8. Research findings – Hypotheses regarding categories and sub-categories
In this section we will present the primary research findings verbally and via graphs. We will do so via a description of the research process, according to the methodology of constructivist qualitative research that is partially focused on criteria.

What are categories? In qualitative research we implement a defined categorical array in which data segments are embedded into categories that represent their characteristics. The categorical array of this study underwent processes of examination and appropriation during data analysis and meets the standards of validity and reliability that are characteristic of qualitative research (X).  Qualitative research methodology that is partially focused on criteria views the defined categorical system as the unifying glue of the phenomenon under study. The theory and the research questions determine the character of an a priori categorical system, while the remaining research processes engage in an ongoing dialogue with the categories (Shkedi).
We will now return to the theoretical conceptualization that has served as an anchor from the beginning of this research study and throughout, the SP theory.  In an attempt to examine its relevancy and explore its components, we organized all collected data according to a categorical array of meanings that were derived from this theory and were provided at the outset of this study. These are the a priori categories. This categorical array prevented us from losing direction while analyzing the data and while presenting the research findings.

A. The Primary Research Hypothesis – Relationship with Trauma - Findings
From the moment that an event, which the individual experiences as traumatic
, occurs, a relationship between the individual and the trauma is established which will go on for life. The individual’s relationship with the trauma manifests itself in their inward and outward relationships with the self, the body and the other (P.XX)

The transition from this primary hypothesis into a priori categories is expressed in two levels - a super-category at the top of the category tree and sub-categories on the second branch of the category tree.
A.1 The First Level of the Category Tree, the Super-Category – Emotions, Cognitions, and Behaviors
First, we organized the theoretical conceptualization of the research hypothesis, the relationship with trauma, in the super-category via one unit of meaning that bundled together the following three characteristics: emotions, cognitions, and behaviors. The external dimension of a relationship is represented by behaviors, while the internal dimensions of a relationship are represented by emotions, and cognitions (XX). 
We organized all data segments that were characterized by emotions, cognitions, and/or behaviors under this super-category. We decided to exclude the remaining data segments that were found to be categorically irrelevant from the categorization process and data analysis. In other words, these irrelevant data segments will not appear at other levels on the category tree.

The content meaning of the segments that were found to be irrelevant was primarily characterized by background and context descriptions. (Reference to the significance of this element will be discussed in the discussion and conclusions section of this paper).
Red

A.2. The Second Level of the Category Tree, Sub-Categories – Body, Self, and Other
The quality of the categorical system at the second level of this study’s category tree is also derived from the theoretical conceptualization of the relationship with trauma. More specifically, this stage is more acute in the way it is expressed in the relationship with the body, in the relationship with the self, and in the relationship with the other (Further delineation in chapter XX, page XX). 
The sub-categories, or the the units of meaning at the second branch of the category tree are comprised of *cognitions, emotions, and behaviors in relation to the body,* cognitions, emotions, and behaviors in relation to the self*, and cognitions, emotions, and behaviors in relation to the other.*
All the data segments from the super-category (as described above), emotions, cognitions, and/or behaviors, were analyzed according to their meaning and organized onto three branches at the second level of the category tree. These three categories are body, self, and other.
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A.3. Findings, Graph 1    Relevancy of the data
Blue represents the percentage of data segments that were found to be relevant and were analyzed via the category tree.
Orange represents the percentage of data segments that were found to be irrelevant to the categorical units of meaning and were, therefore, excluded from analysis via the category tree.

Of all the data content, interviews, observations, and impressions that were collected from the six participants in the group at four different points, XX% was found to be relevant to the categorical units of meaning at the first and second levels of the category tree: emotions, cognitions, and behaviors in relation to the body, the self, and/or the other.
A large proportion of the data was found to be relevant and was, therefore, entered for analysis in the a priori category tree.
In summary, there appears to be a relationship with trauma.

B. Primary Research Hypothesis – The Relationship With Trauma Can Change –Findings
We examined the theoretical conceptualization of the research hypothesis (i.e. that the relationship with trauma can change) by putting it to the test – exploring if a change in the relationship with trauma actually occurs.  To do so, we conducted a comparative analysis between the data descriptive of the relationship from the first interview to the data descriptive of the relationship from the last interview (i.e. before vs. after data). First, we familiarized ourselves with the array of sub-sub categories at the third level of the category tree that describe the different relationship types. We then compared the before and after sub-sub categories. 
We will present the array of sub-categories, which will enable us to view the findings from the comparative analysis (Graph 2, will be displayed in this chapter, in section 2.c).

