Dialogue: A DIALOGUE BETWEEN FOCUSING AND RELATIONAL PERSPECTIVES

[bookmark: _GoBack]Author final draft, 2011-11-20


Mick Cooper[footnoteRef:1], University of Strathclyde [1:  Email: mick.cooper@strath.ac.uk] 

Akira Ikemi[footnoteRef:2], Kansai University [2:  Email: ikemi@kansai-u.ac.jp] 


Biographical Information
Akira Ikemi, Ph.D. is a Professor of Clinical Psychology at Kansai University Graduate School of Professional and Clinical Psychology. One of the founders of the Japan Focusing Association, he currently serves as a board member of the Focusing Institute. He practices, studies, teaches and writes extensively on Focusing-Oriented Psychotherapy, including three previous articles in this journal.

Mick Cooper is a Professor of Counselling at the University of Strathclyde and a practicing counseling psychologist.  He is author of a range of texts on person-centered, existential and pluralistic approaches to therapy, including Working at relational depth in counselling and psychotherapy (Sage, 2005, with Dave Mearns). He is also co-editor of The handbook of person-centred psychotherapy and counseling (Palgrave, 2007) and Person-centered and experiential therapies work (PCCS, 2010). 


Author note 
Acknowledgements: Thanks to Katherine McArthur and Lorna Carrick for their contribution to this dialogue. 



Abstract
This paper explores the question “What is dialogue?” and its relevance to therapeutic practice through a dialogically-structured conversation between two members of the person-centered and experiential community: Akira Ikemi, a leading advocate of focusing; and Mick Cooper, who is associated with a relational person-centered stance. The conversation begins with the question of whether dialogue in therapy is synonymous with a co-explication, by client and therapist, of their felt-senses, and the implications that this might have for therapeutic practice. It then considers the roles that unconditional positive regard, agreement and disagreement may have in facilitating – and inhibiting – dialogical processes. This is expanded through a consideration of other factors that may facilitate dialogue, including a stance of indefiniteness, affirming dissensus, and an openness to being changed by the Other. Throughout the dialogue, a recurring theme is the togetherness, or separateness, of human being. The paper concludes with reflections on implications for practice, and a consideration of how such a dialogue might be carried forward. 
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At the 2010 conference of the World Association of Person-Centered and Experiential Psychotherapy and Counseling in Rome, Akira Ikemi, Professor at Kansai University, Japan, presented a paper on “Empowering the implicitly functioning relationship” (Ikemi, 2011a).  In it, he wrote that the “The implicitly functioning experiencing of both the client and therapist are needed in the genuine encounter of the two” (2011a, p.39).  Struck by the parallels that such a concept of encounter has with that of relational depth (Mearns and Cooper, 2005), Mick Cooper, co-author (with Dave Mearns) of Working at relational depth in counselling and psychotherapy” (Sage, 2005) wrote to Akira to invite him to participate in an email dialogue to explore this meeting point further.  The hope was to develop a bridge between the relational and focusing tribes (Sanders, 2004) of the person-centered and experiential approach. 
	What follows is an abridged version of our dialogue. To retain its spontaneity and conversational nature -- and to maintain a consistency with its subject matter -- we have edited it only minimally, and added references where appropriate.  We would very much welcome others into this dialogue, to continue this exploration of what it means to meet at depth, and how it relates to our own deeply-felt sense of meeting ourselves.  

Mick -- 20th Dec 2010
My felt understanding, as far as I can articulate it, is as follows: that in genuine, good-feeling dialogue, both parties are explicating something at the edge of each of their awarenesses; and that it is this joint process of one person stimulating the other to carry forward their felt sense – and knowing that they are doing it together -- that makes for that ”buzz” of pleasure that is dialogue. We bring forward together – perhaps different understandings, perhaps along different trajectories – but it is the sense of doing it together and in view of another that gives it that really special edge. So dialogue as a process of co-explication? 

