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The question of the uniqueness of relationships is examined: How do
relationships come to be unique? What are some of the features of their
uniqueness? And how can relationships, be it the mother–infant relation-
ship or the patient–therapist relationship, have unique rather than arche-
typical effects on other relationships? A model of relationship uniqueness
is presented that argues that mother and infant, patient and therapist,
co-create dyadic states of consciousness—states of making implicit and
explicit sense of the world—out of their normally messy exchanges of
age-possible meanings. These co-creative processes lead to change in the
infant’s and child’s state of knowing the world, and also change the way
the patient makes sense of the world and ways of being with others.
Additionally presented are (1) a critique of attachment theory’s assump-
tion that the mother–infant relationship is the prototype of later relation-
ships; (2) a critique of models of therapeutic change that see adult analysis
as working primarily in the same domain as the workings of the mother–
infant relationship; (3) a brain model of co-creative relational processes,
Relational Activation Patterns (RAPs); and (4) possible psychodynamic
processes in infants.
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Uniqueness, Therapy, and Co-creation

OTHER THAN LIP SERVICE REITERATION OF AN OVERLY GENERAL AND

featureless belief that “of course relationships are unique,” little
thought has been devoted to questions related to the uniqueness of
relationships: How do relationships come to be unique? What are some
of the features of their uniqueness? It is a striking oversight because in
our work with patients we always work with the unique. Many models
that attempt to explain these questions, especially the question of how
one relationship has a unique effect on another, unknowingly limit and
constrain change processes and forms of uniqueness. These models
invoke notions of scripts, rule-governed structures, canonical forms,
narrative structures, schemes and schemas. These forms generate plenty
of orderliness but little uniqueness. In an extreme but typical example, a
narrative structure leaves little room for change or the emergence of
something new. It has order, a shape, and a form, a beginning, middle,
and end, but it is much the same every time. Moreover, these models fail
to see that all relationships would look alike were they were influenced
by a single preeminent model (e.g., the mother–infant relationship).

Much of what I present emerges from my long collaboration with T.
Berry Brazelton, Katherine Weinberg, and Marjorie Beeghly at the Child
Development Unit and from my early work with the Boston Change
Process Study Group (Boston CPSG).1 In this paper, I focus on the
uniqueness of several relational processes that express relational affect
and intentions (i.e., affective configurations or relational moves), past
knowing about how to be together (e.g., implicit relational knowing), and
the contexts that partners have regulated together (what I will call
thickness). These characteristics emerge from the past history of the
relationship, but I will try to show how these features add specificity to
aspects of what we generally lump into the term past history. Thus, I hope
that examining these characteristics of relationships can help us to
disaggregate how the past affects the present and the future. For example,
these features will help in understanding the difference between relation-
ships and “mere” interactions. A fundamental point I want to make is

1
At the time this paper was written, the members were Nadia Bruschweiler-Stern,

Alexandra Harrison, Karlen Lyons-Ruth, Alec Morgan, Jeremy Nahum, Lou Sander,
Dan Stern, and the author. Dr. Harrison and the author are no longer members of the
group.
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that uniqueness emerges out of mutual regulatory recurrent co-creative
interactive processes between the infant and another person from the
microtemporal level to more macrolevels of the interaction (Tronick, Als,
and Adamson, 1979; Tronick, Als, and Brazelton, 1980; Tronick, 2001,
2002b).

The Mutual Regulation Model

Uniqueness arises out of microregulatory socioemotional processes. My
Mutual Regulation Model (MRM) is an attempt to understand the mi-
croregulatory socioemotional processes that generate the unique features
of the relationship (Brazelton, Koslowski, and Main, 1974; Brazelton
and Yogman, 1986; Gianino and Tronick, 1988; Tronick, 1989; Brazel-
ton, 1992; see also Fogel et al., 1983; Beebe, Jaffe, and Lachmann, 1992;
Beebe and Lachmann, 1994; Belsky and Nezworski, 1998). Briefly, in
the mother–infant interaction, each partner communicates their affective
evaluation of the state of what is going on in the interaction, what Foscha
(2000) refers to as relational affects (e.g., feeling apart from, feeling in
synch), and their relational intention (e.g., continue, stop, be connected)
(Weinberg and Tronick, 1994). These communications are simultane-
ously expressed with what I and my colleagues call affective configura-
tions or relational moves (Weinberg et al., 1994). In response to their
partner’s relational moves each individual attempts to adjust his or her
behavior to maintain a coordinated dyadic state or to repair a mismatch
(Tronick and Cohn, 1989).

