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Affect labeling:
Amygdala:

Glossary

Describing feelings with words.

Our threat detector, and it calculates whether a stimulus
is to be feared and avoided, or whether something is a
reward and can be approached.

Approach-reward Humans are hardwired to minimize or avoid pain and

reflex:

maximize reward. If people sense that there is a

reward, they will unconsciously and automatically experience an

Attitude:

Avoid-threat
reflex:

Belief:

Caucus:

Clean Language:

Cognition:

approach-reward reflex.

The way a person expresses or applies their beliefs and
values.

Humans are hard-wired to minimize or avoid pain and

maximize reward. If people sense a threat, they will un-
consciously and automatically experience an avoid-threat
reflex. If a threat is perceived, the sympathetic nervous
system is stimulated and prepares to meet that stressful
situation, including triggering a fight or flight response, as
necessary.

An internal feeling that something is true, even though it
may be unproven or irrational.

A separate private meeting that is held with a party during
a joint meeting,.

The Clean Language questioning technique is a method
used for seeking information while ensuring that a media-
tor’s own perceptions, assumptions or bias do not taint
the questions posed. It consists of a set of simple
questions, asked in a specific way, using the client’s own
words and symbols.

Any knowledge, opinion or belief that is held by a person
regarding their sense of self or identity, or their behavior
or environment.

Xiii
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Cognitive The six cognitive elements are: knowledge; opinions and

elements: thinking; beliefs, values and attitudes; behaviour; sense
of self or identity; and environment (the physical, social
or psychological world in which a person lives).

Cognitive The psychological conflict that results when one cognitive

dissonance: element is incongruent with another cognitive element,
simultaneously.

Cognitive When cognitive elements are congruent with each other.

consonance:

Conflict trigger: An event that results in a sudden and disproportionate
emotional reaction in a person. This emotional reaction
indicates that something that is of fundamental value to the
person is perceived to be, or is, under threat.

Future Focus A question used to generate connections with a
possible question: future perspective. These questions paint a hypothetical,
conditional or consequential picture on which parties in
conflict can reflect. Future-focus questions change the
parties’ states of mind and bring them to a place where
they can look at their conflict differently, from outside

their current paradigm.

Journey of The inner journey a person makes from the time they
Inference: experience something to the decisions they make based
on that experience. This journey encompasses the information
they selected during the experience; the interpretations
they made about that information; the assumptions they
made; and the conclusions they then reached, which, in

turn, informed any decisions or actions they took.

Metaphor: A figure of speech in which a word or phrase is applied
to an object or action to which it is not literally
applicable, for example, “It is raining cats and dogs.”

Neuro-linguistic NLP encompasses the three most influential components
Programming involved in producing human experience: neurology, lan-
(NLP): guage and programming. The neurological system regulates



Paradigm:

Glossary XV

how bodies function, language determines how people
interact and communicate with other people, and pro-
gramming determines what kinds of models of the world
they create. NLP describes the fundamental dynamics
between mind (neuro) and language (linguistic), and how
their interplay affects body and behavior (programming).

A person’s model for interpreting and understanding their
world, their role in it and how they understand the roles of
others. In NLP terms this is called their world map.

Paradigm shift: When a person changes their thinking, perspective and

understanding about something.

PEP interaction: The interaction between the people involved in a conflict,

Position:

the environment or context in which the conflict takes
place and the problem presenting.

The stance a party takes in a conflict. This is the place from
where they rationalize their situation, and then act and
react. When a party is feeling threatened, the “position”
they take will be their way of protecting their vulnerability.

Unconscious: Any thought or emotion that happens outside everyday

Underlying

interest:

Values:

awareness.

The deep-down need or fear that informs and drives the
stance or “position” a party adopts in a conflict.

A measure of the worth or importance people attach to
something,
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To uncover new information and insight, either by exploring and focusing thinking
or by connecting and expanding thinking, leading to a paradigm shift

Journey of Inference questions
Interpretations, Assumptions, Conclusions, Beliefs, Actions

Purpose: To identify the link between interpretations and actions.
To explore parties’ current narratives and to shift perspectives
towards a new narrative.

Neuro Linguistic Programming (NLP) based questions
Deletions, Distortions, Generalizations

Purpose: To bring clarity; explore subjective realities,
explore bias and misinterpretations, and create congruency
in communication.

