ASSUMING, MIND-READING, AND INTERPRETING 
VERSUS 
VERIFYING, CLEARING UP AND CLEANING UP
	Ethics is brought into place by asking, and answering, the question:

What can be done to bring about the greatest good for all concerned?




How does the following statement turn into meaning the following interpretation?

Partner B is having extreme back pains and is taken out of the game, in a sense, by being less able to participate in physical activities or even in love making.  Partner B has indicated before that she feels guilty about not being physically loving enough.

Partner A says:  I love you and will always be with you and support you as long as you love me.  (Partner A is indicating understanding and acceptance and implying that she need not be worried about it and can be secure in his love, as she controls his being there, since she controls the ability to being loving with him.)
Partner B says, seemingly with some irritation and more like a statement than an inquiry:  When will you ever be convinced that I love you?  What do I have to do?

The conversation dies at that point.

How did Partner B turn the initial statement saying that Partner A has unconditional love for her and will, quite logically, be there for her with the only condition being that she loves him (a support statement) into “I’m not convinced you love me?”  Surely, they don’t equate.  (Yes, one could construct a path to that conclusion, but that is only one of many paths.)
There is much interpretation and adding stories to what actually happened or was said.  This is the source of much conflict and problems and it would seem to be something that is worthwhile to handle if a couple wants to have a well functioning relationship. 
Even when Partner A attempts to say what was meant, but the conversation is cut off by saying, aggressively, “You’re always trying to correct me!”

How is “I didn’t say that, let me tell you what I actually meant” (said calmly) equal to “I am correcting you because you are deficient” - which then turns into “Partner A is always saying something is wrong with me.”  (Yes, we can understand how that is created in the human mind and accept that that is our natural tendency.  The question here is not about it being “wrong” for that to happen.  It is about “how could we make this work better for the good of all concerned?”) 
There is a natural filter here.  It is the “I better always look for what is a threat and try to protect myself from it because I’m afraid of it.”  This is “bringing the past” into the present and repeating the past, rather than being fully present and doing your best to generate a great future and/or present state of being
.    If there is a “hair trigger”, where it is easily set off, then that adds to the quickness of the interpretation that it is a threat and it cuts off the brain, succeeding in cutting off the conversation or resolution process.
This is the reason that a couple, until they learn to communicate, needs to “disengage” by doing “time-outs” and using various communication techniques to be sure each is owning their own emotions and holding interpretations as not necessarily being true.
  
For a couple to communicate they both need to learn certain things.  If either one rebuffs the learning by being insulted or just by not wanting to put forth the effort to do it, then no progress is made.  Sometimes, one person will know considerably more in this area than the other, but that does not mean anyone is considering the other to be “stupid” or deficient.

The couple needs to learn: (checkmark those you agree you might best learn more about and which you already practice; indicate if you are willing to and will learn these.)
	I do

	Learn

	
	I  Will learn

	
	
	Knowing more of “how to say something” in an area that might have sensitivity and that seeing this sensitivity is an imperfect process.
	

	
	
	How to be receptive to the other’s communication and accepting that the communication process will not be perfect.

	

	
	
	That perception is not reality.

	

	
	
	That there is interpretation inserted in there.
	

	
	
	That the message received is not necessarily the one sent or meant.
	

	
	
	Tolerance for all the above.
	

	
	
	That communications must be “verified” by checking out any assumptions, avoiding mind-reading, and checking out any interpretations.
	

	
	
	Knowing you are strong enough to not overreact to imagined “threats”
	

	
	
	Knowing that the other is your partner and is not really interested in hurting or attacking you
	

	
	
	Since I know that the mind can take things and build up incredible stories about them, I promptly check them out and clear them up instead of letting them fester into the potentially fatal resentments and/or hostilities.  
	

	
	
	I accept that as partners we can “teach” the other things and not have that be offensive.

	

	
	
	I understand that if I want to have constructive conversations I must learn to stop my “reactivity”
 machine from sabotaging. 
	

	
	
	I communicate with no blame, telling the internal truth and attempting to describe accurately “what is”.  
	

	
	
	I understand that just telling everything on my mind may not be helpful and that I need to reformulate it into a useful, truly communicative form.

	

	
	
	There is a difference between wanting to clear up something and “defending” per se.  Naturally, it is not good to let negative misperceptions continue to exist.
	

	
	
	Having “goodwill” toward each other, allowing for “imperfections” and supporting each other in our mutual growth is an underlying assumption that serves us well. 
	


