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J. William Pfeiffer


A person’s interpersonal life is dependent on that person’s facility for making his or her thoughts, feelings, and needs known to others and on that person’s receptiveness to the attempts of others to share similar data with him or her. Communication, a multifaceted phenomenon, is the result of efforts by individuals toward this end. Communication can be considered in simplistic terms as the sending and receiving of messages, as both elements must be present for communication to take place. However, the fundamental transaction of message sent and received does not presuppose that communication has occurred. Often, it has only partially occurred or has been aborted entirely as a result of the circumstances surrounding the occasion when the communication attempt was made. These circumstances may be environmental, emotional, verbal-skill oriented, phenomenological, or resulting from a host of conditions present within the individuals who are attempting to relate.


An analogy may help to clarify the concept of the effect of circumstances on the effectiveness of sending and receiving messages. In the late afternoon when you observe a sunset, the sun often appears to be a deep red, larger and less intense than it seems at midday. This is due to the phenomenon of refraction, the bending of the light rays as they pass through the earth’s atmosphere, and the higher density of dust in the air through which the light passes as the sun goes down. The sun has already moved below the horizon, but it is still in sight because its emissions are distorted by the conditions of the medium through which they must travel. In a similar way the messages that we send to one another are often refracted by intrapersonal, interpersonal, and environmental conditions that contribute to the atmosphere in which we are relating. I may distort my message to you by giving out mixed messages verbally and symbolically, and you may distort what you hear because of your own needs and experiences. The two of us may be located in an environment, physical and psychological, that contributes to the difficulty in clearly sharing what we intend. In an atmosphere of suspicion, for example, we may both become unduly cautious in our communication.


Although it is unlikely that totally nonrefracted communication is a possibility over time between any two people or with significant others with whom we must deal interpersonally, an awareness of conditions that block and alter the intention of sent and received messages may produce less refraction and better communication in the long run.


Some of the conditions that cause refraction can be labeled and examined in light of their impact on effective communications:


n	preoccupation


n	emotional blocks


n	hostility


n	charisma


n	past experiences


n	hidden agendas


n	inarticulateness


n	stereotyping


n	physical environment


n	mind wandering


n	defensiveness


n	relationships


n	status


1. Preoccupation. A person who is focusing on internal stimuli may listen in such a way that none of the message comes through or so little of it that he or she cannot grasp the message appropriately and may respond in such a way that the blocking of the message is apparent. A story is told of a columnist in New York who attended numerous cocktail parties and had come to believe that a certain socialite was so preoccupied with making an outstanding impression on her guests that she was unable to hear anything they were saying. To test his theory he came late to her next party; when he was greeted effusively at the door by the hostess, he said, “I’m sorry to be late, but I murdered my wife this evening and had a terrible time stuffing her body into the trunk of my car.” The super-charming hostess beamed and replied, “Well, darling, the important thing is that you have arrived, and now the party can really begin!”


2. Emotional blocks. A second condition may be an emotional block to the direction that the message is taking. Words may have become charged with emotion for a person, possibly due to that person’s conditioning in childhood or to current circumstances in his or her life at the time the communication attempt is made. An example might be of the well-intentioned but unaware adult white male, who, in speaking to an adult black male, makes reference to “you colored boys.” Similarly, a woman who is having difficulty in conceiving a child may not be able to discuss Aunt Mary’s comment, “Now that you and Bob have been settled for a few years, it would be nice to start a family”; or she may find herself responding irrationally to a lecture on population control.


3. Hostility. Hostility may create refraction of messages. This can occur when communicating with a person with whom you are angry, or it may be a carryover from a recent experience. It may also be the subject matter that arouses hostility. When two people are engaged in a hostile confrontation, each often distorts messages from the other in such a way that provides fuel for further venting of hostility. A husband and a wife may have the following type of exchange of messages: He: “I really thought I was helping you when I . . . .” She: “Are you trying to tell me that I was incapable of . . . .” He: “You aren’t capable of much of anything! Just look at the state of our finances.” The husband’s intended message was “I know I’ve made you angry by my action. Where did I go wrong?” The angry wife chose to interpret the word “help” as an accusation that she lacked the resources to handle the situation. Her message elicits further distortion and hostility from the husband. In another example, a woman may come home from just having had a confrontation with her boss and may carry over her hostility to her family by overreacting to her husband’s messages concerning the day’s irritations, or she may simply filter out all messages and respond in monosyllables to any attempts at communication. The subject matter being dealt with may engender hostility and thereby distort the message. A father may comment that his son should plan to have his hair trimmed for his sister’s wedding and find that his message has been refracted as an all-encompassing criticism of his son’s life style.