When mutual regulation is particularly successful—that is, when the
age-appropriate forms of meaning (e.g., affects, relational intentions,
representations; see Tronick 2002d, e) from one individual’s state of
consciousness are coordinated with the meanings of another’s state of
consciousness—I have hypothesized that a dyadic state of consciousness
emerges (Tronick et al., 1998; Tronick, 2002e). Though it shares char-
acteristics with intersubjective states, a dyadic state of consciousness is
not merely an intersubjective experience (Tronick, Als, and Brazelton,
1980). A dyadic state of consciousness has dynamic effects. It increases
the coherence of the infant’s state of consciousness and expands the
infant’s (and the partner’s) state of consciousness (Tronick et al., 1998;
Tronick, 2002b, d). Thus, dyadic states of consciousness are critical,
perhaps even necessary for development (Tronick and Weinberg, 1997).
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An experiential effect of the achievement of a dyadic state of conscious-
ness is that it leads to feeling larger than oneself. Thus, infants’ experi-
ence of the world and states of consciousness is determined not only by
their own self-organizing processes, but also by dyadic regulatory proc-
esses that affect their state of consciousness (Tronick et al., 1998; see
also Tronick, 2002a, for a dyadic account of the generation of moods).

Co-creation and the Increasing
Differentiation of Relationships

A fundamental principal of the MRM is that the form of the interaction
and the meaning of the relational affects and intentions that regulate the
exchange emerge from a co-creative process. Co-creative processes
produce unique forms of being together, not only in the mother–infant
relationship, but in all relationships. Co-creation emphasizes dynamic
and unpredictable changes of relationships that underlie their uniqueness.
I want to emphasize that I am not using the term co-creative as a
reformulated substitute for the more commonly used term co-construc-
tion. Co-construction contains a metaphor of a blueprint that implies a
set of steps for getting to an end state. Co-creativity implies neither a set
of steps nor an end state. Rather, it implies that when two individuals
mutually engage in a communicative exchange, how they will be to-
gether, their dynamics and direction are unknown and only emerge from
their mutual regulation. Thus, while we can look at an exchange that has
taken place and make a narrative account of it, we must realize that there
was no narrative or blueprint structuring the exchange before or even as
it was happening. Seeing this difference—that what has happened can
be narrated, but what is happening cannot be narrated—and holding on
to the distinction have critical implications for understanding what goes
on in relationships, including the therapeutic relationship (Boston CPSG,
2002; Tronick, 2002b).

A primary implication of the principle of co-creation is my relation-
ship differentiation hypothesis: relationships increasingly differentiate
from one another over time. That is, relationships become more and more
unique from one another over time as new forms of being together are
co-created. The development of relationships contrasts sharply with the
development of cognition. Cognition becomes increasingly abstract, de-
contextualized, schematized, and transferable. By contrast, relationships
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do not become increasingly general, they become more detailed; they do
not become more abstract, they become concrete; they do not become
increasingly decontextualized (i.e., depersonified), they become increas-
ingly personified, tied to an individual; they do not become more sche-
matized, they become increasingly specific; and they do not become
more universally applicable, they become less and less transferable. This
view of the differentiation of relationships contrasts to notions of RIGS
(Stern, 1985) or Model Scenes (Beebe and Lachmann, 1994), which see
interactive regulatory patterns as abstracted, depersonified ways of hav-
ing expectations about being with others. Though the issue is complex,
for me these concepts actually refer to a narrative of what happened and
not to the process of their co-creation at the time of their happening.

Another implication of co-creativity is that unlike many other ac-
counts of relational processes which see  interactive “misses”  (e.g.,
mismatches, misattunements, dissynchronies, miscoordinations) as indi-
cating something is wrong with an interaction, these “misses” are the
interactive and affective “stuff” from  which co-creative reparations
generate new ways of being together (Cohn and Tronick, 1989; Tronick,
1989). Instead there are only relationships that are inherently sloppy,
messy, and ragged and individuals in relationships that are better able,
or less able, to co-create new ways of being together (Tronick, 2002d,
e). Thus, there is no perfect or perfectible form of a relationship (e.g., the
ideal mother–infant relationship) nor would one want one, because it
would not change.

