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ABSTRACT 

 This thesis explores the experience of non-sexual multiple role relationships 

within the Process Work learning community of Portland, Oregon. It presents a 

continuum of viewpoints on multiple role relationships, including dominant, alternative 

and Process Work orientations. Adopting an interpretive, qualitative approach to 

research, within a cooperative inquiry framework (Bray, Lee, Smith & Yorks, 2000; 

Reason & Heron, 1999), this study aims to understand more deeply how individuals 

with various roles in the Process Work community (formal and informal students, local 

and long-distance, and diplomates with various degrees of seniority) view and 

experience multiple role relationships from their own perspectives. The study includes a 

series of meetings, in which members explored personal multiple role relationship 

experiences as well as those occurring within the group. Thematic findings illustrate 

that members experienced multiple role relationships as both challenging and 

successful. Problematic aspects include silence, multiple shifting identities, evaluation, 

rank and power, and transitional and therapeutic relationships. Benefits address the 

areas of personal development, integrated learning, professional opportunities, 

expanded roles and relationships, and sources of support. Outcomes point toward skills 

and metaskills useful in the effective negotiation of multiple role relationships. 

Implications and recommendations for the Process Work community, development of 

training curriculum, and the broader psychotherapeutic field are also discussed, as well 

as directions for further research.  
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journal article and public presentation.  

In many ways, dominant and alternative literature currently surpasses Process 

Work’s conceptualization of MRRs, in that they have given in-depth attention to 

outlining the contributing factors, theoretical premises, ethical considerations and 

methodologies influencing the decision-making process surrounding MRRs. However, 

methods for addressing the actual experiences of MRRs are sparse, reflecting a general 

fear of conflict and how to negotiate its complexities within relationship. As Ingrid 

Mattson, the first woman and first convert to lead the Islamic Society of North 

America, describes, “We’re so focused on trying to keep the peace, we miss out on the 

benefits of those differences among us” (Mattson, 2007). Whereas much of the current 

literature surrounding MRRs remains a polarized debate arguing for or against their 

existence, our study risks venturing into the conflictual experiences that do exist and 

exposing their nature. This requires a substantial risk and even vulnerability on the part 

of research participants—however, one which can be minimized by a commitment from 

the surrounding community to stand behind these efforts. My primary recommendation 

for the larger psychotherapy community—rather than continue to stand at the edge with 

condemnation, rules or advocacy—is to jump in, explore, and expose the realities of 

MRR experiences from all perspectives involved. Rather than trying to “keep the 

peace” by squelching the potential conflicts of MRRs, let us benefit from grappling 

with them together. 

 If MRRs are essentially conceived as a problem of exploitation and abuse, a 

truly sustainable solution is not to try to eliminate its potential – for that is dangerously 
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simplistic, like trying to squish an elephant behind the couch, make alcohol illegal with 

the belief that will stop people from drinking, “just say no” as a method for decreasing 

teenage sex, or attempting to eradicate all pests from the face of the earth because they 

are “bugging” us. In doing so, we deny or reduce the complex realities of our existence. 

We may not only get rid of the things that disturb us, but unwittingly kill the very 

things that give us life, thereby destroying ourselves as well. Instead, MRRs become 

opportunities to learn about the very places where we do not know ourselves well (ie, 

unconsciousness about our own rank and power), challenging us to use those 

uncomfortable places as fertilizer for our development—the very issues we, our MRR 

partners, and our communities may be struggling with. We as practitioners need to risk 

traversing the edges of our comfort zones. Rather than grasping onto rigid boundaries 

and standards that on their own confine reality, limit our healing potential, and choke 

the possibilities of transformation, we need to follow our calling into the complexity of 

relationship. With awareness, guidance from others, and our own capacity for learning 

and growth, let MRRs be our teachers. 