4. Charisma. The charisma of the sender of a message may affect how the message is received. Political candidates are often chosen more for their possession of this quality than for their other attributes. A charismatic person can often make tired, trivial messages seem new and important to the recipient; however, this too can become detrimental to communication, as the receiver of the message is less likely to question or ask for clarification of the message. How often have we come away enthusiastically from having heard a dynamic speaker, only to discover that we cannot actually remember the content of the speech? Conversely, a person who has something important and unique to say to us may not be able to hold our attention in such a fashion that we hear the message he or she is sending.


5. Past experience. Our experience can predispose us to refraction. If our weekly staff meetings have always been a waste of time, we may come into each succeeding meeting expecting not to give the messages that are sent much consideration or to hear them as having no relevant implications. Staff meetings may also nurture another kind of condition that may create message refraction.


6. Hidden agendas. A person with a special interest, that is, a hidden agenda, may hear all messages only in reference to his or her own needs or may not be able to hear messages that do not relate to his or her own interest. If the hidden agenda is in competition with the message of another employee, he or she may reject all suggestions made by that other employee or may attempt to manipulate others into distorting the other employee’s messages. The person with the hidden agenda might make such comments as “Of course, Chris has no real expertise in this area” or “We all know that the administration will never buy that, Chris.” He or she may dismiss an excellent idea from someone with a fresh perspective.


7. Inarticulateness. Simple inarticulateness, or lack of verbal skill, may distort the intention of the sender. As clarity is essential for the true message to be received, a person may never be able to communicate effectively if he or she has never developed verbal skills. If the receiver of the message is unaware of the sender’s difficulty, he or she may dismiss the messages or distort them. Verbal patterns that are culturally determined may also hinder communication, as they could function as lack of skill when the message is received. A person from a minority culture may be quite articulate within his or her peer group but may fail to get messages through when speaking to a person from another culture. It is at this point that verbally administered standardized intelligence tests become invalid. An Appalachian child was once being tested by a psychometrist, who asked that the child name the seasons of the year. The child replied, “Deer season, possum season, fishing season . . . .” The child showed an excellent grasp of seasonal variation throughout the year; but because his response was not the standard one, his score on the test was reduced.


8. Stereotyping. Culturally determined verbal patterns may lead to another type of communication distortion—stereotyping. Eliza Doolittle in the musical My Fair Lady was “heard” and understood as a charming, if unconventional, lady once her speech patterns had been altered from their original cockney flavor. However, Eliza had not changed her values or increased her worth as a person in changing her speech patterns; the only change was in her ability to send messages as a refined lady rather than as the stereotype of a thoroughly dismissable guttersnipe. Another type of stereotyping that causes adjustments in a person’s perceptual prism is that of the visual impact of the speaker. A very conventional person may “hear” all attempts at communication as radical if the speaker has an unconventional physical appearance. A conservative member of the faculty at an urban university in the United States may hear a bearded colleague say “Perhaps some of the experimental programs, such as the bachelor’s degree in general studies, would serve the needs of our particular group of students better than the traditional degree programs seem to do,” and may angrily dismiss the idea as an attempt to downgrade the “standards” of the university. Yet a colleague with a conservative appearance might make the identical proposal, and the faculty member might respond with “Yes, we need to have more flexibility for our particular student population.”


9. Physical environment. The environment alone may create conditions under which communication cannot take place effectively. A stuffy, warm room may make it impossible to send and receive messages accurately. A person’s physical state may also be detrimental to communication. Any teacher will expound at length on the decline in understanding on the part of students as summer approaches in a classroom that is not air conditioned. Physical environment may contribute to another condition that may get in the way of communications.


