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CHAPTER 1
Introduction and Review of the Literature

Human communication may be said to consist of words and other deeds.
It involves both the elaborate body of symbols expressed by the spoken
word, as well as the non-verbal signs of laughs, shrugs, grimaces, varied
vocal intonation, etc. It has been said that "words are also deeds”
(Bambrough, 1980). While that may be true, it can also be said that deeds
are also words.

(Even) when actions do not speak louder than words, they
speak and mean, express and imply, and so can enter into
logical relations with each other, and with other bearers
of meaning and implication : thoughts, words, beliefs,
hopes and expectations. (Bambrough, 1980, p. 107).

Nonverbal behavior has been defined as that other than verbal
behavior which enables a human being to "increasingly understand and be
understood by members of his or her social community” (Mayo and LaFrance
1979, p. 213). It has been said to include a wide variety of behaviors
interpersonal distance, gaze direction, body lean, facial expression,
postural adjustments, hand and arm movements, leg and foot movements,
grooming behaviors, pupillary dilations or constrictions, pauses,
interruptions, speech duration, and others. Several functional categories
have been suggested for such nonverbal behaviors. These include providing
information, regulating interaction, explaining intimacy, exercising
social control, facilitating service/task goals (Patterson, 1983). Ekman
and Freisen (1969) have emphasized that nonverbal behaviors repeat,
contradict, complement or accentuate verbal communications.

Besides being described as multi-chanelled (verbal, nonverbal)

communication has also been described as multi-levelled.



Every communication is qualified by another message, or by

context, which may be congruent or incongruent; lack of congruence

creates pathogenic ... double binds. (Nichols, 1984, p. 408)
It is the incongruent messages which have attracted the interest of
researchers from a variety of disciplines. Besides being referred to as
the double bind, the terms contradiction, inconsistency, incongruence and
paradox have also been used to characterize such communication. Despite
the interest and work of researchers, problems of definition,
methodology, and ethical considerations which have beset the study of

such communication, have been responsible for gaps remaining in our

knowledge.

Double Bind Theory : Definition and Scope

Bateson, Jackson, Haley, and Weakland (1956), based their study of
observable human communications, within the framework of Communications
Theory, on the principles of Bertrand Russell's Theory of Logical Types.
The basic tenets of Russell's theory are that there are "classes” and
"members” of classes, and that each is an exclusive category such that a
class cannot be a member of itself, and a member cannot be a class
(except in a case of Russell's Paradox); and that there is a hierarchy of
classes. Thus followed the conceptualization of all communications in
terms of classes, levels, or types, and in terms of a hierarchy of types,
or of increasing degrees of abstraction (for a fuller discussion, refer
to Appendix C). From this new combined framework was deduced the
now—famous concept of the "double bind", posited originally in the

context of the communications of schizophrenics and their parents.



Subsequently, Bateson, Jackson, Haley and Weakland's (1962, p. 40)
remarked that the double bind was "a general communicational approach to
the study of a wide range of human (and some animal) behavior", which
included schizophrenia as a major example. What followed were widespread
applications of the double bind conception to diverse contexts including
art, humor, creativity, religion, hypnosis, play and therapy (Bateson,
1955, Bateson et al, 1956; 1962; Ferreira, 1960; Fry, 1963; Haley, 1955;
1958; Watzalawick, Beavin and Jacksom, 1967; Zuk, Nagy, Heiman, 1963;
Zuk, 1964).

On tpe whole these developments came under harsh and repeated
criticism from feviewers who held that the concept had been
over—extended, and that this brought greater confusion than clarity
(Schuham, 1967; Vetter, 1969; Pease, 1970; Olson, 1972; Gootnick, 1973).
In addition there were discussions of the double bind being a class of
phenomena with many different types (Sluzki, Beavin, Tarnopolsky and
Veron, 1967) and of the possibility of different types of double binds
characterizing different types of disturbed families (Vetter, 1969). But,
there was no development of these ideas.

In 1978, Bateson added to all these previously deliberated

"

extensions perhaps the most ambitious generalization of all, that "the
double bind theory has been and is part of ... (a) ... general

epistemology, not an induction or deduction from it" (p. 41). In other
words, he held that the double bind was an epistemology. It was clearly

an example of systemic, cybernetic epistemology. This was because it was

based on a circular model, in which contemporary events were considered



within an open, interacting system maintained by positive and negative
feedback loops. The need to declare it somewhat self-consciously as an

epistemology in itself was not clear and seemed unnecessary.