 
Suggestions for Further Research 

 Process Work has only recently begun researching and developing theory to 

address the experiences and negotiation of multiple role relationships (see Diamond & 

Jones, 2004; Diamond, 2004). As a qualitative reflexive exploration, this cooperative 

inquiry study contributes in-depth descriptions and practical examples of MRRs, which 

have the potential to generate theory for further investigation. These research findings 

can be examined from various perspectives and used to further explore how role and 
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rank theories are understood and experienced within MRRs. 

 With these considerations in mind, it is interesting to explore new directions 

where this research could go further. Indeed this study was conceived as an initial 

exploration which could be deepened and extended in future studies in a variety of 

ways. A logical direction could focus on practical application, for example, case studies 

which draw upon the skills suggested by the research findings; or small and large group 

community processes, examining the issues of MRRs and experimenting with the skills 

recommended by this study. An article focusing on metaskills which illustrates their use 

in a range of MRR situations could provide another useful direction for further 

research. In-depth personal exploration of MRRs using reflexive methods of self-

inquiry could also add to the body of research on this topic. Similarly, the method used 

in this study could be extended to include interviews with others outside the inquiry 

group. In particular, it would be valuable to deepen the inter-personal understanding 

between MRR partners by interviewing both individuals, separately and together, to 

explore the similarities and differences in their experiences and perceptions.  

 This research could also be enhanced by an in-depth study of the origins of 

MRRs, the tradition of apprenticeship, and its various manifestations within fields 

related to psychotherapy, such as shamanism, yoga, and other spiritual and/or healing 

traditions. It would be interesting to explore the history of MRRs within the Process 

Work community, learning about their influence on personal and professional 

development. This direction could be extended as an inter-disciplinary study to examine 

how diverse perspectives (regarding field of study, culture, race, gender, age) influence 
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our experiences of MRRs; or how different paradigms of power within organizations 

(ie, power-over vs. power-with) relate to the ability to negotiate MRRs. Quantitative 

analysis using a questionnaire to measure different role and rank factors, a 

categorization of experience, and prioritization of issues involved could also further our 

understanding of MRR experiences within the Process Work community. 

 

 This cooperative inquiry study provides an example of surrendering to the 

reality of multiple role relationships and embracing their existence enough to better 

understand their experiences, the complexities they contain, and the guidance they have 

to offer. Implicit in the rules proscribing MRRs, and in some ways even the arguments 

legitimizing their inclusion, is a fear and mistrust of power in general. Practitioners are 

not trusted in their judgment, clients are viewed as vulnerable and susceptible to harm. 

Power is an issue that crosses fields and disciplines of study. Our conceptions and use 

of power continue to evolve, as do our understandings of identity. As Diamond (2004) 

advises, “The more people understand and value their different types of power, the 

more intelligent their use of power will be” (p. 35). MRRs within psychotherapeutic 

communities serve as a vehicle for the study and practice of negotiating power as a 

complex interpersonal phenomenon. Process Work's orientation toward relationship 

encompasses the complexities of role and rank issues found within MRRs, and thus 

offers a comprehensive theoretical and practical framework which can contribute to the 

efficacy of negotiating MRRs within the larger psychotherapeutic field. 
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In my opinion, such an endeavor requires a powerful, loving, democratic and 

truly curious presence – a metaskill or attitude which can hold the space for 

exploration, recognize and be interested in the complexity, and not collapse too quickly 

into one side or jump to conclusions and solutions that minimize that complexity. The 

examination of multiple role relationships reflects personal psychology, relationship 

dynamics, and issues contained within the field. The effective negotiation of multiple 

role relationships arise not from “The Answer” or one solution that attempts to apply 

itself to every encounter. The learning comes through struggle and examination – the 

process itself – if we can embrace it.  
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APPENDICES 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

Personal MRR Experience 
Perry 

(with permission from MRR partner) 
 

 I feel like my MRR with DJ truly began in the dreamworld. Before I moved to 

Portland about four years ago--and before I had much contact with DJ--I had a 

nighttime dream with her. In the dream, I asked how things were going with her partner 