Akira -- 28th Dec 2010
I think Focusing, or more specifically, Eugene Gendlin's theory, his philosophy, can bring light to explicate what is actually happening in a dialogue.
First, you wrote: “that in genuine, good-feeling dialogue, both parties are explicating something at the edge of each of their awarenesses.” I basically agree with this, in that, I can find this in my experience. But I might say that the reverse is also true, perhaps the reverse is more often the case in dialogues that carry forward the persons involved.  The reverse of what you wrote would be this: “When both parties are explicating something at the edge of each of their awarenesses, there tends to be genuine, good-feeling dialogue”. As you might recognize, this thinking comes from Gendlin's thinking, which is often called "process over content".  The "how" of the dialogue greatly shapes the "what" of the dialogue.  So if the  "how" of the dialogue is such that both parties can explicate from the edge of their awarenesses, then this results in the "what", the "genuine, good-feeling" dialogue.  
Then you have:  "this joint process of one person stimulating the other to carry forward their felt sense". Exactly!  To be very (perhaps, overly) precise, I might leave out the word "joint", and just have "this process of one person …", because we have not yet explicated what we mean by "join" or "joint".  Or we might leave the word "joint" there, and come back to it at some later point. And then of course, we might ask how one person can stimulate the other to carry forward their felt senses.  Can we read this like this: "one person trying to explicate and carry forward the felt sense stimulates the other in explicating and carrying forward their felt sense?”
I am trying to be a little more precise on exactly what stimulates the other in carrying forward their felt sense.  As you know, this is quite a vital question in psychotherapy.  How does one, the therapist, stimulate the other, the client, in carrying forward the client's experiencing?  In my paper (Ikemi, 2011a) one point I was trying to make is that both reflective listening and the therapist's own attempt at explication (focusing) facilitates the client's explication.  When we say, "one person trying to explicate and carry forward the felt sense stimulates the other in explicating and carrying forward their felt sense" we notice that there is a special kind of relationship here already.  We have two people, both trying to explicate what is implicitly felt.  Perhaps, that is one way to describe what we mean by "join" or "joint", i.e., that it is a special kind of relationship. 
The last point you have is: "and knowing that they are doing it together -- that makes for that ‘buzz’ of pleasure that is dialogue. We bring forward together…"  Yes of course, the "sense of togetherness" is really important.  It is an instance of how one is being with another person.  I notice that in your previous lines, you have the words "each" and "both parties", as contrasted with this part which emphasizes a "togetherness".  Does the process dissolve both parties into the togetherness of explication?
Then, there is something here, a sense that I have, that this part speaks to the Japanese side of me.  In English, people are separate and identifiable entities.  In Japanese, there is always this "togetherness" in a sense that there are many ways of saying “I” or “you”, depending on who the other is.  A person is not a stable element that is not affected by the other.  The way that I am with you is already different, because the "togetherness" of you and I is not the same as the togetherness of me and someone else.