Co-creation and Nontransferability

Co-creation leads to unique features of the interaction at several levels
and because they are unique I think that they are not transferable to other
relationships. Uniqueness first emerges at the microtemporal level of
relational moves but the uniqueness of relationships does not only reside
at the microbehavioral level of relational moves (Stern et al., 1998;
Tronick, 1998; Boston CPSG, 2002). The co-creation of relational inten-
tions and affects and the recurrence of relational moves generate implicit
relational knowing about how to be together (Lyons-Ruth et al., 1998;
Lyons-Ruth, 1999). Implicit relational knowing is a form of implicit
knowledge about how we do things together. Implicit relational know-
ing comes in several forms. One is as an integration of the recurrent
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microinteractions of the dyad (Lyons-Ruth et al., 1998). These microin-
teractive knowings are found in the details of different unique games
played by the infant, for example, with the mother, with the father, or
with others. Even when the same behaviors occur in several dyads, the
meanings of the behavior in each relationship may be unique. For
example, mutual looks away by the mother and the infant mean “we are
teasing,” whereas with the father and infant the same manifest behavior
carries the meaning that we need to “pause and switch to something new.”
Moreover, the difference in the meaning of a piece of behavior between
individuals in a relationship is cryptic to other individuals. As a conse-
quence I have hypothesized that much of the knowing in one relationship
may be nontransferable to other relationships (Tronick, 2002d). As we
shall see, nontransferability has significance for how relationships influ-
ence other relationships.

A second kind of unique implicit knowledge is knowing how we are
able to work together (e.g., how we repair misses) no matter what the
content of the errors (Tronick, 2002e). Though I find the terminology
awkward, it is something like a metaprocedural knowing. For example,
out of the recurrence of reparations the infant and another person come
to share the implicit knowledge that “we can move into a mutual positive
state even when we have been in a mutual negative state.” Or, “We can
transform negative into positive affect.” Clearly this is a very powerful
piece of implicit knowing. This kind of knowing develops regardless of
the particular behaviors or relational moves that generated the mis-
matches and the reparations. Thus, one form of implicit relational know-
ing has to do with the specific things done in the interaction (e.g.,
idiosyncratic forms of common baby games such as peekaboo or click
games) whereas the metaprocedural kind is a more general way of
working together (e.g., “we repair mismatches this way”).

Nonetheless, both pieces of knowing are specific to a particular
relationship. They will not be found in the same way in other relation-
ships. However, my sense is that the metaprocedural (“how we work
together”) has an effect on the infant (and the other person) that the
microinteractive form does not. The metaprocedural knowing generates
ways of feeling about one’s self in relationships (e.g., “I feel effective,”
“I feel trustful”). Importantly, while implicit relational knowing may not
be transferable to other relationships, the feelings of self-in-relationships
that emerge from metaprocedural knowing are “brought” by the infant
into other relationships. These feelings can be seen in the infant who
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robustly approaches new people bravely and openly compared to the
infant who is wary and fearful. Brazelton (1995, personal communi-
cation) has talked about these feelings of self-in-relationship in de-
scribing nine-month-olds who already have developed a sense of their
mastery (“Yes, I can!”) in a relationship or a feeling of failure (“No,
I won’t try”). So, these feelings of self-in-relationship do affect how
the infant is with others and these forms will be critical when we
consider how one relationship can influence another (Brazelton and
Cramer, 1990).

Co-creation of Thickness

Another unique characteristic of relationships emerges from recurrent
experiences in different time-activity-contexts shared by a dyad. I refer
to this kind of uniqueness as thickness. Thickness refers to the variety of
time–activity contexts that are coexperienced and mutually regulated by
the infant and another. Time-activity-contexts include feedings, diaper
changing, putting to bed, playing with toys, and almost all other infant
activities. Each of these time-activity-contexts will develop particular
meanings, temporal organization, and sequential relations compared to
other time-activity-contexts (Hofer, 1994; Tronick, 2002a). Thus, the
thickness of the co-created experience of each dyad is unique.