Theoretical components

The double bind was said to contain certain necessary ingredients.
Two or more persons needed to be involved, typically in a close
relationship (e. g. mother/child), where one was seen as the "victim"
(typically the child), and there had to be repeated experiences of it
such that it eventually became a habitual experience. The double bind
itself contained a primary negative injunction which took one of two
forms : "do not do so or I will punish you", or "if you do not do so, I
will punish you". Hence it was enforced by the incentive to avoid
punitive consequences. There was also a secondary injunction which
conflicted with the first at a more abstract or non-verbal level. It was
also enforced punitively, and was free to conflict with any particular
element of the primary injunction, and hence could take a variety of
forms. For example : "do not see me as a punishing agent™, or "do not
think of what you must not do”, or "do not submit to my prohibitions”, or
"do not question my love of which the primary prohibition is not an
example”.

Finally, there was tertiary negative injunction which prohibited
escape from the field by demanding a response. Capricious promises of

love were said to hinder escape in some cases. In others it was suggested



that the imposition of double binds from infancy, when there existed an
unavoidable dependency on the part of the child to the parents, made
escape naturally impossible. 1In this situation when an individual was
faced with two messages denying one another, and was unable to comment on
or correctly discriminate what order of message to respond to in an
intense relationship where it is vitally important to do so, there was a
breakdown of the ability to discriminate logical types or to
meta-communicate.

With time and repetition of this sequence of injunctions, learning
was said to occur. At this point the double bind became a characteristic
part of the interactional pattermns or rules of the family. Then the
complete set of ingredients was no longer necessary to precipitate the
response of "panic or rage". This response may also be referred to as
fight or flight, or in its most common socialized form, stress (Eliott
and Forker, 1976).

In the original paper, Bateson et al (1956, p. 1l4) presented several
examples of the double bind from clinical data, one of which was as
follows. A young schizophrenic man was visited in hospital by his mother.
He was glad to see her, and as he put his arms around her shoulders she
stiffened, whereupon he withdrew his arm. She immediately asked "Don't
you love me any more ?" which made him blush. To this she said "Dear, you
must not be so easily embarassed and afraid of your feelings." He was
able to stay only a few minutes with her then, and assaulted an aide soon
after.

Pease (1970, p. 538) provided another example from the speech of a

schizophrenic's mother, which was as follows. "He was very happy. He



loved his repair work at Mr. Mitchell's shop in Lewiston.... He used to
come home and say 'I can't stand it another minute'". Although this is an
example of contradictory communication, it cannot qualify as a double
bind. This is firstly because the conflict occurs between two elements of
the same class or category, or between two verbal statements. Haley
(1961) referred to this as "contradiction” to distinguish it from
"incongruence"” or "inconsistency” which represented conflicting
statements of different classes, that is, verbal and nonverbal. Secondly,
this particular example is not an illustration of direct on-going
interaction between two people, but represents only two contradictory
statements made by one person. Finally, there is no indication whatsoever
- as to whether this speech occurred in a close relationship or not.

And so it is not difficult to find misapplications of the concept
repeatedly in the literature. It is not always simple to accurately see
its application in appropriate situations, or to discriminate its
inapplicability in inappropriate situations. As Sluzki and Ransom (1976,
p. vii) have pointed out, it is perhaps that "the logical beauty of the

concept has created an illusion of concreteness”.

Reconsiderations and Reformulations

Since the early formulations, many parts of the double bind have been
subject to reconsideration and reformulation. One among them is the
concept of the "victim" which was discarded as not being particularly
useful. This represented an effort to theoretically focus on the

interactional process rather than the content of the double bind. The



early formulations, by concentrating on the various elements of the
double bind, had failed to do so, and hence came up with a more
unilateral term such as "victim". Papers following soon after the
original one, moved swiftly to rectify the situation by including the
basic elements of the double bind within a reciprocal interactional
framework. Individual involved in a double bind were seen to reciprocally
give incongruent messages themselves, and respond to any or all
communications as incongruent. Double binds resided in relations between
people, not within them. In the words of Bateson et al (1962, p. 42), the
most useful view would be "people caught in an ongoing system which
provides conflicting definitons of the relationship and consequent

"

subjective distress.” The question of the involvement in double binds of
two or more persons was concretely developed by Weakland (1960). In his
paper on three-party interaction, he described how parents may jointly
create a double bind for a schizophrenic child by each communicating a
message incongruent with the other's. He also made mention of extending
this approach to the field of social psychiatry wherein "the existence,
handing and effects of incongruent messages in wider spheres of social
and cultural organization,” could be studied (p. 37).