10. Mind wandering. This is a state to which all are susceptible. It distracts from the message sent in much the same way that preoccupation distracts, but the internal stimulus may never focus on any topic for more than a few seconds. This inability to focus for long on internal stimuli will generalize to the external stimulus of a sender’s message.


11. Defensiveness. This leads to continual refraction of messages received. The insecurity of the person tends to distort questions into accusations and replies into justifications. A wife may ask her husband if he happened to pick up a loaf of bread on his way home from work. Her intention is informational, that is, she is planning to go out anyway and will pick up some bread at the same time, if he has not already bought some. The issue is duplication of effort. The insecure husband, however, may respond as if the issue were his ability to meet her needs. “No, I didn’t. I can’t think of everything, you know, when I’m busy with a huge project at work. I suppose you think my buying a loaf of bread is more important than concentrating on my job!”


12. Relationships. When we are attempting to communicate with another person, we are giving out two sets of messages simultaneously, content and relationship. The other person may be so preoccupied with hearing any cues about the latter that the content is lost or seriously refracted. For example, a boss tells her secretary that she has a set of instructions for her and that she wants her to be sure that she gets them right. If the secretary is insecure in her relationship with the boss, she may hear an implication that she is being evaluated negatively. Consequently, the secretary may distort her hearing of the boss’s instructions.


13. Status. Perhaps the most difficult condition to overcome in communications is that of status, as it encompasses most of the elements that have already been discussed. A person in a position of high status may find communication difficult with most of the people with whom he or she must interact, as his or her perceived power differentially affects various people. One person may be preoccupied with impressing the source of power, while another may be defensive, feeling that his or her job or status is threatened by the powerful person. In addition, any high-status person must deal with the hostility of the envious, the stereotyping of the power worshiper, the past experiences with other high-status individuals that people may be generalizing from, and the emotional elements generated by all of these conditions.


The means of alleviating these conditions that interfere with the communication process are as varied as the people who must deal with them. The key, however, is in becoming aware of the conditions that are interfering with the process and attempting to modify behavior in such a way that messages are less often and less severely refracted.


�
zx	THINKING AND FEELING( 


Anthony G. Banet, Jr.


Thinking and feeling are the two major ways by which we interact with our interpersonal environment. Both are essential to constructive communication. In general, thinking (“head talk”) leads to an explanation of the interactive situation, while feeling (“gut talk”) leads to an understanding of it. Head talk is the prose of communication; gut talk is the poetry.


“Think” statements refer to the denotative aspects of the environment. They attempt to define, assert, opine, rationalize, or make causal connections between environmental events. Think statements are bound by the rules of logic and scientific inquiry; they may be true or untrue. Many times a think statement can be proven or disproven. Think statements require words to be communicated.


Most of us have been trained to emit think statements exclusively. We are constantly engaged in cognitive work: observing, inferring, categorizing, generalizing, and summarizing; occasionally we report to others what goes on in our heads. Frequently we are asked for facts (“Where did you put the car keys?”), opinions (“Which tastes better, California or French wine?”), and speculation (“What happens when we achieve zero population growth?”). Sometimes we are simply asked “What are you thinking about?” Human beings like to think, and our ability to do it is usually on the short list of characteristics that distinguish us from orangutans.


Laboratory learning places great emphasis on feelings. Many participants in groups learn quickly that beginning sentences with “I think” is bad form, so they preface their remarks with “I feel” and go on to report thoughts. This bogus use of “I feel” often muddles communication.


	1.	“I feel like having a drink” is no expression of feeling but merely a shorthand way of saying “I’m thinking about having a drink, but I’m still undecided.” In this case “feel” is used to express an indefinite thought.


	2.	“I feel that Roger’s brashness is a cover for his insecurity” is not an expression of feeling. Rather, it is a statement of opinion, an offering of a hypothesis.


	3.	“I feel that all men are created equal.” An abstract principle cannot really be felt; this is a statement of belief, an expression of faith in someone or something. It is more accurate to say “I believe that all men are created equal.”


Watch yourself when you say “I feel that . . . .” Such phraseology is a clue that you are making a think statement with a feel prefix.