For example, mothers (most typically) experience and coregulate
sleep and awake states with their infant. Many of these activities are not
experienced with others by the infant, or if they are they have a very
different regulatory organization. Furthermore, mothers most often feed
the infant, change the infant, play with the infant, and move through the
day with the infant with a regulatory pattern that is not shared by the
infant and another. The infant and the mother coregulate an especially
varied set of time-activity-contexts and they develop unique implicit
knowledge of how they are together in each of these contexts. Moreover,
for them the implicit knowledge from one context affects how other
contexts are experienced. For example, the mother implicitly knows
when the infant will be awakening and how he wakes up (“his mood in
the morning”; see Tronick, 2002a). She also knows what he likes to do
when he wakes up. Together they know how to be together at waking.
Thus, the mother–infant relationship is not only very thick, it is singularly
thick compared to other relationships. More generally, all relationships
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have some unique qualities because of the thickness of the time-activity-
contexts they share and the meanings co-created in those contexts.

An objection raised to the concept of thickness by one somewhat
(forgive me) “thick” colleague was that thickness was simply another
term for the past. Certainly thickness refers to the past and is but one
dimension of the past. However, I think it adds precision to the broad
concept of the past by focusing on the microregulatory process of
co-creating meanings in different time-activity-contexts and their recip-
rocal effects on one another. For me, the concept of thickness makes it
possible to disaggregate the past into different kinds of events (time-ac-
tivity-contexts) that can be identified and described, and at least theoreti-
cally, can be counted. Put another way, all relationships have different
pasts and what the concept of thickness does is to give us a way of seeing
one aspect of each relationship’s different past and enabling us to
characterize them as differing in their degree of thickness.

Relationships and “Mere” Interactions

The uniqueness of the meaning of relational moves, micro- and meta-
knowings, and thickness helps us to sort out the difference between
interactions and relationships. Simply put, relationships have unique
forms of these features whereas interactions lack them. For example,
when an infant interacts with a stranger, the interaction is characterized
by what Marilyn Davillier (personal communication, April 1999) calls
“Baby Small Talk” (BST). BST is a somewhat scripted form of interac-
tion and it lacks co-creativity. For example, though the infant and the
stranger are able to interact with one another, their implicit relational
knowing is severely limited and there is no thickness to their interaction.
Our research (Dixon et al., 1981) shows that the initial segment of an
infant–stranger interaction is characterized by BST. A five-month-old
infant initially smiles at the stranger and the stranger responds with a
smile. The interaction looks “good” for a brief time. There may be a
second set of mutual smiles. But then the interaction seems to run down.
The infant or the stranger tries something like a touching game but one
or the other fails to pick up on it. The interaction does not move on. Often
it ends up with the stranger at a loss as to what to do and the infant looking
away. They are not able to co-create a direction for the interaction. As
Davillier’s BST implies, this sequence is much like what happens when
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two people meet at a cocktail party and find they have nothing in common
(“Hello”; “Hello”; “What do you do? Oh.” “What do you do? Oh. . . .”
“Oh.” “I think I’ll get another drink,” said simultaneously).

The common feature between Davillier’s BST and adult small talk is
that both are scripted interchanges. They are limited, formal, canonical,
and fixed. They lack co-creativity. It will take more interchanges for the
infant and the stranger to co-create ways to be together before they begin
to generate thickness and specificity, if they ever can. They may not
succeed. Interacting with another many times is no guarantee that a
relationship will develop.  Some interactions (e.g., interactions with
neighbors) can occur often and have a long history, yet never get beyond
“small talk.” Of course, other interactions can be brief and nonetheless
generate uniqueness (e.g., falling in love). Thus, thinking in terms of the
co-creation of implicit relational knowing and thickness moves beyond
the general idea of having a history together to a delineation of what
happens and what is co-created when the pair is together. These qualities
begin to help us separate relationships from mere interactions and to think
about how relationships differ.

The Increasing Differentiation of Relationships and
Some Implications for the Mutual Influence of

One Relationship on Another Relationship

The ongoing co-creation of the unique features of relationships leads to
relationships becoming increasingly differentiated from each other. For
example, what the infant does with the mother, how many different things
they do together, and the meaning of what they do together are increas-
ingly specific and thick and differentiated from what is done with the
father. Moreover, though the differentiation of infant–adult relationships
is only implicitly representational in the usual sense of that word (Emde,
1983, but see Tronick, 2002a and below), as the infant develops cogni-
tive, linguistic, symbolic, reflective, and explicit representational ca-
pacities, further differentiation among relationships occurs in these
developmental forms of meaning (Tronick, 2002e). Additionally, this
developmental emergence of these different forms of meanings makes
relationships at every stage of development uniquely different from what
they were or will be at other stages of development. As a consequence
of differentiation, more and more of what is done in one relationship
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becomes increasingly nontransferable to other relationships. For exam-
ple, mutual looks between the mother and infant may mean “we are ready
for doing something special,” whereas with others, looking away may
mean “let’s take a break” (Brazelton, Koslowski, and Main, 1974).