Mick -- 11th Jan 2011
I liked that you had suggested a reversal in the relationship between dialogue and felt-awareness, that "When both parties are explicating something at the edge of each of their awarenesses, there tends to be genuine, good-feeling dialogue". But I think I also disagree. Or it misses something for me. I think I can share at the edge of my awareness, and you can share at the edge of yours; but we can really not be in dialogue – more a process of mutual monologue. So I do think that dialogue adds, or carries more, than two people explicating at their edges. For me, this is something about the receiving of the other – the intermingling of the two narratives. That, in true dialogue, my explication in some way carries forward your explication: we are co-explicating together; but not just about different things – somehow there is a building and a co-developing process.
I think you articulate this later very nicely when you describe it as: "one person trying to explicate and carry forward the felt sense stimulates the other in explicating and carrying forward their felt sense”? I think there must be this cross-over. But then you raise the critical question of how this relates to psychotherapy. 
I think we would both agree that, in psychotherapy, the priority is for the client to explicate and take forward their felt-sense. This is the purpose and the aim of the therapeutic work – whether or not the therapist does this, per se, seems irrelevant. But then this raises the question of whether dialogue is really relevant to the psychotherapeutic process: if the client could do this, without the dialogical, co-explicating relationship to the therapist, why have dialogue at all? Perhaps our answer is because there is something in the process of dialogical engagement, on behalf of the therapist, that allows for – and facilitates a greater – explicating process in the client. What I am saying is perhaps the client can explicate more, and develop more, if the therapist engages with them in a dialogical process, as defined by connecting with, and explicating, their (the therapist’s) own felt sense. I think this is, essentially, what you are talking about when you say about a relationship that is both listening and self-explicating on behalf of the therapist.
But, this then raises the question of why should this enhance the process? Why is it better, for me as a therapist, to engage in a deep, resonating, dialogical manner than in a more “dis-affected” one? What does it give/do to my client? How does it help them in their own explication?
Within the dialogical psychotherapeutic literature (e.g., Friedman, 1985; Hycner, 1991; Yontef, 1998), in my work with Dave Mearns on relational depth (Mearns and Cooper, 2005), and now in your perspective on focusing (Ikemi, 2011a), there is an assumption that a dialogical stance from therapist to client is in some way beneficial to the client. What I am left asking is how and why this might be the case. I can find some obvious answers, but they don’t seem particularly profound or meaningful. For instance, Is it that the client then feels touched by the humanity of the therapist? Is it that the therapist, by being immersed in their own felt-sense, can help the client find new areas of awareness? 

Akira -- 16th Jan 2011
The big question for me (for us) is: Does the person pre-exist the relationship? Or does the relationship pre-exist the person? As you might guess, I'm inclined towards the latter.  I am using "inclined too" quite intentionally -- you might convince me otherwise. I sensed that you would take the former position.  I don't know. When you say, "co-explicate", do you mean the two, as separate entities, co-explicate?  Or do you mean the two "blend into" the co-explicating relationship? 
What we call "my" felt sense or "my" feelings, are actually about the other, or with the other, or implicitly involve the other. I don't think we can have a feeling that is "completely mine". The felt sense seems to be an intricate matrix of relationships. And I think the felt senses and feelings are not "inside" my body, but they are "in-the-world".  So, explicating "my" felt sense also explicates the other's.
Getting to psychotherapy a little bit, I think therapy theories continued to be pervaded by the assumption of the world as consisting of separate and identifiable units like "you" and "me".  Rogers's famous 1957 article asserts six hypotheses, the first of which is, as you well know, "two persons are in psychological contact".  It is as if the two persons are separate to begin with.  I think that the two are already involved in one another, before they even realize that they are in psychological "contact" -- that before the client "perceives" the therapist's empathy, the client already feels different with the therapist.
 
Mick -- 29th Jan 2011
I was immediately struck reading your response by a warm glow I felt. It was when you said that you put the relationship before the individual which I, I would have assumed you know, totally agree with. But why did I feel a warm glow? I think it was something to do with feeling a greater sense of liking, warmth, security with you. Feeling like we are more friends because of it. But that is strange, isn’t it, that I “like” you a little more because we agree with each other.
To be honest, I am both intrigued and wary by that. It’s a nice feeling, like I have something to “bank” in our relationship, but I also wonder what the consequences are for dialogue if the warmth comes from agreement, and not from disagreement. Wouldn’t it be nice to feel a warmth at someone seeing something differently. Is that a fundamental given of human being that we like what is familiar?
	I think what I am touching on here is about the need for positive regard, and then we have a really interesting question of how that fits into dialogue – or the barriers to dialogue. 