“Feel” statements refer to the connotative aspects of the environment. They attempt to report our internal affective, immediate, nonrational, emotional, “gut” responses to environmental events. Usually, feel statements are personal and idiosyncratic in that they refer to inner states, what is happening inside of us. Feel statements, like dreams, cannot be true or false, or good or bad, but only honestly or dishonestly communicated. Feel statements may not require words at all; when they do, they usually take the form of “I feel (adjective)” or “I feel (adverb).”


Many of us have conditioned ourselves to screen out awareness of internal reactions. We may allow ourselves to report feeling “interested” or “uncomfortable,” but deny ourselves more intense or varied reactions. Laboratory learning emphasizes feeling states precisely because of this conditioning and denial. By getting in touch with our inner events, we enrich our experiences with the reality surrounding us.


Changes inside of us provide direct cues to the feelings we are experiencing. A change in bodily functioning—muscle tightness, restlessness, frowning, smiling, inability to stay with a conversation—tells us how we are reacting to what is happening. The sudden emergence of fantasies, impulses (“I want to go over and sit by Kathy”) or wishes (“I wish Tom would shut up”) into our consciousness can provide immediate entry into the rich and productive area of feeling communication if we can express them.


Sometimes we can also become aware of what is blocking our awareness of what we are experiencing. Shame is one kind of block, especially when the impulse sounds childish or regressive. Fear that if we communicate wishes, overt behavior will result is another problem. It is a leftover from the magical thinking of childhood. Often, we have a clear expectation of judgment from others if we dare to express ourselves. In a well-functioning group, these blocks do not correspond to reality. It can be truly liberating to express your feelings without shame, fear, or judgment.


PITFALLS IN DEALING WITH FEELINGS


Projection occurs when we deny our own feelings and attribute them to others. It is a common happening in groups and involves many distortions. Frequently, projections are made in an attempt to justify our own biases and prejudices.


Judging motives in others is guesswork that escalates misunderstanding. It is a sly way of focusing on another’s feelings instead of your own and an entry into the intriguing but time-wasting game of explaining why someone is feeling the way he or she does. If you want to read minds, start with your own.


Metafeelings are thoughts and feelings about feelings. Metafeelings garble communication. They are a way of distancing yourself from the immediate event, and they present the risk of intellectualizing a potentially rich feeling experience. Beware of exchanges that begin with phrases such as “I’m guessing that when I think I’m sort of feeling that . . . .” You will get nowhere.


OWNING YOUR THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS


Effective communication occurs when the communicators take responsibility for their thoughts, feelings, and overt behavior—when they own what they do. Blaming and imputing motives are sneaky, dishonest attempts to be irresponsible. When you own your thoughts and feelings, the other person knows what you are experiencing and can respond more authentically to you.


You are entitled to have thoughts and feelings in your interpersonal environment. Being aware of them and the differences among them can improve your communications.


�
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J.William Pfeiffer and John E. Jones


EXPERIENTIAL ACTIVITIES


This article attempts to set forth certain theoretical concepts concerning indirect and direct communication. In order to integrate theory with practice, six activities are interspersed throughout this article. These activities are designed to add the dimension of experiential learning to the theoretical concepts discussed.


Each of the six activities described is inserted at the exact point in the lecture at which the activity is designed to occur. Activity 1, for example, should take place before any theoretical concepts are introduced. The activities can accommodate an unlimited number of participants.





Activity 1


	1. 	The participants form subgroups of four. No talking is allowed.


	2. 	Each person in each subgroup writes down the first two things that he or she would communicate to each of the other people in the subgroup. Again, no talking is allowed.


	3. 	The facilitator gathers and publishes information concerning how many of the twenty-four items generated in each subgroup are questions.


	4. 	Participants are directed to “discard” the items they have generated; they will be asked to “communicate” later.


�
�
THEORETICAL CONCEPTS


One basic focus of the human relations movement is on the effective use of communication. Many people fear taking risks in interpersonal relationships; yet as they need to feel that they are articulate and adept at “communication,” they often engage in what we can call “pseudo communication.”


In reality, they try to direct the risk of interpersonal communication away from themselves. They are afraid to present their own opinions, ideas, feelings, and desires.


The individual who fears taking risks may want to manipulate others into fulfilling his or her own desires or expectations. Thus, this person would be saved from being rejected or from exposing his or her vulnerability to others. The person’s motive may also be to control others without apparently assuming authority.