Distinction and Difference questions
People, Parts, Contexts, Opposites, Spatial, Comparisons,
Time Span, Measurement or Ranking

Purpose: To bring clarity, relevance, measurement, boundary
and a different perspective to the conflict.

Reflective Connecting questions
Connecting with patterns and cycles of conflict, both
intrapersonal and interpersonal, and in the broader context

Purpose: To raise awareness of negative patterns and
cycles of conflict, to deconstruct past unhelpful patterns,
and to reconstruct new healthy patterns.

Cognitive Elements based questions
Knowledge; Opinion and Thinking; Beliefs, Values and Attitudes;
Behaviour; Sense of Self/ldentity; Environment

Purpose: To explore inner conflicts and inconsistencies between
perception and reality, and between the six cognitive elements.
To seek a paradigm shift that will restore cognitive consonance.

Other People questions
Explore an imagined perspective of the other party, a third party,
a cultural norm, or hypothetical parties

Purpose: To open perspectives and create insight safely.

Underlying Interests questions
Conflict Triggers, Impact, Beliefs, Values and Attitudes

Purpose: To move the conflict positions of the parties to the core
of their conflict, and identify needs and underlying interests.

Future Focus questions
Hypothetical, Conditional, Consequential,
BATNA / MLATNA / WATNA

Purpose: To move parties off the conflict treadmill and facilitate
cognitive thinking, leading to options and solutions
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S4: Journey of Inference Questions

Journey of Inference questions take a party through the information they

selected during a precipitating event; the interpretations they made about that
information; the assumptions they made; and the conclusions they then
reached which, in turn, informed any decisions or actions they took.
These questions also explore the beliefs of a party and how these beliefs may
have influenced their Journey of Inference.

As described in Chapter 2, the decisions or actions of parties are governed
by the amount and type of information their brains absorb and the emotions
that surface for them while they are interpreting the limited amount of infor-
mation they do process. Our brains tend to absorb information that affirms
our own perspective and paradigm, and we seldom absorb information that
challenges it.

The parties make their own unique Journeys of Inference based on their
unique perspectives and beliefs. Journey of Inference questions are used to
explore the thinking process that parties go through, usually unconsciously, to
get from the experiencing of an event to their resulting judgments, decisions
or actions.

Theoretical Background

Definitions of Interpretations, Assumptions, Conclusions and Beliefs

Interpretation The action of explaining the meaning of something

Assumption A thing that is accepted as true, or as certain to happen, without proof
Conclusion A judgement or decision

Belief A feeling that something is true, even though it may be unproven or irrational.

Beliefs are built up over years, and they can influence assumptions. But assumptions
cannot influence beliefs.
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The Journey of Inference Takes Place in Our Mind

From the experience or event to the moment that a decision is made because
of that experience, the journey of thinking takes place in the mind. Our
under- standing of the meaning of what happened, the assumptions we make,
the conclusions we reach and the beliefs we form are all #houghts inside our
mind.

The Journey of Inference

A\
\

| @ www.osullivansolutionse

It is within this reality that we then live. In other words, we live inside the
constraints of our own interpretation of the experience. If we do not possess
finely tuned personal insight, and if we are not sufficiently emotionally intelli-
gent, we may take this journey without any self-reflection, self-questioning or
seeking any contradictory evidence.

Most conflicts are triggered by external experiences, and
information regarding them is conveyed to us by sensory inputs that
have been gathered from our environment. Our conflicts therefore
seem to us to take place externally, yet everything we understand
about the mean- ing of what happened, and all our responses to the
actions of others, are initiated and coordinated internally by the
brains.

— Kenneth Cloke *

Figure: 10.2.
Credit: O'Sullivan Solutions
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Case study to illustrate a Journey of Inference

Journey of Inference: Staff in a Hospital Laboratory

Annand Mary haveboth workedin ahospital labora-
tory forfiveyears. Thelaboratoryhadninemembers
of staff in total. The working relationship between
Ann and Mary was good, and they even socialized
together on occasions. Lately, however, Ann had
noticed a slight difference in her relationship with
Mary. There was nothing that she could specifically
name — it was just a niggly feeling that Ann had
had for a few weeks, with nothing to back it up.