Such a concept was presented by Wynne (1978) which he called
"meta-binding”. It referred to the binding that may occur in the broader
social and cultural context where rules, values, and norms cannot be
associated with a specific person or role. The single example he gave was
of therapists feeling the need to unbind what lies beyond their

designated area of responsibility as staff of an institution or licensees

of a state. For example, when "emergency services are mandated to accept



patients for hospitalization who agppear ;o be a threat to themselves or
others” (p. 186), this may happen. This seemed to point to situations in
the working world where ambiguous rules can lead to some individuals'
uncertainty and frustration, and can result in the making of decisions
which represent the creation of new rules to serve particular situations.
While bearing only a vague resemblance to the double bind, it may be
questioned whether such grand extensions as discussed earlier, were
warranted or useful, at a point where ideas about the original concept
were yet to be fully developed.

The question of tertiary negative injunction remains an unsettled
one. How exactly it is effected or is effective is unclear. Weakland
(1960) describes the primary and secondary injunctions as being
"conflicting injunctions of importance, acting to forestall escape,
inhibit notice and comment on inconsistency by the victim". Laing (1961,
p. 72) comments on this in a similar vein by stating that "the situation
is sealed of for the victim by a further unavowed injunction forbidding
him to get out of the situation or to dissolve it by commenting on it.
The victim is in an untenable situation."” Haley's (1961, p. 68) statement
that "the bind is complete when the victim cannot leave the situation or
comment on the impossible situation"”, is representative of the same
view.

These statements, however, do not make it clear as to how exactly
the primary and secondary‘injunctions act to forbid escape, or inhibit
explicit comment, thus creating the third injunction. Early exposure to

inconsistent communications and capricious promises of love are the



earlier cited examples of the injunction. However, they are two
completely exclusive categories, and one is left guessing as to how they
mutually fit in as interchangeable examples of the injunction. In its
present form, the tertiary negative injunction seems to be an intangible
construct in that there is no systematic, predictable way of determining
how it may be communicated. It could be operating on the basis of the
assumption that communications, particularly in close relationships, are
commonly made with the expectation that they are attended and responded
to in some way. This, however, does not mean that the possibility of not
doing so does not exist.

Perhaps a viable way of considering the tertiary negative injunction
is in terms of its effectiveness. That is, in terms of whether a
metacommunicative statement is or is not made by the receiver. In the
former case, the double bind does not occur, and in the latter case,
being caught in a snare is ensured, and the double bind comes into play.
This allows the taking of an interactional view in that inconsistent
communication does not result in the double bind unless it is received by
a lack of labelling and comments for clarification. Thus both the
inconsistent stimulus and the uncommon response to it are necessary for
the creation of the double bind.

The work of Sluzki et al (1967, p. 223) has been on these lines.
They elaborated on how disqualifications in interactions can serve to
create double binds. They referred to this "transactional
disqualification” as "the incongruity in response of one speaker in

relation to the thesis (content) of the previous message of another”.
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Examples include four types of such disqualifications. One is "evasion”,
or change of subject when following a statement that does not clearly end
the discussion of a topic, another person changes to a completely
different topic without making any kind of note of this switch. "Sleight
of hand” is another type, where a change of subject is presented as an
appropriate response to an earlier message. "Status disqualification” is
a third type where the response to a message implies that it was not
valid either because of the status of the person who made it or the
superior knowledge or right of the person who is responding to it.
Lastly, there is the "redundant question” where a declarative statement
is responded to by repetition of at least part of what is already said in
it.

Comment on or withdrawal (physical or metaphorical) from such
transactional disqualification, Sluzki et al (1967) contend offsets the
double bind. It is not clear, however, whether or not this withdrawal
includes individual metacommunication. To be consistent with earlier
positions it would have to include at least silent metacommunication.
Acceptance of the disqualifier's redefinition or counter disqualification
results in the double bind. Berger (1978) has pointed out that, in
addition, increased abilities for objectification, abstraction, and
options for individuating without abandonment, are ways to avoid the
double bind snare.