Seeing this differentiation and resulting nontransferability of co-cre-
ated ways of being together raises the question of how does one relation-
ship affect another relationship. Taking possibly the most important
example, how does the mother–infant relationship, most likely the most
differentiated relationship, affect other relationships?

The answer offered by attachment theory is that the mother– infant
relationship  is the prototype  of  other  late  developing  relationships
(Bowlby, 1969, 1980; Ainsworth, 1993; Cassidy, 1994; Main, 1995,
1999; Sroufe, 1998). In contrast to the concerns focused on by the
model of co-creation of relationships, attachment theory shows less
concern for the dynamics of change in the mother–child relationship
over time even in the face of developmental changes in the child’s
emotional and cognitive capacities. It also is less concerned with the
issue of uniqueness of the mother–child relationship and how it is
influenced by other relationships. But, if not by prototypical proc-
esses, how might the mother–infant relationship, which does seem to
have an undeniable influence on other relationships, influence other
relationships? Or, to reformulate the question, how might an hypothe-
sis of a co-created and growing differentiation of relationships permit
the singular influence of specific features of the mother–infant rela-
tionship on the child’s and adult’s later relationships, and how might
other relationships influence it? (For a fuller discussion of the these
issues, including the question of the how relationships are sought after
for the own sake and not as a counterpoint for exploration, see
Brazelton, 1992; Tronick, 2002c.)

Dynamic Relationship Effects in an
Experiential Relational Space

For me an initial starting point is not to give up the ideas that each
relationship is singular and dynamically changing and that as each is
experienced and reexperienced it influences the other. Holding to co-
creativity and change, we can turn to the work of Freeman (1994) for
guidance.
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Relational Activation Processes (RAPs) in an
Experiential Relational Space (ERS)

Freeman (1994) has shown that the EEG activation pattern for an odor
in the olfactory cortex of the rabbit is different each time it is experienced.
Second, different odors nonetheless produce activation patterns and
responses that are differentiated from one another. Third, when a new
odor is introduced, the organization of all of the individual EEG patterns
of the previously experienced odors and the overall olfactory cortical
pattern are changed. Though there are constraints on the possible pat-
terns, Freeman found no fixed patterns or prototypes. Nonetheless, the
responses to the odors were veridical. Freeman’s interpretation is that
there is a dynamic array of odor activation patterns that reciprocally
influence one another. This array of patterns is contextualized in a
changing overall Gestalt of the olfactory space that allows for the
recognition of different odors. Though not part of Freeman’s account, an
assembling of odor activation patterns from different odors could be
thought of as the rabbit’s more integrated implicit knowledge of that
assemblage.

Applying Freeman’s thinking to relationships, I would first hypothe-
size that there are Relational Activation Patterns (RAPs) that are acti-
vated by different relational experiences. RAPs are analogous to the
activation patterns of different odors. Second, RAPs are dynamically
assembled in an experiential relational space (ERS) in an analogous
fashion to the assembling of odor activation patterns in the olfactory
cortex. The ERS may reside in the cingulate and other limbic structures
(Schore, 2001). Third, as with the assembling of many activation patterns
of odors from different odors in the olfactory space, the thickness of the
accumulated RAPs from the different time-activity-contexts experienced
in a relationship are assembled in the ERS. Furthermore RAPs are
contextualized by the overall Gestalt of RAPs in the ERS, just as
individual and assembled activation patterns of odors are contextualized
by the Gestalt of the activation patterns in the olfactory cortex.