There is no truth in thinking that I am deficient or being accused of being deficient if there is anything I can learn to better the relationship.  There is no “right/wrong” in there; it is only about workability.
    FORMCHECKBOX 
 I agree with this statement.

    FORMCHECKBOX 
 I don’t agree with it and/or I need some additional understanding of it.

          FORMCHECKBOX 
 And I will request information to help me understand this better. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 I recognize that if I come up with an objection or a statement that the other is saying I am deficient that I am cutting off the continuation of the conversation and the ultimate resolution. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 I am insulted by this process and even that someone would ask me to engage in it.  I’m not deficient and I think this implies that I am.

Select one:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 I want to move forward and am willing to do what it takes for myself and for us to 
     achieve a high level of functioning in our relationship.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 I would like to move forward and would like to resolve the conflicts we are creating, 

     but there is no hurry and we’ll get to it.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 I don’t really want to address this stuff, except maybe minimally, and I choose to keep 

      having the conflicts we’re having.

What I will do about this is:  
      FORMCHECKBOX 
 ___________________________________

      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Take a three hour class on communication.
      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Take a weekend workshop on communication.

      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Explore and sign up for a good relationship workshop.

      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Read one relationship book

      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Read several relationship books

      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Do counseling where the counselor determines the frequency needed to resolve 

            what needs to be resolved.

      FORMCHECKBOX 
 Read the relevant pieces on the website www.thelifemanagementalliance.com. 

� Essentially, you can visualize the whole process as two little kids reacting and “fighting” with each other, using the tools that kids create to try to make life work.  However, those “tools” were made up by a pre-logical person without sufficient perspective to decide what would be effective.  When we choose to deal with things at an adult, rational level, using adult tools, life goes much better!!!!!!


� This is a lesson that most people understand to some degree, but usually need some training to fully install it into an active part of one’s repertoire (just like any skill!).  It is taught rather well, I think, by the Landmark Forum (go to � HYPERLINK "http://www.landmarkeducation.com" ��www.landmarkeducation.com�). 


� Read the “Underlying Basics of Life Part I and Part II”, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.thelifemanagementalliance.com" ��www.thelifemanagementalliance.com� , under Life Management.


� When these assumptions come up from a person’s thinking, they reflect unsettled issues from childhood.  Each person needs to be able to “own” those as their having generated it and not blame it on the other person.  Each of us needs to accept that the other has these occurring and not make fun of them, as we each need to be able to reveal these freely to each other without fear of rejection in some form.  When a couple is able to freely share these, then they have reached a high level of functioning for the good of the relationship!


� I already practice this pretty much.


� It would be good for me (and probably my partner also) to learn to do this.


� Either partner cannot communicate completely if the other is always objecting or “reacting” to what is said.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.thelifemanagementalliance.com" ��www.thelifemanagementalliance.com�, Relationships, Communication “Seeing Reality And Perception as Often Different”.


� There is a general rule here that is made up to avoid triggering a child reaction from the other.  It is set up to cut off the possibility of the other interpreting that something is wrong with me, you are putting me down, you are putting yourself in a superior position by trying to teach me (you aren’t my mother! [or father]  Who do you think you are!)  But if two people are able to largely stay in their adult, that rule is no longer needed since what it is designed to protect against, no longer exists!  The couples I have seen attain this level are “on fire” and moving forward at an exciting pace, very strongly supporting each other. (Of course the rule of “asking permission to give advice or inputs” applies and the couple in the latter instance has given blanket permission as they have learned not to overreact.)


� When something happens, a person can either react or respond.  Reacting is a process where there is no intervention between stimulus and response.  The outside event is essentially the “cause” of the response.  In “responding”, the person takes charge and intervenes by asking questions to clarify what response would be appropriate.  A person who is “responsible” is exerting control over the responses; a person who is being reactive is giving control to random thoughts and outside events. 


� There is a significant difference between vomiting toxic thoughts all over the place and engaging in a well-thought out or well-intentioned discussion designed toward resolution or authentic disclosure.  Part of this has to do with owning one’s own “stuff” and not making “you” statements (I resent you because you did …).  Irresponsible communication doesn’t work.  Nor does it work to say:  Well, you wanted me to communicate and I did and it didn’t work, so I don’t think I’ll do that again (this is like a child’s tantrum or misunderstanding fear reaction). 
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