Akira -- 11th Feb 2011
That is an interesting question.
I was once (am still am) interested in this question --- not only positive regard but also perceived empathy and perceived congruence.  My colleague Shinya Kubota and I tried a little experiment with medical students, where one would listen to the other once a week for three hours over a period of five weeks.  The "clients'" Barrett-Lennard type inventory [which rates the therapists’ levels of empathy, prizing, etc] and depth of experiencing (EXP) levels (as rated from recordings) showed no correlation.  This study was published, along with some other material, in the Japanese Journal of Humanistic Psychology (Kubota & Ikemi 1992). Some previous studies also showed no correlation between the relationship inventory and EXP levels, as reviewed in Klein et al (1986). But I keep wondering about these results. From one angle, it seems so clear to me that the relationship affects experiencing. But from another angle, I remember clients who keep talking about events that happened to them without ever referring to their own felt senses, whoever the listener was or whatever the listener did.
I think the felt sense forms in the process of self-reflection, so I wonder, to what extent does the presence of the other affects one's self-reflection?  Then I notice from my experience of teaching listening/focusing to students particularly, that at first the students are excessively conscious of the other.  "What would she (the other: the listener) think of me, if I said so-and-so" or "what answers do they (the others: the listeners) expect from me", "would it be appropriate to say such and such", and so forth.  Somehow the tension in the relationship seems too strong for one to reflect on the self.  After a while, the students begin to notice that the listener is not expecting a particular answer.  We might say that the client then perceives the therapists' UPR. Then, they notice that the listener was prompting self-reflection.  There are others who come easily into self-reflection.  This is where UPR doesn't affect the felt sense very much.  I remember that there was a published study on "Focusing in the absence of empathy", where the study showed that people can learn to successfully focus by using tape recorded instructions. 
So my answer to your question is still inconclusive.
How do I experience "agreement" or "disagreement" and its relationship to dialogue? With clients I've noticed that I don't really experience agreement/disagreement.  Disagreement sometimes, but agreement doesn't seem to be descriptive of the therapeutic encounter.  With disagreement, I remember a recent client who was fighting with his fear.  He was trying to make himself "strong" enough so he wouldn't feel the fear.  I thanked him for relating his fears to me, but I told him straight that I didn't agree with that strategy. 
"Agreement" seems to be like, "something that was at first unfamiliar comes to be familiar".

 Mick -- 23rd Feb 2011
So now we have three things: felt-sense, dialogue, and positive regard!
I agree with you absolutely, that it differs for different individuals but, in general, the more positive regard there is, the more someone is likely to feel that they can connect with their felt-sense. I think that is just a given, given the general unacceptability of sharing all of your being, at its very depth; and given that focusing on our felt sense is not a usual way of speaking.  So to really share with you what is going on for me, surely I must feel that it is accepted and positively regarded (and I am willing to say that even if the research doesn’t say it is so!)
And then, maybe, we have agreed that dialogue is a process of co-explicating the felt sense. So, of course, the more positive regard I feel from you, the more I should be able to feel able to share what is true for me, and thereby to engage in dialogue. But, what if my felt sense is something which you may not experience as positive regard? What if it is critical or what if, in fact, it is just about a difference of opinion, but one that I sense, in being voiced, you may feel rejected by?
I wonder if this is where a dialogic position seems to branch away, to some extent, from a person-centred/focusing one. From the latter, the priority must be to create a safe space in which you can articulate what you want. In the former, though, I as Other, have some obligation to share my difference with you, even if I know that might be experienced as unaccepting. Yet if I am too unaccepting, then I am in danger of closing down the dialogue.  So, really, to engage in a deep dialogue requires me to walk a very thin tightrope between conveying a deep acceptance of you, yet also being willing to share my difference/truth.  Too much on one side and I can close down the dialogue because you no longer feel safe to connect with your felt sense.  Too much on the other side and I am no longer bringing myself and my own felt-sense in. Surely it is a very difficult balance to achieve!
The issue of agreement and disagreement that you discuss also, I think, adds complexity here – though perhaps clarity. I do not, if truth be told, need to share my criticism of the other: criticism is a judgement and says, as I am sure we agree, really nothing about my actual experience/felt-sense.  But I may need to share my different viewpoint, or different experiences – as you did with your client.  So this makes me think that a key stumbling block for dialogue would be if I, or the Other, experienced disagreement as criticism: for instance, if I feel that the other viewing the world in a different way is in some manner a rejection or violence towards my own worldview.  Dialogue, then, really brings us back to a phenomenological standpoint: that for true dialogue to happen, I must really be able to see the world as one of multiple experiences, all of which may be valid, with no need for people to experience something similar. Similarity and acceptance really need to be dis-engaged. More than that, probably, perhaps dialogue is contingent on the extent to which I see different experiences and perceptions of the world as a positive, desirable thing.
I think you are thinking about this too: the question that comes to me is – why can I sometimes experience a difference of perspectives as something negative?
I think your very intriguing statement that agreement is: "something that was at first unfamiliar comes to be familiar" might help us out here, but I’d like to know more about what you mean by that. And, also, what does that make disagreement?
But what about this? Suppose you are right, that when the world agrees with me it articulates and confirm some felt sense within me – it is akin to a process of focusing and, as we know, that feels good. But then, if the world disagrees with me, I can feel inhibited, squashed, unable to articulate my own, personal felt sense. So then we come to a very interesting problem: that perhaps we are designed, in our very nature, to move towards monologue rather than dialogue: to seek agreement and confirmation rather than disagreement.
Somehow, I think we need to develop some understanding or practice of affirming dissensus. Some way that I can disagree with you, while deeply valuing your worldview and, more than that, facilitating you to express it. 