(a man). She said she felt like she was more and more becoming him. She was wearing 

a plaid lumber-jack type shirt, and looked very big and broad--so in that sense, 

extremely masculine, sturdy and strong. Yet at the same time, her face was all made-up 

and her hair was done as well--she looked totally beautiful, striking. She was standing 

at a podium and studying, very intent, focused, and totally un-self-conscious--no 

hiding, shame or cowering--upright within herself and focused on the project she was 

working on. I awoke from the dream with an inner sense of knowing, a feeling that I 

had seen her dreambody. 

 The feeling was so strong that, although I did not have much of a relationship 

with DJ, I was moved to email her about the dream. I realize now that I did this without 

much self- consciousness (perhaps the spirit of the dream itself moved me). She 

emailed me right back, surprised and moved by the connection of the dream to what she 

was actually experiencing. I get the feeling as I write that, after all this time, I am now 

integrating this dream at an even deeper level with where I am in my personal process 
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of development, and through the process of writing about our multiple role relationship. 

 After I moved to Portland, I started teaching yoga here. DJ approached me 

because of her interest in yoga and asked if I would give her a private session. I began 

to teach her yoga regularly, which involved going to her house usually once/week or 

every other week. Soon after we set up a trade for therapy and supervision sessions--

one and a half hours of yoga (my usual time for a private yoga session) for a one-hour 

session. Once in a while, she would come to a public class and pay the regular fee. I 

was seeing DJ along with another process worker for personal therapy. Within a couple 

months, I asked DJ to be on my study committee because of the connection I felt. At 

some point, therapists were no longer allowed to be on study committees, so I made the 

decision to shift to someone else as my primary therapist, and see DJ as my primary 

supervisor. We continued on with a yoga/supervision trade for about three and a-half 

years, fairly regularly except when she or I was out of town. Once in a while, either she 

or I would pay our discounted rate to each other if we wanted an additional yoga or 

supervision session and a trade was not possible for some reason. This happened for 

both of us just a few times.  

 So in the course of our relationship, DJ has been my Process Work teacher, yoga 

student, therapist, supervisor, and study committee member. Currently, she is my 

primary supervisor and study committee member, and sometimes formal teacher when I 

attend a class taught by her. I say "formal teacher" because I also experience her as a 

teacher through our supervisory relationship.  

 Last Fall, I initiated ending the trade for several reasons, which coalesced as a 
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feeling that the dreaming had shifted to another way of being in relationship. First of 

all, I was no longer teaching yoga with anyone else, so my role as a yoga teacher was 

becoming a smaller and smaller part of my identity. As my graduate studies and work 

demanded more time and energy, I felt myself going in other directions. It was also 

increasingly inconvenient to travel across town, which involved an additional hour and 

a-half by bus. I no longer felt congruent inside myself to pursue that role with DJ. Also, 

as I faced more challenges in my supervision, I wanted to be held solely in my role as 

student and supervisee. Somehow the added dimension of our yoga relationship felt like 

too many levels--I needed the relationship exchange to be clearer and more focused in 

order to contain and work with my personal edges, as well as relationship struggles that 

were coming up for me in my supervision relationship with DJ. 

 For me, this multiple role relationship became a bridge between worlds, helping 

me to wake up to, work through and reconcile my changing connection with yoga and 

my growing relationship with Process Work. Having DJ as teacher/student/colleague 

and mediator  in that exchange has been invaluable for me. She too shares a connection 

with yoga, and I felt she developed a deeper understanding of yoga and me as well 

through our time together. Through our yoga time together, it was like she learned a 

new language, along with ways of thinking/perceiving/experiencing. We drew upon this 

"language" during our PW time together (and vice versa), as a method for translating 

information. This was an incredible learning tool for me that translated all the way 

through into my body.  