Weakland (1960) wrote on metacommunicative responses resulting in
the avoidance of the double bind. These included overt labelling, giving

a manifestly dual message in reply, and making humorous response exposing
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the inconsistency. However, he held that making such responses may be
difficult because of the subtle nature of the inconsistency as seen by
him on three dimensions. First, he said that there was "concealment”
because there was no clear confrontation of injunctions, as they were
from different classes, that is, verbal and non-verbal. This is a
theoretical claim, and calls for empirical verification to see whether
this type of inconsistency particularly raises problems of detection.
Secondly, he said following the inconsistent messages there may be
explicit "denial” of the inconsistency by the sender, and attempts to
suppress meta—communicative statements by the receiver. This can be done
by discarding any such accurate statements as being misunderstandings.
This is different from all that has been said before about responses to
inconsistent messages that create the double bind, as it involves some
preliminary metacommunicative response. Finally, there is "inhibition" or
strong ignoring, or acting as if inconsistency in the message was out of
the question, by the sender.

It is unclear at this point as to whether it is sufficient to
internally metacommunicate about the perceived inconsistency in
communication or to make an explicit comment representing the fact of
such metacommunication in order to offset the double bind. Abeles (1976)
speaks of the absence of explicit comment on the inconsistency as
tantamount to the absence of metacommunication. Wynne (1969), on the
other hand, complained about the unnecessary emphasis on overt statement.
He held that either recognition or action could transform the

"insolubility of the bind in its own terms” (p. 120). At any rate, the



12

question of whether individual or interpersonal metacommunication is
required to offset the double bind is not a sufficiently discussed or
resolved one.

Finally, the criterion of an intense relationship (mother/child;
husband/wife; therapist/client; triads of family-members) within which
double binds repeatedly occur, needs to have been included in a set of
necessary ingredients of the double bind. It is an essential part of the
authors' conceptualization, but has not been separately specified as

such.

Pathological Implications

There has been some discussion about what in particular in the
double bind can be considered pathological. Starting with the example of
schizophrenia, Bateson et al (1956) saw in schizophrenics a breakdown of
the ability to correctly classify or metacommunicate about, at most
times, the messages he or she gave, the messages he or she received, and
the thoughts, sensations and perceptions that he or she had within the
self. This resulted in free floating, unlabelled, individual and
interpersonal experiences, which was likened to a "self-correcting system
which has lost its governor; (and which) ... spirals into never—ending
but always systematic distortions” (Bateson et al 1956, p. 10). This
distortion, the authors said, was a result of long-term experience of

exposure to and consequent adaptation to double binding messages in close
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relationships. In this view of things, the schizophrenics' unconventional
communicational habits could be seen in his or her circumstances to be in
some sense appropriate.

It was said that when a victim making a metaphorical response does
not know that he or she is doing so, or cannot say so, it is pathological
(Bateson et al, 1956). It has also been said that when this pattern of
response of relinquishing the practice of labelling communications
becomes learned, it is pathological (Abeles, 1976). Weakland (1960) has
pointed to the cumulative tendencies of double binds, or the progressive
creation of one from another as being pathological. Moreover it may be
said that the stress precipitated by the double bind (Bateson et al,
1956) is of a negative type. With time and repetition of double binding
sequences in close and stable relationships, this stress may yield
dysfunction in the family-system, of which schizophrenia may be one

extreme example.

Empirical Inquiries Of the Double Bind

As has been discussed earlier, the double bind conception has
remained less than fully clarified theoretically. This has resulted in
problems of operationalization and the use of various operational
definitions of it by experimenters. In this section all studies which
have claimed to have looked at the complete double bind will be reviewed,
as a representation of the diverse manner in which double bind research

has in fact taken place.
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Early Studies