Mick -- 24th Feb 2011
I discussed this with some colleagues, Katherine McArthur and Lorna Carrick, last night, and had some further thoughts. Katie suggested that the issue is, perhaps, not so much about agreement or disagreement, but more about the definiteness with which something is shared. If you said “Maybe X”, for instance, then me saying “Yes, definitely X” would probably kill the possibility of dialogue as much as “No, definitely not X.” Likewise, a response like “Maybe X” or “Maybe Y” could be equally dialogenic (i.e., facilitative of dialogue). Katie added, which I think is a really interesting point, that it is also something about me “unpacking” why I am saying X or Y. The word that kept coming to my mind was that of “tendrils” – something about dialogue being the offering of tendrils by which someone can grasp hold of me and engage in some way.
Then I thought about it this morning more, and figured that still wasn’t quite right. For instance, I could say to you “Definitely X,” but if I did it with a smile on my face, and you knew that I was willing to revise it, then it could still be a real opening to dialogue.  Likewise, I could say “Yes, maybe Y,” but my manner could convey a real closedness, and it could be anything but dialogic.
That might take us back to the issue of positive regard, but I went somewhere else with it. I thought, maybe it is something about me sensing that You are open to being changed by what I am sharing. So, for instance, if I know that, behind your “Definitely X,” you are willing to revise and rethink that, based on our dialogue, then maybe that still can act as facilitative of dialogue.
Then I thought this… I am not sure if it is a good insight, and I don’t fully understand it, but it was intriguing and I wanted to share it:
Perhaps, for me to enter into dialogue with you, I need to feel that your response will help me move forward in some way.  So it may be less about wanting to change you, and more about feeling that, through our encounter, I can move myself forward. Like that is very true for me right now. I am not dialoguing with you principally to change you, but to grow myself. Is that selfish, self-centred? I’m not sure. I think I would hope that you also grow. Do I need you to grow through our dialogue? I’m not sure on that one. 
At the same time, though, if the above is right, for us to have a dialogue, You do also need to see in me the capacity for you to grow through our encounter. So that gets interesting: I share something with you in the hope that through this sharing I can move forward; but there is no guarantee that what I share with you will be experienced by You as a means of carrying forward things within yourself.  I guess that is where dialogue breaks down so much: A engages with B to carry forward their own growth, but B is on a different trajectory, and what A shares with her is not experienced as a potential pathway towards development.  B backs away. But what if A wants to continue the “dialogue”? Sounds very familiar to me as a description of everyday relationships.