 I realize that mind and body--perhaps a universally experienced split--has been a 



  194 

mythic conflict for me, that has taken me back and forth throughout my life from body-

centered worlds (like dance, musical theatre, bodywork and yoga) to more intellectual 

fields (psychology and other academic studies). Throughout my life, there has been a 

background attempt to reconcile these sometimes disparate worlds--feel and understand 

their relationship and underlying unity. Having DJ as a partner and ally--who shared the 

love of yoga and brought the expertise of PW--has helped to bridge that gap and heal 

that split. 

 Though I did not recognize it so much at the time, I also think that my 

unconscious insecurities needed the compensation of being seen in a realm where I felt 

(for the most part) confident, passionate, and skilled. Little did the little-me know that 

the Big-Me of Process Work was going to be traversing me through the scariest, 

deepest places within myself--I think yoga, being known and seen there, and my 

relationship with DJ helped provide me with an anchor through extremely challenging 

times of learning, health crises, depression and facing more of myself. She expressed a 

lot of appreciation and support for me as a yoga teacher. 

 I also felt an inner kind of specialness and importance to be invited into her life 

in this way--which gave me an added boost, feeling that she really values me, trusts 

me/us to handle this dual relationship. We experienced very intimate times together--

both in yoga and therapy/supervision. This is usually more one-sided, in that Process 

Workers often witness students in vulnerable places. Yet in our relationship, DJ also 

had vulnerable experiences through yoga. I felt honored to be part of these experiences 

with her and to know more of her, responsible to hold them with respect and privacy, 
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and also aware that we shared a wide space in our relationship.  

 I held more rank in my role as yoga teacher, in terms of my knowledge and 

experience,  DJ trusted me to lead her into edgy places (both physically and 

consequently emotionally), and I felt responsible for her well-being like I would with 

any student. All the while, her rank was very much in the background for me, both 

consciously and unconsciously--no matter that she was my yoga student, she was still 

all the while a big figure for me, as a teacher in the community, someone I respect and 

look up to, as well as my supervisor. So I often felt slightly uneasy and insecure-- 

something so close to a regular feeling/pattern for me, it was hard to differentiate or 

notice or really examine as part of our relationship dynamic. 

 Now I can look back--and actually see how it still surfaces--as a projection of 

expectation, standards and potential criticism. My tendency has been to look inward 

and work on things more intrapsychically than in relationship. When we did discuss 

feelings about our multiple relationship, it was mostly during my session time with DJ, 

as opposed to yoga time. I was hyper-alert to not bring myself in too much to our yoga 

time, really keep a clear boundary--which I can now see how that impeded my freedom 

and ease in my role as a teacher as well. As I write, I now feel like retracting a bit, 

defending us and my own awareness--saying, it wasn't so bad, just subtly inhibiting--we 

did a good job of bringing things up and processing them as we went along. This is also 

true. I guess I'm just realizing there was more that was beyond my scope and capacity at 

the time--and also blended so much with my personal work and learning in general--

that it did not seem appropriate to bring too much into our relationship. I wanted the 
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privilege and pleasures of this exchange, and would deal with the ways it amplified my 

edges more so on my own.  

 I became more aware of this tension in me through our supervision time 

together--my insecurities, feeling unfree in myself, scared and criticized. While it was 

terrifying and really challenging to bring them out in our supervision sessions together, 

I felt more free and safer to do so in that context. I see now that the issues were parallel 

and showed up in our yoga time as well. I see them as part of my personal 

development, yet I wanted and needed the relationship interaction to help me address 

and work through them. The struggle helped our relationship to grow and feel closer. I 

now feel her as my partner and ally in learning, believing in me, watching my back, 

encouraging me all the way--that we're in this together. It has been really hard to get to 

this place--remembering/feeling our connection amidst my complexes of feeling scared 

and under attack. The multiplicity of experiences we've gone through together I think 

has truly nourished the ground and provided the dojo to break through these complexes 

and transform them into a supple and strong place of love within myself and alliance 

between us. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

SEEDLINGS OF INSPIRATION...WHAT'S UNDER THAT ROCK?! 
How the MRR Study Began 

(Synopsis of Interview with Lee Spark Jones—January 23, 2006) 
 
 

KATJE: How did this whole project begin? 