One of the first empirical studies was conducted by Ciotola (1961).
The experiment involved auditory discrimination of two tones. A
schizophrenic and a non-schizophrenic psychiatric group of subjects were
first presented two tones from which they had to identify the higher.
They were neither rewarded nor censured for their responses. In a second
condition, the same task was given, but half their responses at random
received the reinforcement of the verbal statement "good”, and the other
half also at random received the censure "bad” accompanied by 5 cents
payment. In a third condition, these two reinforcements, the positive and
the mixed were given in response to correct and incorrect discriminations
respectively. The hypotheses that schizophrenics would respond with
greater tension, longer reaction times and greater concreteness were not
supported. The study has been criticized on several grounds. Schuham
(1967) argued that the task required an impossible discrimination. Vetter
(1969) complained of an insufficiently representative clinical sample,
given the double bind's claim to a more general pathogenecity, besides
schizophrenia. Olson (1972) has questioned the equation of a failure of
discrimination with the double bind. Abeles (1976) has pointed out that
it was not the discrimination that was central to the conception of the
double bind in this case, but the pairing of reward and censure. If this
is the case, then a further condition with reward or censure, each being
dependant on performance, should have been included to allow a complete

set of comparisons of conditions and responses to them.
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Potash (1965) compared the performance of schizophrenic and normal
males in a two-person, three-choice prisoner's dilemma game. It was
predicted that schizophrenics would exhibit greater withdrawal (one of
the three choices), in keeping with the expectation that they tend to
withdraw frequently from conflicting parental demands. This was not
supported by the results. Schuham (1967), Vetter (1969) and Olson (1972)
have argued that the prisoner's dilemma is mainly a measure of
interpersonal trust, and is not an appropriate simulation of the double
bind. Abeles (1976) has disagreed with this and has said that trust is
indeed an important ingredient of the double bind, but where this
simulation failed is in not providing the context of a vital
relationship, another important ingredient of the double bind. Vetter
(1969) has also pointed out that the double bind precludes escape from
the field, and hence the hypothesis of schizophrenic withdrawal or escape
has been inappropriate. This misunderstanding has been perhaps the most
crucial in invalidating this as a viable study of the double bind. The
severe conceptual and methodological shortcomings of these earliest
studies were responsible for the lack of any further development of these

particular approaches.

Double Bind in Relationships

Beavers, Blumberg, Timken and Weiner (1965) compared the mothers of

schizophrenics and non-schizophrenics on their communicational styles.
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They interviewed them about their child's birth, socialization,
development, their feelings about the interview, and so on. They found
mothers of non-schizophrenics to make siginificantly more definite
statements, and mothers of schizophrenics to make significantly more
evasions of meaning. Olson (1972) and Abeles (1976) have lauded this work
as providing empirical evidence that mothers of schizophrenics and
non-schizophrenics may be differentiated on the basis of communicational
patterns associated with the double bind.

Berger (1965) developed a questionnaire of thirty double binding
statements from clinical materials. The items were judged to be
appropriate by experienced clinicians familiar with the double bind
theory. Schizophrenic patients, non-schizophrenic patients,
ward-attendants, and college-students were asked to recall the frequency
with which their mothers had made such statements to them. It was
predicted and found that the schizophrenics recalled higher frequencies
than the other groups. Item analysis revealed twelve items which
discriminated between schizophrenics and college students. Five of these
items also discriminated between schizophrenics and the other two groups,
and these contained verbal and non-verbal conflict in communications, or
mother/father conflict. Schuham (1967) and Olson (1972) have criticized
the use of a retrospective approach. Abeles (1976) questioned
the relavance of some of the questionnaire items to the double bind

theory. Most importantly, it seems that such a study using the tentative
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measure of long-term recall is substantially lessened by the absence of a
reliability estimate of the subjects responses.

Sojit (1969, 1971), in a pair of companion studies, investigated the
family-interactions of schizophrenics, delinquents, patients with
ulcerative colitis, and normal controls. In both studies, the families
were given two tasks, each of which involved reaching a decision on the
meaning of a proverb. In the double binding task, they were instructed
that there would be two reasonable, exclusive and possible
interpretations, while in the other task they were instructed that there
was only one interpretation. Parents of schizophrenics made
metacommunicative signals (a comment on contradictory interpretations)
significantly less often than the control group. They also made more
frequent incongruous interpretations, false abstractions, and
inappropriate qualifications. The responses of the two other clinical
groups were similar to the schizophrenic group and different from the
normal control. This finding showed support for the universal
pathogenecity hypothesis of the double bind (Bateson et al, 1962; Sluzki
and Veron, 1971). The schizophrenics' interaction on both tasks, however,
was similar, making a strong claim for the behavior being independent of
éhe nature of the task (Abeles, 1976). Olson (1972) has raised some
questions about the type of statistical analyses used for the small

sub—-samples as well.
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Weakland and Fry (1962), on the basis of some letters and verbal
communications of schizophrenic patients, stated that the written
communications to schizophrenic offspring contained double binds. There
was no comparison with letters from mothers to non-schizophrenic
offspring.