The Dynamic Specific Influence of
Relationships on Other Relationships

This conceptualization of RAPs in an ERS is both dynamic and specific.
Dynamically, each time the infant interacts with a particular other, their
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RAPs and their assemblage of RAPs of the relationship change. This
change in RAPs is analogous to the change in the activation pattern of
the reexperienced odor. Critically, as with the odors, the change of RAPs
also affects the RAPs and the assemblages of RAPs of other relation-
ships. As a consequence, “all” the infant’s ways of being are changed.
Importantly, when a RAP is reinvoked by an interactive experience, the
change is not divorced from its past. Rather, it is influenced by the
integrated assembling of the relationship’s already existing RAPs and
the Gestalt of the RAPs in the ERS. Thus, RAPs are subject to a host of
changes that make each relationship dynamically singular (unique but
not static) and capable of influencing other relationships in unique ways.
But how might different relationships influence other relationships? I
think that processes related to the recurrence and the intensity of experi-
ence are critical to the effect of one relationship’s RAPs on another’s
RAPs. Returning to the infant–mother relationship, it is the more often
experienced relationship. Its assemblage of RAPs is singularly thick and
because of its thickness it is likely to take up more of  ERS. The
mother–infant relationship may be analogous to an intense odor that the
rabbit is exposed to far more times than it is exposed to other odors.

Much of the change arising out of recurrent infant–mother interactions
is likely to be small in magnitude and is likely to have only a small effect
on its RAPs and the RAPs of other relationships. However, occasionally
the assemblage of RAPs in the infant–mother relationship has a coher-
ence that generates a dyadic state of consciousness and a radical shift in
the relationship takes place (Tronick, 2001, 2002d). This dyadic state of
consciousness will generate a shift of the Gestalt of the RAPs pattern in
the ERS which will more powerfully affect the RAPs of the other
relationships in the ERS. Importantly, the effect is specific to the implicit
knowing of how the infant and mother are together. It is not some general
form or Davillier’s BST. Of course, it should be obvious that other
relationships can have similar small and large effects on other relation-
ships, including the infant–mother relationship.

However, this influence  does not require that the mother–infant
relationship (or any other relationship) have a fixed form. Again, building
on Freeman, the recurrent experience of the mother–infant relationship
and recurrent elicitation of its RAPs insures that its RAPs continue to
change. Each (re)experiencing of the relationship by the infant and
mother changes its characteristics. The mother and infant in their recur-
rent exchanges are continuously co-creating new ways of being together.
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Their RAPs are changing. Thus, the mother–infant relationship changes
because of its recurrent elicitation and the effect of other relationships
on it. But it still can have a powerful influence on other relationships
because of its thickness and size of its assemblage of RAPs in the ERS.
But most critically the kind of influence it has on other relationships is
constantly changing because it is changing. Thus, a co-creative model of
relationships can explain how the mother–infant relationship (and other
relationships) can influence other relationships without the infant–
mother relationship or any other relationship becoming fixed or the form
of its influence becoming fixed. Thus, the dynamics of co-created rela-
tionships and  their influence  is quite different from the notions of
influence embedded in prototypes, RIGS, schemata, and Model Scenes.

Infant Psychodynamics?

Let me make two more points before concluding. An emergent possibil-
ity from the concept of an ERS being formed in infancy is that there could
be infant psychodynamic processes (Tronick, 2002a). There are many
ways that these psychodynamics might play out. For me, the implicit
relational knowing of different relationships may come into conflict. “I
do this with my Mother, and never with my Aunt. But I want to.” In this
situation, there may be a dynamic conflict such as the loss or threat of
loss of the one or the other relationship. Controlling the cost of this
conflict might limit the infant’s possible actions, restrict the creativity of
the relationship, or even lead to a defensive turning away from the other
(Gianino and Tronick, 1988). For the most part we have neither seen
evidence of this sort of process nor have we looked for them, but see
Brazelton’s pioneering description of such a case (Brazelton, Young, and
Bullowa, 1971; see also Massie, 1982; Tronick, 2001). More generally
it is important to see that the concept of an ERS could incorporate
psychodynamics and unconscious processes. Thus, it is unlike many of
the neuroscience models that are essentially linear because they tend not
to deal with a dynamic unconscious and dynamic conflict.

Stuck in Infancy

The co-creative process of change presented here suggests that in therapy
with adults a focus needs to be on changing the patient’s and therapist’s
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way of being together, what the Boston CPSG has referred to as the
“something more other than insight process” of analysis (Tronick, 1998).
However, a problem in the Group’s thinking about psychodynamic
processes was that it was “stuck in infancy.” What I have come to
understand now, and what I mean by “stuck in infancy,” is that the Group
paid insufficient attention to dealing with the changes and differences of
infant and adult emotional and cognitive capacities, states of conscious-
ness (states of making sense of the world), and age-possible meanings
over the course of development.