Last week when Ann arrived at work, Mary was
walking toward her in the hospital corridor. When
Ann was about to say hello, she noticed that Mary
kept her head down and did not say hello to her.
Ann was taken aback by this and continued walk-
ing toward the laboratory. Ann’s first thought was
that this confirmed her previous suspicions: she
interpreted the incident to mean that Mary wanted
to avoid her, and she then assumed that Mary did
not like her anymore and probably wished to end
their friendship but had no idea why Mary would
want to do this, especially without telling her why.
As she continued to reflect, Ann became convinced
that Mary had been talking about her behind her
back to others in the laboratory. She concluded that
all the people that Mary know won't want to have
anything to do with her any more.

Ann then realized that this was just one more
example of the way people behave: they never have

the courage to say something to your face, but
spend their time thinking negative thoughts about
you, while continuing to smile and pretend that
everything is OK with the friendship. Then they talk
to others about you and try to turn them against you
too. Ann immediately decided that she would stop
talking to Mary and to all the other staff as well. Ann
had experienced this situation many times before,
and she believed that she knew exactly how to deal
with it!

Over the next few days, both Mary and the other
staff began to wonder what was wrong with Ann.
But they did not approach her, because they noticed
she was bubbling over with anger and they knew
she could be aggressive attimes. They did not want
to create ascene, butthey all engaged on their own
individual Journeys of Inference and took actionsin
linewith their personal pastexperiences andbeliefs.

Over the following days, Ann noticed more and
morethingsthatconfirmedhersuspicionthatnoone
wished to be her friend any more. She even started
to proactively look for examples to prove that her
beliefs were correct. The situation became steadily
worse until one day Ann completely lost her temper
with Mary in the hospital cafeteria while dozens of
staff looked on. Mary went to the human resources
department to make a complaint about Ann, and
mediation was proposed.
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The Journey of Inference

Interpretation: The action Assumption: A thing that is
of explaining the meaning accepted as true or as certain
of something to happen, without proof

Conclusion: A judgement
or decision

“All the people she knows
probably don’t want to
have anything to do with
me anymore, but | don’t
care.”

“She must not like me anymore

“This must mean she is

trying to avoid me.” and probably wants to end

our friendship.”

interpretations
at;ﬂ:;jmfed Our conclusions are
efs bk SEERLLLLL influenced by our beliefs
and these beliefs are based
) on our experience of the

3 world around us. They
“She did not smile or say become the rules of our
‘hello’ to me - completely | - operating system.
ignored me!”

We unknowingly select and
filter the data we take in
from the situation that
happened. The data we
select is influenced by our
beliefs and our ‘world view'

“People always gang up
together. They never seek
the truth.”

Reality - The world of

observable data that is
absorbed through our 5
Senses \ Action: We then decide
— what action we will take

Mary walked past me with based on what we believe
her head down I to be true and justified.

0O, “I will show them that |

QOur senses absorb and 7y 3 | .
present to our brain 11 million N e ﬁ,%ltn??ﬁgirﬂé?:&t'i :‘:f grt
‘bits’ of information per second T h -

. talk to them when | go to
from our environment, but our st g
conscious mind seems to be atory.
able to process only, and %00
approximately, 40 ‘bits’ per
second.

Ca jlg abl
"nterf—"l‘ets the world of Obsewab

ur . B
Unique Perspective or paradigm

© www.osullivanselutions.ie

Figure: 10.3.
Credit: O'Sullivan Solutions
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The Length of Time a Journey of Inference Takes

From the time that Mary walked past Ann in the corridor to the time Ann
opened the door to enter the laboratory, less than a couple of seconds had
passed. During that time, Ann interpreted the meaning of what had happened,
made an assumption about that interpretation, reached a conclusion, checked
how all this fitted in with her beliefs and decided what she was going to do
about it. The more emotional a party becomes, the quicker they make their
Journey of Inference and the more they believe that their inference is a true
record of what happened.

Continuation and Escalation of the Conflict

Once the other party, such as Mary is this scenario, becomes aware of tension
in the relationship, they start to make their own Journey of Inference. Each
time one party acts, or omits to act, the other party to the conflict makes a
further Journey of Inference. This in turn informs the actions that they take,
and so the conflict becomes cyclical and escalates. As the conflict escalates,
parties usually only observe the data that matches their previous beliefs and
conclusions and bypass other observable data.

When parties in conflict act, they firmly believe that they are taking the
correct action. Their positions then become more hardened and entrenched.

Background to the Development of the Journey of Inference

The concept of the “ladder of inference” was first developed by Chris Argyris
and subsequently presented by Peter Senge in his book The Fifth Discipline. *
In this book I am calling it the “Journey of Inference” because I consider it
to be a continuous circular journey in the mind rather than a journey to the
top of a ladder and back down again.



