy: Relationships and conversations that make a difference (pp. 403-420). 
New York: Routledge. 

 
Stake, R. (2000). Case studies. In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (2nd 

Edition, pp. 435-454). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Steiner, G. (1989). Real presences. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Stern, D. N. (2004). The present moment in psychotherapy and everyday life. New York: W.W. Norton. 
 
Strong, T. (2004). Meaningful moments as collaborative accomplishments. In D. Pare & G. Larner (Eds.), 

Collaborative practice in psychology and therapy (pp. 213-227). New York: The Haworth 
Clinical Practice Press. 

 
Strong, T. (2005, September). 'Minding' our therapeutic conversations: Meaning bits and choreographies. 

In, turning points in therapeutic conversations conference, Cochrane, Alberta. 
 
Strong, T. (2006). Reflections on reflecting as a dialogic accomplishment in counselling. University of 

Calgary. 
 
Strong, T. (2007, August). Some other conversations of counselling. In, The New Zealand psychological 

society conference, Hamilton, New Zealand. 
 
Strong, T., & Pare, D. (Eds.). (2004a). Furthering talk: Advances in the discursive therapies. New York: 

Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers. 
 
Strong, T., & Pare, D. (2004b). Striving for perspicuity: Talking our way forward. In T. Strong & D. Pare 

(Eds.), Furthering talk: Advances in the discursive therapies (pp. 1-14). New York: Kluwer 
Academic/Plenum Publishers. 

 
Sontag, S. (1981). Against interpretation and other essays. New York: Delta Books. 
 



 
 

27

Sutherland, O. (2007). Therapist positioning and power in discursive therapies: A comparative analysis. 
Contemporary Family Therapy, 29, 193-209. 

 
Tannen, D. (1989). Talking voices: Repetition, dialogue, and imagery in conversational discourse. 

Cambridge, UK; Cambridge University Press. 
 
Tesch, R. (1990). Qualitative research: Analysis types and software tools. New York: Falmer Press. 
 
Tomm, K. (1999). Co-constructing responsibility. In S. McNamee, K. Gergen (Eds.), Relational 

responsibility: Resources for sustainable dialogue (pp. 129-137). Thousand Oaks: Sage 
Publications. 

  
Tyler, S. (1986). Post-modern ethnography: From document of the occult to occult document. In J. Clifford 

& G. E. Marcus (Eds.), Writing culture: The poetics and politics of ethnography (pp. 122-140). 
Berkeley: University of California Press. 

 
Voloshinov, V. (1973). Marxism and the philosophy of language (L. Matejka & I. Titunik, Trans.). 

Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. (Original work published in 1929). 
 
Weingarten, K. (1998). Stretching to meet what's given: Opportunities for a spiritual practice. In F. Walsh 

(Ed.), Spiritual resources in family therapy (pp. 140-155). New York: The Guilford Press. 
 
Weinsheimer, J., & Marshall, D. (2004). Translator's preface (J. Weinsheimer & D. Marshall, Trans.). In 

Truth and method (2nd rev. ed.) (pp. xi-xix). London: Continuum.  
 
Wittgenstein, L. (2001). Philosophical investigations (3rd ed.). (G. E. M. Anscombe, Trans.). Oxford: 

Blackwell. (Original work published in 1953). 
 
Wittgenstein, L. (1980a). Culture and value (P. Winch, Trans.). Oxford: Blackwell. (Original work 

published in 1977). 
 
Wittgenstein, L. (1980b). Remarks on the philosophy of psychology, vol. 1. (G. E. M. Anscombe, Trans.). 

Oxford: Blackwell.  
 
Wittgenstein, L. (1980c). Remarks on the philosophy of psychology, vol. 2. (G. E. M. Anscombe, Trans.). 

Oxford: Blackwell. 
 
Wittgenstein, L. (1983). Zettel, (2nd ed.). (G. Anscombe and G. Wright (Eds.). Oxford: Blackwell. 
 
Woolf, V. (1985). Moments of being: A collection of autobiographical writing (2nd ed.). (J. Schulkind, Ed.). 

San Diego: Harcourt, Inc. 
 
Zevallos, R., & Chong, N. (2007). Open conversations that weave changes in contexts of poverty or wealth. 

In H. Anderson & P. Jensen (Eds.), Innovations in the reflecting process (pp. 74-85). London: 
Karnac Books. 

 
 
 
 