Ringuette and Kennedy (1966) collected forty letters from mothers to
hospitalized schizophrenic children, hospitalized non-schizophrenic
children, and from volunteers writing as if to hospitalized children.
Five groups of judges (including an expert group constituted by some of
the original authors of the double bind), rated the letters. The
inter-judge reliability regarding the presence of double binding material
was as low as 0.19 for the expert group, and ranged from 0.13 to 0.44 in
the other four groups. This was considered to be a big blow to the
concept by the experimenters and subsequent reviewers (Schuham, 1967;
Pease, 1970; Vetter, 1969; Olson, 1972). Abeles (1976) pointed out on a
more optimistic note that analysis of such letters may not be an
appropriate methodology in the empirical study of the double bind.
Moreover, if used at all, letters not only from mothers to their children
but also the replies to these should be studied. This last-mentioned
_ point is perhaps crucial for a complete conception of the double bind
requires the acknowledgement and study of such reciprocality. As has been
said before, both or all parties concerned are involved in and
responsible for the double bind, it is not done by one person

unilaterally to another.
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Phillips (1970) studied normal high-schoolers who were considered
extremely cynical or euphemistic, and their mothers. He developed a
questionnaire called "DouBT" which consisted of 12 items each of which
was a parent/child communication. Ten of these items were considered to
be double binding. The questionnaire was presented to mothers and
children in a forced-choice format which allowed options, including
reflecting cynical, euphemistic and neutral responses. The hypothesis
that the cynical mode would be positively related to ego and super-ego
strength, and negatively to guilt-proneness; and the hypothesis regarding
the relationship of child-rearing attitudes of mothers of excessively
euphemistic or cynical children were not supported. Phillips thus
questioned the validity of the double bind construct. Abeles (1976)
considered this argument to be unwarranted. She argued, however, that
while many of the items were good examples of potential double binds,
there was ambiguity regarding whether the subjects were to respond to the
items as hypothetical situations or in terms of how it applied to them.
In addition, the study lacked an appropriate control-group.

Givens (1978) analyzed video~taped interactions of 14 mothers and
their two to two—and-half year old children (half of whom had been
thsically abused, and half of whom were normal controls). The
interactions were rated on the basis of a check-list of non-verbal

behaviors developed earlier by the author. The scale included
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distinctions between submissive or affiliative non-verbal performances
and dominant or aversive non-verbal performances. It was found that the
dominant, aversive, cold non-verbal behaviors were more frequently
displayed by mothers of physically-abused children than the normal
controls. Describing a characteristic pattern in the abusive mother-child
relationship, the author said that frequently an aversive behavior by the
mother (over-loud voice, for example) would result in a negative response
in the child. This would result in a still exaggerated aggressive
reaction in the mother and further crying or whining by the child. Givens
likens the situation of coercion by the mother to aversive behavior in
the child, followed by punishment for this behavior, to the double bind.
This seems a fair analogy and a new and perhaps important application to
another subgroup, that of child-abusers and the abused.

Gooblar (1978) compared 40 mother-child dyads (20 single and 20
two-parent families). Half of them were clinical and the other half were
not. Communications between mothers and adolescents were compared in
single and two-parent families, clinical and non-clinical groups, and in
situations with a younger and older adolescent. Each dyad was asked to
discuss the meaning of a proverb. The interactions were recorded. No
differences were found between single and two—parent families or clinical
and non-clinical mother—adolescent dyads. A higher state of instability
was observed in the relationships of older than younger adolescents and
their parents. In fatherless families higher frequencies of

communicational maneuvers were found. These families continually avoided
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the task of defining the parameters of their relationship, resulting in
ambivalence on the part of the mother as to her authority over the
adolescent, and the ambivalence on the part of the adolescent as to
his/her independence from the mother. This study can be considered to be
among those which have investigated the communicational style consonant
with the double bind along with Beavers et al (1965) and Sojit (1969;
1971). It has the added application to different family-structures. The
experimental task itself, however, being as brief as it was may have been
a less than adequate discriminator.

Blotchky, Tittler, Friedman, De Carlo (1980) studied 16 families,
each with an emotionally disturbed child, using assessment procedures at
the beginning and end of the child and family intervention program.
Trained coders recorded the frequencies of double binding messages in a
videotaped family-interact