104 The Mediator’s Toolkit

How Do Journey of Inference Questions Work?

Selecting data and making inferences is largely an unconscious process, but it
can be made conscious through mediation questions. Supporting parties to
be aware of the limited information from which they made their inferences
and assumptions, and then reached their conclusions, is vital to the cre-
ation of mutual understanding. Journey of Inference questions facilitate the
identification of what triggered a party’s reaction as well as their subsequent
interpretations and the adoption of their positions.

When links are made between a party’s interpretations and their resultant
actions, that can help to explain the rationale behind their behavior. Asking a
party about how they perceived and interpreted an action by the other, and then
comparing this with the actual intention of that party who took the action, also
serves to bring new information and insight to a mediation process.

Journey of Inference questions support parties to look for new and clari-
fying information that may even prove their interpretations and assumptions
to have been incorrect. The resulting reinterpretations they make may then be
more accurate and balanced.

Note:

Eric E. Vogt, in The Art and
Architecture of Powerful
Questions, 40 asks what
happens to assumptions
through the incisive
articulation of powerful
questions. Vogt concludes
that questions may have one
of the following four impacts
upon assumptions:

e They may reinforce
existing assumptions.

e Theymay createnew
assumptions.

e They may alter previously
held assumptions.

e They may destroyexisting
assumptions.

Vogt states that it is
much easier to reinforce
someone’s prevailing
assumption thanto alter
it—this is the challenge
for mediators when taking
a party through Journey of
Inference questions.
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When to Ask Journey of Inference Questions

These questions are used:

3 When there is a need to identify and explore the point in time when a party
adopted their position about their conflict (conflict trigger), or when the
conflict escalated

3 When exploration of a party’s thought process would lead to greater under-
standing between parties

3 When parties do not understand the behavior of the other party
3 When parties are intransigent about their positions

3 When a party states that they know exactly what the intentions of the other
party were, and when you, as the mediator, have heard differently

Parties demonstrate this with statements such as:

I know exactly what she was trying to do ...
Obviously, she did it because ...
Well it is very clear to me that ...

3 When parties do not differentiate between their opinions and facts and put
forward an opinion as being a fact

3 When conflict has escalated and each party’s actions are influenced by what
the other party said or did, leading to a circular conflict dynamic

3 When facilitating a party’s expression of regret by asking questions about
what they would have done differently if they had had the information and
insight learned during the mediation discussion
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Methodology

While Chapter 4 contains generic guidelines for asking questions, additional
specific guidelines for asking Journey of Inference questions are set out
here.

Guidelines for Asking Journey of Inference Questions

3 Journey of Inference questions should be asked only after the parties have
told their story. To ask them before or during this initial storytelling may
appear analytical and judgmental.

3 Each party may be asked about his or her Journey of Inference from begin-
ning to end:

or

3 The parties may be asked in turn about their interpretations, then about
their assumptions, and so on. But this latter method requires very tight
facilitation.

3 After a party’s response, and prior to asking the next question, a mediator
sometimes needs to reflect back what they have heard so that the party
does not feel like they are being interrogated.

3 Parties may find it challenging to differentiate between interpretations and
assumptions. One way to counteract this is to first ask, “What did you think
that X meant?” when asking about interpretations, and then, “And what did
you then think that would mean?” for assumptions.

3 A party can be asked about his or her own Journey of Inference and then
be asked to hypothesize about the other party’s Journey of Inference. This
can be helpful in a joint meeting if one party claims that the other party does
not understand them, but when you as the mediator know differently.

3 The Journey of Inference questioning process can stop at any time, if
neces- sary, for example:
n If understanding is reached eatly in the questioning process —
for instance, at interpretations stage.

nIf one party is finding the process too intense and difficult.
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The Steps Involved in Asking Journey of Inference Questions

There are three steps involved in developing a series of Journey of Inference

questions:

Step 1: Hearing the narrative of a party

Step 2: Challenging the narrative

Step 3: Building a possible new narrative

Questioning Tasks

Stages of a Journey of Inference

Step 1

Hearing the narrative of a party

Exploring and focusing thinking for each of the stages of
the Journey of Inference

And
Step 2
Challenging the narrative

Connecting and expanding the thinking of a party about
each stage of the Journey of Inference

Step 3
Building a possible new narrative
Connecting and expanding thinking

Note:

If a paradigm shift has occurred after any stage of the
Journey of Inference, then there may not be a need to
continuewithquestions, unlessfurtherunderstandingis
needed by the parties.

