OBSCURING AND NOT GETTING TO THE KEY TO THE PROBLEM

Usable draft
Here is an interaction between Nora and Kevin: 

	WHAT OCCURRED OR WAS PERCEIVED
	ACTUAL?

	1. N said “police ahead.”
	Yes

	2. K said oh, it looks like they’re occupied.  
	Yes

	3. N perceived that there was a “tone”
 


	No, assumption and interpretation was dominant.
 Actual was K had “nothing on it”.


In truth K had “nothing on it” and was not defending and had no reaction and was simply talking out loud.  The counselor appeared to accept that there was a tone, saying there had to be something revealed in that, probably assuming that K had a reaction.  The session then got off point, in not questioning the assumption of a “tone” that meant something.
N interpreted whatever was in the voice as meaning something else and did not check it out.  Not checking it out allowed a non-existent problem to persist.  This is what the counselor could have addressed productively. 
If the counselor leaves it at “hearing” N say there was a tone, then N is left with thinking that she actually heard a tone and believing that it was true.  It would have been better for the counselor to have her question her perception, so that this part in the chain does not hold it in place.  In this case, it is worthwhile to see if N is projecting something onto K and assuming he reacts the same way she does, which is not true and if believed can do some damage.  
The result: a key problem causer is left in place.  N will continue it.  It has not been “completed”.    

	IF YOU DO NOT COMPLETE,
YOU’RE DOOMED TO REPEAT.


The meeting continued with the “resolution” being for each to do some writing and getting in touch with their feelings (using a form designed to elicit responses), to end up with a comforting mantra, and to have K take responsibility for having done “something” and been at cause.
  (Counselor said to K, I can see in this session from the communication what the problem is, you’re defending
 and you’ve got to take responsibility for it.)  

These were all “helpful” and valid, but did they help “complete?”  
What could be added that would be useful?  
To go through what actually happened in the conversation. 
It appears that the counselor might be more focused on or concerned about: 
1. Each taking responsibility, 
2. Not taking inventory
 or blaming it on the other (so any information from one partner about the other is cut off
). 
3. Having K realize that he is a personality type x, and therefore will tend to react a certain, predictable way.   
(And that may obscure either the perception or the message.)
The fact that she has a “stupid tape” is mentioned, but that is not handled.  It is just acknowledged as a possible cause for the upset.  Well, if it is the cause, then it is the main thing to be addressed, the only question being how to do that in a way that works. We could leave it in place or we could address it and remove 90% of it.   Where do you think the biggest payoff would be?
  
Where did the counselor focus and/or complete?

	LEVELS TO WORK WITH
	Ptr N
	Ptr K

	Deal with the basis of the trigger.
	NO
	NO

	Deal with perceptions around the trigger.
	NO
	NO

	Cut off the trigger after it has happened so stop reactivating it.
	YES
	YES


Inhibiting rules appear to have been used and those were useful to help understand or control a portion of the chain
, but they also must be considered in a larger context – one to get to the bottom of it all.  

The questions that should be asked are:  What occurred here? And what do we need to deal with?
	WHAT HAPPENED?
	RATINGS


	1.  Innocent, helpful comment made.


	Strength of feeling 0, blame 0

	2.  Innocent response
	Strength of feeling 0, blame 0

	3.  Incorrect interpretation
	Blame 6+, strength of N feeling “know” the interpretation was correct 10


	4.  Upset occurred in N from her belief 

     that her interpretation was in fact true.
	Strength of feeling 6+


The conclusion

The conclusion from this approach would be that the interpretation was what caused the problem and that, underneath that, is her believing that her interpretation was accurate.  And what caused the degree of the reaction is probably based on another belief, probably that the person needs to constantly defend herself against any attack, possibly to do with the “stupid” tape.  Those issues and ways of dealing with things must be handled directly and some education needs to take place.  
The treatment plan
1. Learn that perception is not always accurate and not to believe it is true.  

2. Learn about “filters” that cause one to perceive something different than it actually is.

3. Learn about what “projection”
 actually is.

4. Learn that it is her responsibility for all of her emotions.

5. Learn that the viewpoints of “blame” and “resentment” do not work and are not “accurate” nor valid.
  

6. Deal with the “stupid” tape and all the education that goes around that. (This might have to be done in separate sessions.  It would be best that she share with K what went on in the situations, or if she is unwilling, to have the counselor delve into what is going on
).
7. Make sure that while the more important issues that are the cause of the problem are being dealt with, that rules and ways of communicating are set up, and agreed upon (but are not the main point of the treatment plan!!!). 

� Later shared with the therapist the “perception”.


� “Made-ups” are dangerous when they are believed to be the truth.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.landmarkeducation.com" ��www.landmarkeducation.com� for an effective source of education on this.


� But K already accepts the viewpoint that he is “at cause” over everything, as a useful assumption and pretty true if it is expanded to say that a person could have done something different and known something more.  But there is no concept of “fault” in here. 


� He wasn’t in this case, as his response was absolutely neutral.


� This is where you (usually) list the bad traits or mistakes of the other, usually construed to be in a defense or blaming mode to get off your responsibility.  Additionally, when the other partner is present, it might be offensive or appear to be a way to get out of being responsible. 


� If that is the case, then a separate meeting might be useful, so that the other partner is protected from the perception, which could possibly be useful.  


� The closer to the initial facilitator the more powerful the effect.  Cut the chain at the beginning and it stops the whole chain.  


� If the purpose was to adjust the couple’s style of interaction in terms of using methods, then the purpose might have actually been accomplished in this case.  If the purpose was to have a better overall relationship, then this was missed.


� On a scale of 1 to 10, strength of knowing that is accurate, strength of feeling, amount blame the other….  Anger annoyance, clarity of what did…


� She believes it was true.  This is the key problem as it is holding the whole thing in place.  Without that there is no upset. 


� In this case, she “projected” onto K that he would feel or react the way she might or the way a particular parent might have reacted.


� In my opinion, everyone should learn the type of thinking and the viewpoints based on truth (rather than fiction) by studying the materials written by L.S. Barksdale and available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncaddoc.org" ��www.ncaddoc.org�.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.thelifemanagementalliance.com" ��www.thelifemanagementalliance.com� , Psychology, Confidence/Self-Esteem, To see  offerings (my listing and explanation and recommended supplementary materials)and print order form: � HYPERLINK "http://www.thelifemanagementalliance.com/Resources/BarksdaleProdLst.doc" \t "_self" �Barksdale Materials and Order Form�


� The counselor or N might have to specify what behavior is needed on K’s part to best have it feel safe for N to share this.
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