LEE: The thing that stands out to me... one day I was taking a walk with Julie at 

lunchtime. It was about 5 years ago, and I was complaining about not doing anything 

meaningful. She asked me what would I like to be doing, and I found myself saying 

something about multiple roles, that I would like to study this more. I don't remember 

much, just the sun shining, and this feeling like I wanted something to get my teeth 

into. 

 Other stuff went on in between. The next thing that really happened was the 

state pressure around problems in the program. We decided we wanted to study them, 

not just be criticized. No one has actually studied them. There is this assumption within 

the process work community that MRRs are great, but clearly something was wrong 

here. 

 We defined various phases of study—that was about 5 years ago. The first thing 

we did was presented something at a staff retreat. Then we did a study on other 

modalities of different practitioners. Then Julie wrote an article on roles and 

relationships which she put on her website. And now we're doing this. 

 Originally I had put out an email and received lots of interest. I couldn't handle 

the thought of all those different people, from all those different countries, all those 

group processes about how we should do things. So I put it off. And then I decided I 
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have to take charge, choose who I want to do it with, make it manageable for me. 

KATJE: You set a boundary [referring to what we're learning in the MRR research] 

LEE: Yes, that's a brilliant insight! I set a boundary...And it all got rolling. I asked [a 

colleague] about it, and he expressed interest. I contacted others in the group, and all 

were into it. Except maybe one, can't remember...due to time constraints I think. And it 

all started to roll. It was easy from there on...at least at that stage. Then we've hit our 

other bumps from there. 

 It's personally meaningful to me...all in one...my whole experience has been in 

multiple role relationships. It's tremendously important to me. I've loved the fact that I 

could explore and study at the same time, that my teachers were also my friends and 

colleagues...and partner! I wanted a learning environment where it was personal and 

emotional, not just cerebral. Because otherwise, the intellect grabs it but it doesn't 

necessarily change me personally. 

KATJE: Like cooperative inquiry...real learning comes through relationship... 

LEE: Yes..I like questioning sacred cows. I felt like there was a certain smugness and 

self-satisfaction around MRRs. I like turning over the stone and seeing what's 

underneath, not because it's good or bad, but because it's there, and there's a need to 

know what's underneath. 

 Also, it's a big topic. In the mainstream, it's the other way around. We [PW 

community] are different from what's conventionally accepted, so we can potentially 

present information about how it can work. From my own experience, it does work. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

CODES OF ETHICS 
Relevant Excerpts from ACA, APA & Process Work 

 
 

ACA Code of Ethics (2005) 
 
THE COUNSELING RELATIONSHIP  
Standard of Practice Three (SP-3): Dual Relationships. Counselors must make every 
effort to avoid dual relationships with clients that could impair their professional 
judgment or increase the risk of harm to clients. When a dual relationship cannot be 
avoided, counselors must take appropriate steps to ensure that judgment is not impaired 
and that no exploitation occurs.  
 
TEACHING, TRAINING & SUPERVISION 
Standard of Practice Forty-Two (SP-42): Self-Growth Experiences. Counselors who 
conduct experiences for students or supervisees that include self-growth or self-
disclosure must inform participants of counselors+ ethical obligations to the profession 
and must not grade participants based on their nonacademic performance.  
 
 
APA Code of Ethics (2003) 
 
HUMAN RELATIONS 
3.05 Multiple Relationships 
(a) A multiple relationship occurs when a psychologist is in a professional role with a 
person and (1) at the same time is in another role with the same person, (2) at the same 
time is in a relationship with a person closely associated with or related to the person 
with whom the psychologist has the professional relationship, or (3) promises to enter 
into another relationship in the future with the person or a person closely associated 
with or related to the person. 