Stage 1:
The consciously or unconsciously selected data

Stage 2:
The interpretations made from the data selected

Stage 3:

The assumptions formed because of the interpretations
made

Stage 4:

The conclusions or judgments reached

Stage 5:
How the judgments and conclusions were informed by
the beliefs of the party

Stage 6:

The decisions or actions taken because of the beliefs of
the party about the situation

When the past has been deconstructed, and it appears,
or is stated, that new learning and insight have been
gained, it is time to start creating a new narrative with
possibilities for agreement.

A review of the process may be done intermittently, both
during the Journey of Inference question flow and at the
end of the process.
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Step 1: Hearing the Narrative

S3: Seeking Information questions need to be asked about the Journey of
Inference made by a party: what did they see, how did they interpret what
they saw, what assumptions did they make, what conclusions did they reach,
on what beliefs were their conclusions based, and what decisions or actions
did they take? The goal during Step 1 is to uncover new information but not
nec- essarily to create a paradigm shift, although one may result.

Exploring and focusing thinking on the Journey of Inference
made — hearing the narrative
The case study of Ann and Mary is used for the flow of questions here. This

example focuses only on Ann’s Journey of Inference, but in real practice
Mary would be asked similar questions.

The Event

n Ann, would you like to tell me what happened, please, when you
and Mary passed each other in the corridor? Then what happened?

Selected Data
nWhat did you observe, Ann? What information or facts did you
take from this event?

Interpretations

n When that happened [Mary walking past you with her head down],
what did youthink it meant? What broughtyouto this interpretation?

Assumptions

n And what did you think that meant, and what assumptions did
you make about what might happen? What brought you to that
assumption?

Conclusions and Judgments
n After you made that assumption, what conclusions or judgments
did you come to? What brought you to this judgment or conclusion?

Beliefs

nWhat are your beliefs about the world and how people usually
behave in a situation like this?

Actions

nHow did these beliefs influence the decisions you made or the
actions you took afterwards? What did you decide to do?

n And then what happened? What else happened?

Note:

After going through
Step 1, mediators need
to summarize, identify
and name to parties the
link between the initial
interpretations madeby
a party and theresulting
decisionsoractionsthey
took.
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Step 2: Challenging the Narrative

Challenging the narrative by connecting and expanding thinking about
the Journey of Inference

Selected Data

n What had you been thinking/feeling about Mary before/when this
happened?

nOn what did you base that thinking? What was the tangible evi-
dence for this?

n What had been your expectations of Mary? What influenced those
expectations?

nIf you had not been concentrating on what you were expecting,
what else might you have seen?

n What would others have observed if they had been there when
Mary walked past you with her head down?

nWhen this happened, what did this trigger in you? What was going
on for you inside?

n And how could your sense of insecurity about the friendship have
influenced what you saw/did not see?

nWhat are the things you may have missed?

nOn a scale of 0 to 10, with 10 indicating complete certainty, how
certain can you be about...?

nWhat is this uncertainty about? (If the response is less than 10)

Interpretations
n Ann, what did you think might have been Mary’s intention?

nWhat influenced or contributed to you interpreting what you
observed in this way?

n How might your stated niggly feeling about your friendship with
Mary have influenced what you actually saw and your interpreta-
tions? If your friendship had still been good when Mary passed
you in the corridor with her head down, what might your
interpreta- tions have been?

nWhat are all the questions you have been asking yourself since this
happened?

n Hypothetically, if you had made an interpretation opposite to the
one you made, what may have been the result?
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n Ifyouweretolook at yourselfandthisincidentfromabalcony,what
might you have seen and what interpretations might you have made?

nIf I was to ask you to prove yourself wrong, what evidence would
there be to support this?

n At this stage, on a scale of 0 to 10, with 10 indicating complete
certainty, how certain are you of your initial interpretation?

n Tell me about the bit of uncertainty that you mentioned. What is
this uncertainty about?

n Is there a time or a circumstance that might result in you interpret-
ing this differently?

Questions can also be asked about the perspective of the other party:

nIf asked, what might Mary say about the time you saw her passing
you in the hospital corridor?

nWhat do you think would surprise Mary the most about what you
interpreted from this situation, and about what you mentioned
about her intent?

nWhat interpretation might Mary have liked you to make?