The locus of change in the infant seems to be the terrain of implicit
relational intentions, knowings, and affect, which are the primary ele-
ments and age-possible meanings of the infant’s states of consciousness
(Tronick, 2002d). Were these the only forms of meaning available to the
adult patient and the therapist to work with, the “something more”
process of changing “infantile” ways of making sense of the world would
be the process of adult therapeutic change, for changing the adult’s sense
of the world. But the idea is “silly.” The adult patient and the therapist
have forms of age-possible meanings and ways of being together that are
qualitatively different from those of the infant (child, adolescent). Adult
states of consciousness include language, explicit knowing, different
forms of representation, self-regulation, analytic capacities, and much,
much more. Some of these are explicit, and many of them are implicit.
Relational intentions and affect may be the stuff of infant–adult interac-
tion, and certainly they are part of the therapist–patient interaction, but
they are not the only part, and they may not even be the most important
part. Words, symbols, representations, and insight do count for adults.
Not everything in adult therapy is the “something more than insight
process,” which becomes obvious once one begins to incorporate devel-
opmental change into one’s account.

As I see it, the patient and therapist co-create dyadic states of con-
sciousness of mature minds. Though their dyadic states of consciousness
may contain some elements of dyadic states of consciousness co-created
by an infant and an adult, their dyadic states of consciousness contain
things that are fundamentally different. Thus, we need to understand how
these mature elements work during therapy if we are to understand the
change process of mature minds; that is, our thinking about therapeutic
change processes needs “to grow up” (Fonagy and Target, 1998; Tronick,
2002d, e).
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Conclusion

My goal has been to move beyond the aphorism that “of course all
relationships are unique.” Uniqueness is generated by co-creative regu-
latory processes. At the base of relational uniqueness are inherently
sloppy microtemporal communicative processes expressing relational
intentions, affects, and knowings that are then further elaborated, re-
paired, and apprehended by co-creative processes. Intentions and rela-
tional affects are on the border of the objective and the subjective. On
the one hand, they are observable in behavior. On the other hand, their
meaning is only (at best) subjectively known to individuals. From the
co-creative workings at the microlevel, other unique qualities emerge
such as metaimplicit knowings and thickness. These qualities distinguish
relationships from mere interactions and they can be used to distinguish
one relationship from another.

The growing differentiation of relationships, including their differen-
tiation in the domains of emerging developmental capacities, their ongo-
ing dynamics and the nontransferability of ways of being together, raises
a question about how any relationship could serve as a model for other
relationships. Specifically, it makes it unlikely that mother–infant rela-
tionship could serve as the prototype for other relationships. However,
by holding to the assumptions that each relationship is unique and
dynamically changing, it becomes possible to conceptualize a process of
mutual influence among relationships with a changing mother–infant
relationship having a greater influence, but not the only and not a
unidirectional influence, on other relationships. To help account for this
process view of reciprocal influences among relationship, I have turned
toward Freeman’s work on the olfactory cortex. I have proposed a
conceptualization of an ERS containing RAPs of relationships residing
in the right limbic system. RAPs of relationships dynamically maintain
their identity and mutually influence one another.

The conceptualization of co-creative regulatory processes suggests
that there are many ways to induce change in therapy and that change
can come through many domains. Infants may only live in the implicit
but children and adults do not. The uniqueness of child/adult–therapeutic
relationships, their relational affects and intentions, implicit relational
knowings, and thickness, come in many forms and these polymorphs of
how to be together are part of what therapy needs to change. However,
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no one process, be it implicit or explicit, will be sufficient to induce
change. The possible forms of change processes must be determined and
explored along with the interplay of explicit insight-oriented work and
work on implicit relational affects and intentions. We have made some
headway in understanding developmental change and therapeutic change
at the implicit level. Now we need to move along to understanding how
to change other forms of knowing how to be together.

To accomplish this work, I believe we must give up the ideas that
things are preformed and formed only inside the individual. Instead we
need to see that most change emerges from co-creative processes con-
strained by background processes, though as Modell (personal commu-
nication, 2001) has emphasized to me, not everything is dyadic, some
things do happen within the privacy of the self. Most important, we must
come to see that dyadic states of consciousness—states of age-possible
meaning—are the fundamental terrain of therapeutic and developmental
change and the uniqueness of relationships.
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