A psychologist refrains from entering into a multiple relationship if the multiple 
relationship could reasonably be expected to impair the psychologist's objectivity, 
competence, or effectiveness in performing his or her functions as a psychologist, or 
otherwise risks exploitation or harm to the person with whom the professional 
relationship exists. 

Multiple relationships that would not reasonably be expected to cause impairment or 
risk exploitation or harm are not unethical. 

(b) If a psychologist finds that, due to unforeseen factors, a potentially harmful multiple 
relationship has arisen, the psychologist takes reasonable steps to resolve it with due 
regard for the best interests of the affected person and maximal compliance with the 
Ethics Code. 
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(c) When psychologists are required by law, institutional policy, or extraordinary 
circumstances to serve in more than one role in judicial or administrative proceedings, 
at the outset they clarify role expectations and the extent of confidentiality and 
thereafter as changes occur. 

 
RELATED TOPICS 
3.04 Avoiding Harm 
Psychologists take reasonable steps to avoid harming their clients/patients, students, 
supervisees, research participants, organizational clients, and others with whom they 
work, and to minimize harm where it is foreseeable and unavoidable.  
 
3.07 Third-Party Requests for Services 
When psychologists agree to provide services to a person or entity at the request of a 
third party, psychologists attempt to clarify at the outset of the service the nature of the 
relationship with all individuals or organizations involved. This clarification includes 
the role of the psychologist (e.g., therapist, consultant, diagnostician, or expert witness), 
an identification of who is the client, the probable uses of the services provided or the 
information obtained, and the fact that there may be limits to confidentiality.  
 
 
PROCESS WORK Code of Ethics (2002) 
 
Principle F: Relationships 

Process Workers understand that relationships between and among people are an 
important vehicle for change. Process Workers engage people as partners in the helping 
process. Process Workers seek to strengthen relationships among people in a purposeful 
effort to promote, restore, maintain, and enhance the well-being of individuals, families, 
social groups, organizations, and communities. 

 

RESPONSIBILITY TO CLIENTS 
1.04 Rank and Power 

Process Workers make a reasonable effort to both be aware of the dynamics of rank and 
power in their professional relationships, and to insure that the client's best interests are 
thereby served. 

1.08 Multiple Relationships 

It is well recognized that multiple relationships are an inherent and unavoidable aspect 
of life in small communities and subcultures, for example rural communities, university 
counseling centers, or ethnic and non-ethnic subcultures such as the disabled and the 
gay/lesbian/bisexual/transgender communities, training institutes, specialized 
educational centers, and learning communities. Process Workers avoid multiple 
relationships that are harmful, and/or exploitative and/or involve a conflict of interest.  
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A Process Worker refrains from entering into a multiple relationship if the multiple 
relationship could reasonably be expected to impair the Process Worker's objectivity, 
competence, or effectiveness in performing his or her functions as a Process Worker, or 
otherwise risks exploitation or harm to the person with whom the professional 
relationship exists. 
Multiple relationships that would not reasonably be expected to cause impairment or 
risk exploitation or harm are not unethical. 

In those cases or situations where there may be some question, lack of clarity, or 
confusion, it is the Process Worker's responsibility to seek assistance through 
supervision and/or therapy and/or consultation with a third party.  

When a conflict of interest arises or judgment is impaired, the Process Worker must 
withdraw from the dual relationship taking care to minimize harm to the client. 