If a mediator knows that Ann’s inferences about Mary were not in linewith
the stated intentions of Mary, then ask:

n Ann, if you were to hear that Mary had not actually meant that in
thewaythatyouinterpretedit, —andifsheweretosay  thatsheregret-
ted what happened afterwards because she wvalued your
friendship, how would that affect the way you interpret it?

At this stage there may be sufficient insight created with Ann and no need
to continue, but if this is not the case, then continue asking questions about the
rest of the stages of a Journey of Inference:

Assumptions

n WhatassumptionsdidyoumakeafteryouinitiallyinterpretedMary’s
actions in that way?

nWhat did you think was going to happen?

nWhat influenced you to make this specific assumption?

nWhat other assumptions could you have made?

n If you had made a different assumption, what might have been the

outcome?

The mediator may continue with more questions about the assump-
tions made, based on Ann’s responses if relevant.



Note:

To broaden the perspective
and expand the thinking of
a party, asking S4: Journey
of Inference questions from
a third-party perspective is
valuable. These are called
S4: Other People questions
andaredescribed in Chapter
15. These questions can
be asked at any stage of a
Journeyof Inference andwill
prompt the party to question
whether their interpretation
may have beenlinked

to their perceptions and
expectationsratherthanto
reality.

Examples:

o Ifothershadbeenpresent,
what might they have
observed?

e How mightsomeone else
have interpretedthis?

e What might Mary have
observed about herself
that day?

e What might Mary say
about not lifting her head
up and sayinghello?

e What might Mary have
observed aboutyou?

S4: Journey of Inference Questions 111

Conclusions
n After you made that initial assumption, what judgment or conclu-
sion did you come to, Ann?

n Whatbrought youtomake this judgmentorconclusion? What did
this decision mean for you?

nWhat other conclusions could you have come to?

nIf you were to try to persuade yourself that this conclusion was
incorrect, how would you do this, and what evidence might there
be to support this hypothetical conclusion?

nWhat might have happened if you had come to different conclusions?

The mediator may continue with more questions about the conclusions
made, and ask the party to rank their alternative conclusions, if relevant.

Beliefs

nWhat is it you think or believe about life or people that brought
you to that conclusion? How has this belief served you in the
past? Are there situations where these beliefs may be valid or
invalid? What are the distinctions you make between these
situations?

nWhat other beliefs do you have that could have resulted in your
reaching a different conclusion?

n Reflectingonthethoughtsyouhavejustexpressed, if youhad inter-
preted what you saw differently, and if you had reached a different
conclusion, how would that have fitted in with your beliefs about
the world and about how people usually behave in a situation like

this?
nWhat thoughts or reflections is this raising for you?

Actions

nYou mentioned eatlier that after this event you made decisions
about how you were going to respond to it and that the conflict
escalated and you felt more entrenched. Having reflected on this
now, what other decisions or actions could you have taken?

nHow might this have impacted on the conflict situation and its
progression?

nWhat might have been the outcomes?
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At times, only one party needs to be asked Journey of Inference questions.
But in this case, Mary had also made a Journey of Inference, so similar ques-
tions needed to be asked of her.

During this flow of questions, Mary said she had not even noticed Ann in
the corridor that morning, but she had certainly noticed the mood that Ann
was in when she entered the lab because other staff had noted it too (data
selected).

Mary said she remembered this morning cleatly as she and her husband
had just had another huge row before she came to work that morning. Mary
went on to say that things had not been good between herself and her
husband recently, and she had slowly been coming to the realization over the
last few months that her marriage was ending, but after that morning’s row, she
said she became convinced that separation was the only answer.

Mary said she was upset by this bad humor of Ann’s even though she
knew she had been engrossed in her own problems and had not been chatting
to Ann as much as usual. But Mary said she did not think that Ann’s bad
mood that morning had anything to do with her, as Ann displayed the same
negative behav- ior towards all the other staff (interpretation). Because of this,
Mary thought the problem would get sorted out by someone else in the end
(assumption).

Mary said she remembered reflecting that this problem with Ann was
com- ing on top of her marriage problems, and she did not have the energy
to do anything but concentrate on her own marital problems (conclusion).
Mary said that if she had not been so troubled already, she would have
chatted with Ann to see what was wrong with her that morning, as she really
felt it was important to be honest and talk about things face to face (belief ).
But she said she was too engrossed in her own marital worries at the time.