This article attempts to illustrate several common varieties of indirect, pseudo communication and to suggest some alternatives to these misdirected patterns of communication.


NONCOMMUNICATION


One way that people engage in noncommunicative discourse is by speaking as if they represented other people, in an attempt to get illegitimate support for their personal points of view. For example, a person who prefaces his or her remarks by saying, “I agree with Fred when he says . . .” or “I think I speak for the group when I say . . .” is not communicating. Instead, that person is simply attempting to borrow legitimacy.


PSEUDO QUESTIONS


Perhaps the most frequently misused communication pattern is the question. In fact, most questions are pseudo questions. The questioner is not really seeking information or an answer to the “question.” Rather, he or she is offering an opinion—a statement. But because the person does not want to risk having the idea rejected, he or she frames it as a question, hoping to force the other person to agree.


With few exceptions, we could eliminate all questions from our communications with others. As most questions are indirect forms of communication, they could be recast as statements, or direct communications. By replacing pseudo questions with genuine statements, we would come much closer to actual communication with one another.


Before we can achieve the aim of direct communication, however, we must be able to identify the varieties of pseudo questions that people tend to use. There are eight basic types of pseudo questions. Specific examples of each of these types of indirect communication are noted.


Co-optive Question


This pseudo question attempts to narrow or limit the possible responses of the other person. “Don’t you think that . . . ?” is a classic example of this type. Other examples are “Isn’t it true that . . . ?”; “Wouldn’t you rather . . . ?”; “Don’t you want to . . . ?”; and “You wouldn’t want that, would you?”


The questioner is attempting to elicit the response that he or she wants by building certain restrictions into the question.


Punitive Question


When the questioner uses a punitive question, he or she really wants to expose the other individual without appearing to do so directly. For example, a person may be proposing a new theoretical model in training; the listener, knowing that the theory has not been properly researched, may ask what the experimental evidence indicates. The purpose of the questioner is not to obtain information but to punish the speaker by putting him or her on the spot.


Hypothetical Question


In asking a hypothetical question, a person again resorts to a pseudo question: “If you were in charge of the meeting, wouldn’t you handle it differently?” This person does not actually want to know how the individual being questioned would handle it. Instead, the person may wish to criticize the meeting or may be indirectly probing for an answer to a question that he or she is afraid or reluctant to ask. Hypothetical questions typically begin with “If,” “What if,” or “How about.”


Imperative Question


Another type of pseudo question is the one that actually makes a demand. A question such as “Have you done anything about . . . ?” or “When are you going to . . . ?” is not asking for information. Rather it implies a command: “Do what you said you were going to do and do it soon.”


The questioner wants to impress the other person with the urgency or importance of his or her request (command).





Activity 2


	1. 	The facilitator assigns one category of pseudo questions to each member of each subgroup. The subgroup is given five minutes to “communicate.” with each person restricted to initiating his or her assigned category of pseudo questions.


	2. 	No processing time is allowed at this point. �
�
Screened Question


The screened question is a very common variety of pseudo question. The questioner, afraid of simply stating a choice or preference, asks the other person what he or she likes or wants to do, hoping the choice will be what the questioner secretly wants.


For example, two acquaintances decide to go out to dinner together. One individual, afraid to take the risk of making a suggestion that he or she is not sure will be accepted, resorts to a screened question: “What kind of food do you prefer?” Secretly he or she hopes the other person will name the questioner’s favorite food, say Chinese. Or he or she frames the question in another way: “Would you like to have Chinese food?” Both questions screen an actual statement or choice, which the questioner fears to make: “I would like to have Chinese food.”


One result of the screened question is that the questioner may get information that he or she is not seeking. If the other person misinterprets the question about food, for example, he or she may tell the questioner about exotic varieties of food experienced in his or her travels—not what the questioner wanted to know at all.


On the other hand, the screened question may sorely frustrate the person being questioned, who is not sure how to give the “correct” response and feels under pressure to “guess” what that response might be.


The questioner, too, may find the results of a screened question frustrating. If the other person takes the question at face value, the questioner may be trapped into a choice (Italian food, for example) that he or she does not like but cannot escape. Worse, both individuals may be unable to “risk” a suggestion and end up eating Greek food, which neither likes.