 
RESPONSIBILITIES TO STUDENTS 
2.1 Multiple Relationships in the Process Work Learning Community 

The Process Work learning community is a "small community" in the sense already 
noted in 1.08. As is typical of such communities, multiple role relationships are 
inherent and unavoidable, and all reasonable measures must be taken to avoid harm 
and/or exploitation and/or conflict of interest in such relationships. Process Workers 
must make reasonable effort to be sensitive to power differences in light of the 
vulnerability of students and/or their potential difficulties in unequal power 
relationships. Process Workers who evaluate trainees must take all reasonable 
precautions to avoid conflicts of interest in evaluation, as well as avoiding situations 
that impair judgment.  
Because the potential for harm and/or exploitation and/or conflict of interest is greatest 
when power differentials remain covert, the Process Work learning community makes 
available a variety of procedures and opportunities for sorting out issues of power, 
equity and fairness. They include: periodic meetings open to all students and faculty in 
which power issues can be addressed; a Dean of Students who functions as an 
ombudsperson to help sort out student-faculty power issues; an Ethics Committee to act 
as a mediation body in case of student claims of unequal, unfair and/or exploitative 
treatment.  

 
Note on RESOLVING ETHICAL ISSUES 

PW has a more detailed, tiered system to address problems as they arise, including 
confronting ethical issues and resolving through informal means and/or professional 
consultation, whereas other codes of ethics refer only to the importance of compliance 
with the ethical committee, leaving the details of what that process might entail vague. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

 
SELF-EVALUATIVE QUESTIONS  

for Faculty in Multiple Role Relationships 
 

From A Model for Ethical Management of Faculty-Student Relationships 
Biaggio, Paget, and Chenoweth (1997) 

 
 
1. What is the student learning? Is the student becoming competent on a "special" 

relationship? 

2. What are the other students learning? Are they learning about equitable treatment or 

special privilege? 

3. Does the student involved have a choice? Does the power differential allow the 

student freedom to refuse a professor's request? 

4. Do all students have the same opportunity for access to a professor's attention? Are 

opportunities for consulting offered equitably? 

5. Has the professor lost, or is he or she perceived to have lost, the capacity for 

objective evaluation? 

6. Are future evaluation decisions apt to be influenced? 

7. Are there consequences of the dual relationship for other faculty members? Are they 

having to resolve issues resulting from soured dual relationship? 
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APPENDIX F 

  Working with Your Own Relationship Conflict   
 Excerpt from Process Work General Standards for Phase 2 Exams 

1. Stay in the conflict and keep a metaposition  
2. Do not act as the therapist but hold the awareness  
3. Track your own signals and unfold them  
4. Track other’s signals and support the other person to unfold them  
5. Find the other in yourself 
6. Fluidity with side taking  
7. Level awareness and ability to work on different levels  
8. Ability to bring up a conflict 
9. Awareness of rank and ability to work with it  
10. Demonstrate curiosity about someone’s process while in conflict with them 
11. Innerwork while in conflict  
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APPENDIX G 
 

Multiple Role Relationship Exercise 
 

This is an exercise in deeply democratic power – the ability to identify multiply co-
occurring processes – the context, roles and rank of the moment and its relationship to 
the MRR intersections you share 

 
1. It’s important to be basic, meaning orient yourself to your MRR by asking: 

what’s my role in this moment, what is the other person’s role, what’s the 
context – what is my main intention and responsibility – what are the obvious 
power dimensions involved? 

2. Then, what else is coming up – where else do we cross over?  Is our MRR 
intentional or unintentional? How do I feel about our other relationships, and 
what happens in the crossing over? Do I want that? Is it good for me? What else 
do I notice? 

3. Then step back – really see – who else am I? and who is this other person? Out 
of the trance of the Process Work world and identities – recognize the other 
roles, identities and powers – both within yourself and the other person  

4. Are you able to talk about these things with your MRR partner? Do you want 
to? Do you need support in some aspect of the relationship or what’s coming up 
for you? Where can you get that? 

5. Finally, embrace the ultimate spirit of satisfaction – LEARNING – the love and 
challenge of discovering more about yourself and another and relationship in 
general – What are you learning? How does this guide the direction of your 
MRR? 

 