But Mary said that as time went on, she slowly started to surmise that maybe
Ann did have a specific problem with her, and when Ann lost her temper
with her in the hospital cafeteria this was confirmed — with a bang! Mary
said that after that happened she went to the HR department to make a
complaint against Ann, as she felt completely humiliated by Ann’s public
display of tem- per towards her (action).



Rlete:
Further issues may arise
here and may need to be
managed.

Note:
This embeds the initiation of
the new narrative.
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Step 3: Building a Possible New Narrative
Connecting and expanding thinking

When the past has been deconstructed and it appears, or is stated, that new
learning and insight have been gained by both parties, then it is time to start
reflecting on any further misinterpretations that parties may have made.

nMary and Ann, as the conflict progressed, what do you think each
of you may have intended that may have been misinterpreted by
the other?

n Whatdoeachofyou thinkyour misinterpretation mayhavemeant

for the other party?

nIn what way might this interpretation have led to either of you
employing a particular behaviour as a response?

Creating understanding between the parties is further helped by facilitat-
ing them to talk about the impact that the conflict is having on them. This
may only be done if a mediator knows that each party will listen to the other
respectfully.

nHow has this conflict impacted on both of you?
nWhat has been the worst thing for each of you in all this?

nHow did the impact of all this influence the thinking of both of
you and the actions you took?

n With what kinds of things do you think the other party struggled?

n What do each of you need the other person to know or understand
now?

nWhat might each of you have needed for this to happen differently?

nWhat could each of you now offer the other?

Facilitating regret and using the past to inform the future

If there has been a paradigm shift in one or both parties, then the following
questions may allow for some regret to be shown and may open possibilities
for solutions.

n If you were to go back in time with the information that you have
now, what might each of you have said/done differently?

Statement of the new narrative

n If you were to tell this story now to another person, based on the
understanding youhaveboth gained, how wouldyou describethis
story to them?
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Agreements regarding the future

nIf something like this were to happen again, how would you man-
age it? What would each of you need from the other? What could
each of you offer the other?

nWhat can be taken from your learning to inform agreements
between you for the future?

Reviewing Progress Through Journey of Inference Stages
Reviewing progress during the process of asking Journey of
Inference questions:
At any stage of the Journey of Inference questioning process, parties can be
asked about:
n'The process that is being used
nWhether they have gained any new information or insight

n The impact of this new information or insight on their thinking or
approach

n Whether, in retrospect, they would have done anything differently.
This could facilitate some regret and help the parties to bring this
learning into a future agreement.

Reviewingprogress attheconclusion of theprocess of asking
Journey of Inference questions:

Examples of questions:

nWhat was it like for you to go through that thinking process?

nIs there anything else that you may not have said that the other
person does not know?

nWhat have you not discussed that you might still need to talk about
with each other?

nWhat has changed for you because of this process?

n What may have influenced or contributed to your change in
thinking?

n What might you now need from each other to continue this
process?

nWhat would you like to offer each other?
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Key Learning

Journey of Inference questions

Journey of Inference questions take a party through
the information they selected during an event; the
interpretations they made aboutthat information;
the assumptions they made; and the conclusions
they then reached, which, in turn, informed any
decisions or actions they took. These questions
also explore the beliefs of a party and how these
beliefs may have influenced that party’s Journey of
Inference.

Step 1
Hear the narrative of the parties

Ask S3: Seeking Information questions about the
Journey of Inference made by a party: what did they
see, how did they interpret what they saw, what
assumptions did they make, what conclusions did
they reach, on what beliefs were their conclusions
based, and what decisions or actions did they take?
The goal during Step 1 is to get new information but
not necessarily to create a paradigm shift, although
one may result.

Step 2
Challenge the narrative

Ask questions that will support parties to make con-
nections andexpand their thinking abouteach stage
of the Journey ofInference.

Step 3
Build a possible new narrative

Connect and expand thinking and construct a pos-
sible new narrative — when the past has been
deconstructed and it appears, or is stated, that new
learning andinsighthavebeengained, then it is time
to start reconstructing a future with a new narrative
and possibilities for agreement.

Review Progress

As needed, review progress and check in with the
parties about the process used, during the process
and/or at its completion.

Hazard Warning

Do not pressure a party to answer a question —
proceed carefully and gently, at their pace, and
with their permission.
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