In marriage, the screened question may be used by one partner to punish or control the other. One individual may seem generously to offer the other “first choice,” while he or she actually poses the question in such a way that the partner’s suggestions can be rejected and countered with a “compromise” consisting of what he or she wanted all along. Thus, the partner who offers the “compromise” gets what he or she wants by manipulating the other partner into the position of offering all the “wrong” choices.


Set-Up Question


This pseudo question maneuvers the other person into a vulnerable position, ready for the axe to fall. One example of the setup question is “Is it fair to say that you . . . ?” If the person being questioned agrees that it is fair, the questioner has him or her “set up” for the kill. Another way that set-up questions are introduced is by the phrase “Would you agree that . . . ?” The questioner is “leading the witness” in much the same way a skillful lawyer sets up a line of response in court.


Rhetorical Question


One of the simplest types of the pseudo question is the rhetorical question, which comes in many forms. The speaker may make a statement and immediately follow it with a positive phrase that assumes approval in advance: “Right?” or “O.K.?” or “You see?” or “You know?” He or she is not asking the other person to respond; indeed, he or she wishes to forestall a response because it may not be favorable. Often, an insecure person may acquire the habit of ending almost all statements with “Right?” as an attempted guarantee of agreement.


Or the questioner may precede his or her statements or requests with such negative phrases as “Don’t you think . . . ?” or “Isn’t it true that . . . ?” or “Wouldn’t you like . . . ?” In either case, the person who fears risking his or her own opinion is trying to eliminate all alternatives by framing the “question” so that it elicits the response that he or she wants.


A supervisor may say to a staff member, “Don’t you think it would be a good idea to finish the report tonight and have it out of the way?” He or she phrases the question so as to make it appear that the decision to work late was a joint one. The staff member may not approve of the suggestion, but he or she has little or no alternative but to agree.


“Got’cha” Question


A “got’cha” question is derived from Eric Berne’s Games People Play (1964): “Now I got’cha, you so-and-so.” Related to the set-up question, a “got’cha” question might run something like this: “Weren’t you the one who . . . ?” or “Didn’t you say that . . . ?” or “Didn’t I see you . . . ?” The questioner’s joy in trapping the other person is nearly palpable. He or she is digging a pit for the respondent to fall into rather than inviting an answer to the “question.” 





Activity 3


	1. 	The process used with the first four types of pseudo questions is repeated with the second four types.


	2. 	Five minutes is allowed to process the experience.


	3. 	The facilitator has the participants infer the statements that lie behind the questions asked; participants test the accuracy of their inferences and then react to them. �
�
CLICHÉS


Pseudo questions are one method of indirect communication; clichés are another. When people use clichés, they really do not want to communicate with another person—or they want to feel that they are “communicating” without sharing anything of significance. Thus, they resort to routinized, pat, standardized, stylized ways of responding to one another.


Examples of clichés abound in English, as in other languages: “You could hear a pin drop.” “If you’ve seen one, you’ve seen them all.” “He hit the nail on the head.” “He took the bull by the horns.” “He has us over a barrel.” “We got our bid in just under the wire.” “It’s an open-and-shut case.” “He left no stone unturned in his search.” “Better late than never.” “The early bird gets the worm.” “He can’t see the forest for the trees.” “I’ve been racking my brains over the problem.” “His kind of person is few and far between.” “He is always up at the crack of dawn.” “Let’s get it over and done with.” “His mind is as sharp as a tack.” “Better safe than sorry.” “She’s as cute as a button.”


Activity 4


	1. 	Participants write down as many clichés as they can in three minutes.


	2. 	The facilitator has participants form pairs by moving to new partners.


	3. 	The partners “communicate” with each other using only clichés.


	4. 	Five minutes of processing time follows in groups of six (three pairs). �
�



No one can avoid using clichés occasionally. But the frequent use of tired, worn-out phrases diminishes the effectiveness of communication.


EFFECTS OF INDIRECT COMMUNICATION


If, then, we have established that clichés and pseudo questions are forms of indirect (and, therefore, ineffective) communication, it is important to know some of the effects that such indirect communication has on dealings between people. We can note five major effects generated by indirect communication: guesswork, inaccuracy, inference of motives, game-playing behavior, and defensiveness.