Akira - 7th April 2011
I like where this is going, particularly your "afterthoughts" after you discussed it with Katie.  I like this part "….maybe it is something about me sensing that You are open to being changed by what I am sharing."  "Open to being changed" definitely hits home for me.  I think this is so, in a "real" or "good" dialogue.  In other words, I feel that there is a "real" or "good" dialogue going on when both persons in the dialogue change in the dialogue.  Otherwise, we might call it something else.  For instance, if only one of the two persons changes, it would look like A successfully "persuaded" B, and so the "dialogue" failed: B "got persuaded".  And if A and B both assert their views and both don't change, the dialogue is also a failure, we would say that both asserted themselves in deadlock and couldn't dialogue, only argue or debate.  So it seems like only when the two persons change in dialogue, do we have a "real" dialogue.
It reminds me of some of the dialogues I participated in, during the past year.  A dialogue with a professor who uses phenomenology in her nursing career was interesting and a lot of fun to do (Ikemi 2011b).  I think it was a good dialogue because I listened to her Focusing and then she did her nursing-phenomenological interview on me.  These were daring things to do, in front of an audience of about two hundred people.   But both of us were changed in the dialogue.  And now, as I think of it, both of us were open to being changed in the dialogue from the very start.  Otherwise we won't have agreed to do this in front of a large audience.
In dialogues, I usually try to keep in mind that I want to learn something from the other.  And I am fortunate that in the two other dialogues done last year in front of an audience, the other also wanted to learn something from me.  Here again, the "wanting to learn from the other" is an openness to being changed in dialogue.  I have seen dialogues fail and become debates, when the persons in dialogue get defensive and want to outwit the other or change the other, convinced that they themselves are not mistaken and so there is no need to change.
The "openness to being changed" reminded me of Rogers and Gendlin.  They both emphasized this.  Rogers repeatedly stressed this, "the only therapist is a growing therapist", for example.  He was opposed to imposing concepts and schemes on the client's experience.  So he did not intend to change the other without being changed himself -- an encounter group being a perfect example of the reciprocity of change.
With Gendlin, it gets a little more philosophical as he is a philosopher.  In the article "The Responsive Order: A New Empiricism" (Gendlin, 1997) he cites two instances of methods of inquiry where what is once held to be true is changed: dialectic and hermeneutic.  For him, explication always changes what had been experienced.  Our statements do not "represent" what we had in our experience, making these statements changes what we had been experiencing.  

Mick -- 29th April 2011
Picking up on your last point, this is where it gets so interesting (and complex!).
My statement in dialogue to you changes when I am experiencing. I carry forward something that is half-formed and, in explicating it, it transforms. I step forward in my experiencing-of-the-world through the explication: through my contribution to dialogue. But what happens to you? Are you transformed by my explication? Maybe yes, maybe no, maybe the yes is what you are describing when you say that real dialogue requires us to be open to the other.
It makes me think this: what if the process of dialogue is one where my symbolization not only changes my experience, but also yours. What happens if, just as with myself, the explication digs deep into your soul and articulates and expresses something of what you are deeply felt-sensing? A kind of proxy focusing process: that in dialogue, you explicate something for me: you symbolise for me and carry forward my experiencing: like watching a film that deeply resonates and brings me forward.
Let me try articulating this a different way: I have the image of the two people sitting alongside each other. And I can think of myself going through the focusing process.  But what I am thinking now is that, what happens if it is the words that you explicate that change my experience. They have not come from inside me, but they still resonate with me and call something forth. So, from this stance, true dialogue is where your explication carries me forward; and likewise mine does to you.
I wonder if that is a way of thinking about contact and relational depth in therapy: that it is when the therapist’s words can serve to carry the client forward. It is not something that the client just does alone – that would be self-reflection: the therapist becomes part of that process. But in relational depth, the client’s words, or being, also act to carry the therapist forward in some way. So the explication process becomes co-joined. Two people begin to follow one path.

Akira - 26 May 2011
I read your last post and I said to myself "Yeah!, bravo!"  I think we have arrived at a conclusion here.  And this dialogue, as we understand it, happens in therapy and is one of the central processes of psychotherapy.  I think we have come a long way from Carl Rogers's 1957 hypothesis.  As you know so well, he adopted a view of persons as separate entities that had "psychological contact" with one another.  However, I assume that throughout his life, he was actually concerned with what we are saying here, i.e., "encounter", "presence", "the only therapist is a growing therapist"-- to use his words. It may be about how the two are not really separate or how they are originally entangled or intertwined with each other. Now we might have a formidable challenge ahead -- how might we re-explicate what Rogers wrote in 1957?  How would we re-explicate  "empathy", "UPR" and "congruence" in light of what we have arrived at?