C. Research Hypothesis – Secure Presence – Findings

C.1. The Third Level on the Tree Diagram – Sub-Sub categories – Three Central Axes, Six Types of Relationships.

It is expanding the capacity to contain different “self-states” (Bromberg, 1998) and to
 move among them that allows the process of changing the relationships with the trauma (p.XX). What allows this important movement among the different self-states? We call this capacity “Secure Presence” (XX). We define secure presence as the individual’s capacity to maintain continuous, long-lasting and integrative relationships, in between the self, the body, and the other (XX). 

A deliberate organization of the data according to category and case encourages an organization according to “patterns.” Organizing the products of the analysis into patterns emphasizes certain characteristics that are significant to the phenomenon under study. This type of organization does not change the analysis but, rather, allows a data presentation with certain characteristics at its center (Shakedi quote). 
At the third level of the category tree, we bundled together the primary patterns that resulted from the analysis. These patterns were found to describe different types of relationships and are expressed as meaningful units or sub-sub categories. This is the lowest branch on the category diagram and is the branch that holds the units of content from the data segments. We created the names of the sub-sub categories via a conceptualization process that ran parallel to the analysis of the data. The names are the combined product of experiential knowledge, of knowledge derived from relevant literature in the field, and of information provided to us by the participants (Charmaz, 1995). The goal was for the names to reflect what the sub-sub categories represent (Strauss & Corbin, 1990 (Shkedi 444). This level represents the SP a priori theoretical conceptualization, which is detailed in the research hypothesis section (Chapter XX, pg. XX). 

Three dominant axes were found to characterize relationships:

Temporary Long Lasting

Detached Integrative

Periodical Consistent

Each of the three relationship types was found to be characterized by these axes: relationship to the body, relationship with the self, and relationship with the other. In other words, a branch divided into these six sub-sub categories extends from each of the three sub-categories at level two of the category tree (body, self, and other). The third level of the category tree in this study is comprised of three groups of six sub-sub categories. 
In order not to impose the a priori theoretical conceptualization and to allow room for a constructivist position, of a lack of clarity when understanding the phenomenon under study as intrinsic to the human experience and of the behavior of humans and society 
(Shkedi XX) we created a categorical unit with open meaning, a seventh category at each branch at the third level of the category tree called “Something Else.” During the analysis, we repeatedly returned to this categorical unit with the goal of exploring if other shared meanings exist (its significance will be delineated in the discussion and conclusions section of this paper).
Now that we have exposed all components of the category tree, we will return to the primary research hypothesis – that the relationship with trauma can change. We, too, will present the findings in the next section.

2.C. Findings, Research Hypothesis, Graph 2 - Before vs. After

The blue represents the data that was collected from the six women during the interviews that preempted the group sessions. This data was analyzed and categorized according to its description of relationships with the body and/or the self and/or the other according to the six units of meaning emphasized via the three axes at the third level of the category tree.


The yellow represents all the data that was collected from the six women at the last interview, 4 years after the group sessions concluded. This data was analyzed and categorized according to its description of relationships with the body and/or the self and/or the other according to the six units of meaning emphasized via the three axes at the third level of the category tree.
There is an obvious shift between data collected before the group began (i.e. before) and data collected at the last interview (i.e. after).
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It is particularly clear that the change is not linear, meaning there is a backwards and forwards movement.
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The changes on the following axes were particularly dominant:
Detached Integrative

Periodical Consistent
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Before and after, there is an equally dominant presence of data on the Temporary - Long Lasting axis. A content analysis of each of the sub-sub categories on this axis shows a significant qualitative change between the data provided before and after.
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In the before vs. after comparison, changes are apparent within each of the six categories that characterize the relationship types. In other words, when the six participants’ before and after data was compared, a change in the emotions, cognitions, and behaviors in the participants’ relationship to the self, the body, and the other is apparent.
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In summary, the relationship with trauma changes.
C.3. Research hypothesis – Secure Presence – Findings From the Analysis of the Associations Between the Sub-Sub Categories

A common pattern was found, especially in that it repeated itself across each one of the women throughout the process.
RED

C.4. Red

In this section we visually and verbally described the primary findings from our study. The findings support our primary research hypothesis, that there exists a relationship with the trauma and that the relationship with trauma can change.
In the next section we will discuss the significance and analysis of the findings, and we’ll discuss if they support the research question.
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�Hebrew unclear. What do you mean?





