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(1)  Behavior-setting theory includes two key assumptionél First, the individuals who perform in
a giving setting are thought to be more or less interchangeable. Even a complete turnover in
participants does not change the activities one would see in that setting,

Second, it is a key assumption that setting themselves generate the forces necessary for their
own maintenance and survival. Behavior setting are seen to possess “force” that, in the interest
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of keeping the setting going (homeostasis), impel their occupants to perform the standing
behavior patterns and confirm to setting programs. These homeostatic forces are organized into
several formats, including:

1. Program circuit, which represent the agenda connecting people to the required sequence
of behavior patterns. In a church service, for example, the congregation stands or sits in
unison at the appropriate times, as indicated by the organized ceremony of worship. Ina
classroom children do seat work and recite when called upon. Even long-term patients
in mental hospitals will eat when brought to a dining room.

2. Goal circuits, which represent the confluence of participants’ individual needs with -
specific experiences or products provided by the setting. The motivations of those
attending a church service, for example, are typically congruence with the specific kinds
of social and spiritual satisfactions such a setting provides. Similarly, the effectiveness
of a school is partly based on the assumption that children are motivated to learn what the
school is teaching. Problem can arise when a child is “unmotivated,” i.e., does not
actively engage the program circuit provided by school setting.

3. Deviation-countering circuits, which reduce or eliminate behavior that deviates from the
program. A baby crying loudly during a wedding ceremony elicits prompt efforts by
those nearby to quiet the child. A person who eats in a library will be asked to stop. Even
a celebrity who hires a prostitute to participate in an “obscene act” will be stopped and
arrested when the act is performed in public, as was the British actor Hugh Grant.

4. Veto circuit, which result in the ejection of a nonconforming occupant from the setting.
The crying baby who cannot be quiet during a solemn ceremony will usually be ushered
quickly away from the setting.

2) The Expectancy-value theories that place such an emphasis on perseverance also have an
important role for disengagement. In general, giving up is treated as a wholly undesirable
response. The emphasis has been on the failure per se. Indeed, giving up has sometimes
been equated with “helplessness,” in which the person subsequently fails to exert effort
toward a wider variety of goals. Further thought makes it apparent, however, that this is too
simple a picture.
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To talk about the consequences of failure, one must make a distinction between giving up
effort and giving up commitment to the goal. Reducing effort while staying committed has
clear negative consequences in the form of distress. The person is stuck—not trying, yet
unable to turn away. If commitment to the goal can be dissolved, however, failure at goal
attainment does not have these consequences. With no commitment to the unattainable goal,
there’s no basis for distress over the fact that the goal cannot be attained.

What determines goal commitment? It depends partly on the goal’s value—its perceived
importance. Real helplessness occurs when a goal cannot be reached and also cannot be
abandoned, because it matters too much. What determines a goal’s importance? To answer
this question properly, we must address the principal of hierarchicality among the goal values
of the self.

We believe that goals provide the structure that defines people’s lives. The goals of the
self take a variety of forms. Some are concrete, others are more abstract and ephemefal.
What makes one goal matter more than another? Generally speaking, the higher in the
hierarchy a goal is, the more important it is. Concrete action goals acquire importance from
the fact that attaining them serves the attainment of broader, more abstract goals. The
stronger the link between a concrete goal and the deepest values of the self, the more
important is that concrete goal.

Unimportant goals are easy to disengage from. Important ones are hard to disengage from,
because giving them up creates a disruption with respect to higher-level core values of the self.
Thus, giving up on an important goal is difficult and painful.

The disruption at the higher order can potentially be remedied, however. How? The
answer derives from the fact that people often can engage in diverse activities to satisfy a
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given higher order goal. For example, many actions serve as pathways to maintaining good
health, including exercising, healthful eating, taking vitamins, getting regular checkups, and
avoiding cigarettes and alcohol. The pathways to a given higher order goal sometimes
compensate for one another, so that if progress in one path is impeded, the person can shift
efforts to a different path.

Sometimes disengagement involves shifting from one activity to another. Sometimes it
involves only scaling back from a lofty goal in a given domain to a less demanding one. This
is a disengagement, in the sense that the person is giving up the first goal while adopting the
lesser one. By scaling back the goal—giving up in a small way—the person keeps trying to
move ahead, thus not giving up in a larger way.

More generally, disengagement appears to be a valuable and adaptive response when it
leads to—or is tied to—the taking up of other goals. |
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v.s. psychophysiological assessment.
introjection v.s. projection

internalization v.s. externalization (Epston)
disengagement v.s. enmeshment

Socratic dialogue (Beck) v.s disputing (Ellis)
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