Concluding reflections: Mick and Akira – 11th November 2011
Like any dialogical process, our journey together had numerous twists and turns, generating many more questions than answers. Issues and themes emerged, some were lost, some re-emerged: we ended up in a place that we had not expected or predicted at the start. To summarize something of this journey: we began by exploring the question of whether the essence of dialogue is the co-explication by two people of their felt-senses, the relationship between these two processes, and what it might mean for our therapeutic work. The dialogue then moved on to the question of how the provision and experiencing of unconditional positive regard might relate to these dialogical processes, and the role of disagreement and dissensus in inhibiting – or facilitating – dialogue. This brought us forward to the question of what other factors might be important in facilitating dialogue, in particular an openness to being changed by the other. Towards the end of the dialogue, we came back to the question of what it might mean to co-explicate together: is this best understood as the process of one person “stimulating” the other; or might it be understood as some more fundamental process of co-explicating an essential, intersubjective togetherness of being-together-in-the-world?
	In relation to therapeutic practice, the conversation identified a number of factors that might be considered facilitative of a dialogical encounter with clients. Some are familiar to person-centered and experiential therapists: the provision of unconditional positive regard, listening, and a willingness to disclose one’s own felt sense. In relation to the latter, however, what emerged from the dialogue was the importance of doing this in a way that the Other, the client, feels that they can draw on for their own self-development: so not a process of “universal un-reserve” (Buber, 1947, p.39). More interestingly, perhaps, was the suggestions that a stance of indefiniteness is also important for facilitating dialogue; as well as one in which we, as therapists, feel that we have something to learn from our clients -- an openness to being changed by then. Finally, Mick brought up the concept of affirming dissensus: that perhaps dialogue can best be facilitated when therapists can find ways of disagreeing with, or challenging, clients in a deeply valuing and positively regarding manner. How we hold these two positions – of difference, and affirmation – is, perhaps, an area of considerable importance for developing the theory and practice of person-centered and experiential work. Akira did not respond directly to affirming dissensus and emphasized the togetherness, originally entangled, or interrelatedness of one and the Other.  He, like Mick, saw it as a formidable challenge ahead to incorporate and develop such ways of thinking into the basics of client-centered theory, which tends to see persons as separate units that relate to each other.
	A key question left hanging in this dialogue was that of why a dialogical exchange might be of benefit to clients: above and beyond the client’s own process of explicating their felt-senses. Three possible pathways towards answering this question emerged. The first was to ask: “Are there ways in which a therapist’s self-explication might stimulate a client’s process of self-explication?” That is, are there ways in which a therapist, carrying forward their own deeply felt-sense in relation to a client, can stimulate and facilitate the client’s own self-explication? A second, and more radical, answer, however, was to say that any process of explication is, given the intersubjective nature of human being, a fundamentally dialogical process; such that to explicate is, de facto, to be in dialogue. Third, and somewhere between the first two, emerged the possibility that the act of explicating with another, as an expression and carrying forward of a dyadic, intersubjective field, has some potential for healing and for growth that cannot take place when an individual explicates “alone”. 
	This interface between relational and focusing processes seems a fertile area for further exploration. In emphasizing interpersonal processes, relational person-centered theorists have, perhaps, de-emphasized the intrapersonal and experiential processes; and, likewise, it might be argued that the relational nature of the experiencing process needs to be highlighted more in focusing, which otherwise has the danger of being regarded as an intra-subjective method. Yet one point that we clearly agreed on early in our discussion was that explicating our felt-senses was central to the process of dialogue and, likewise, dialogue emerged when two people shared together their deep “inner” worlds. Further explorations, then, of the relationship between intrapersonal and interpersonal processes could be of considerable value to our field: bringing together some of the diverse tribes of our approach, and fostering a creative dialogue that could help us carry forward our understanding of how relational processes can facilitate personal healing and growth. 
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