Guesswork


Indirect communication encourages each person to make guesses about the other. Without direct, open patterns of communication, people cannot get to know each other successfully; if they do not know something, they will make guesses about it. Such “guessing games” further inhibit or obstruct true communication.


Inaccuracy


If one person is forced to guess about another, the guess may often be wrong. Yet the person who engaged in the guesswork communicates with the other person on the basis of an assumption, the accuracy of which he or she is unable to check. Obviously, communication based on inaccurate assumptions is not clear or direct.


Inference of Motives


Indirect communication also increases the probability that people will be forced to infer each other’s motives. They will try to determine each other’s motives: Why is he or she doing that? What is the intention behind that comment? By communicating through clichés and pseudo questions, we hide our true motivations.


Game-Playing Behavior


Indirect communication encourages people to “play games” with each other: to deceive, to be dishonest, not to be open or straightforward. Clearly, such behavior leads away from the basic aims of human relations training. When the questioner is playing a “got’cha” game, for example, his or her behavior may be contagious.


Defensiveness


One of the surest effects of indirect communication is defensiveness. As there is an implied threat behind a great deal of indirect communication, people tend to become wary when faced with it. Their need to defend themselves only widens the gap of effective communication even further.


Defensiveness can be recognized in several different postures, all characteristic results of indirect communication: displacement, denial, projection, attribution, and deflection.





Activity 5


	1. 	Participants form new subgroups of three.


	2. 	The members of each subgroup communicate with one another for ten minutes without using questions or clichés.


	3. 	Five minutes of processing time follows. �
�
DIRECT (EFFECTIVE) COMMUNICATION


In contrast to indirect (ineffective) communication, direct (effective) communication is marked by the capacity for taking certain risks in order to understand and be understood.


Characteristics


Communication is effective when it has certain characteristics:


	1.	It is two-way communication. Ideas, opinions, values, attitudes, beliefs, and feelings flow freely from one person to another.


	2.	It is marked by active listening. People take responsibility for what they hear—accepting, clarifying, and checking the meaning, content, and intent of what the other person says.


	3.	It utilizes effective feedback. Each person not only listens actively, but also responds to the other person by telling that person what he or she is hearing. The process of feedback tests whether what was heard is what was intended.


	4.	It is not stressful. Communication is not effective if people are concerned that they are not communicating; when this happens, it is a key that the communication is not functioning properly.


	5.	It is clear and unencumbered by mixed or contradictory messages. Such messages, whether verbal, nonverbal, or symbolic, serve to confuse the content of the communication. In other words, communication is effective when it is direct.


Any communication always carries two kinds of meanings: the content message and the relationship message. We hear not only what other people say to us, but also implications about our mutual relationship. If we are so preoccupied with detecting cues about the latter, we may distort the content message severely or lose it altogether. When communication is effective, both messages are clearly discernible; one does not confuse or distract the other.


Approaches


Five major approaches can foster direct communication:


	1.	Confrontation. Each person can learn to confront the other in a declarative rather than an interrogative manner. We can attempt to eliminate almost all our pseudo questions by formulating them into direct statements.


	2.	Active listening. This is a powerful antidote to indirect communication. We can learn to paraphrase, empathize, reflect feelings, test the accuracy of our inferences, and check our assumptions in order to produce clearer, more straightforward communication with others.


	3.	Owning. If people can learn to accept their legitimate feelings, data, attitudes, behavior, responsibility, and so on, then they can learn to reveal themselves more directly to others. Owning what we are, what we are feeling, and what belongs to us is a first step toward communicating more effectively.


	4.	Locating. This is a way of finding the context of a question. Some questions we cannot answer because we do not know their “environment,” so to speak. We need to learn to locate these questions before we can respond to them. Questions are usually more effective if they are preceded by an explanation of their contextual origins.


	5.	Sharing is the final, and perhaps most important, approach to direct communication. All communication is a sharing process: In attempting to communicate with others, we are sharing our views, beliefs, thoughts, values, observations, intentions, doubts, wants, interests, assumptions, strengths, and weaknesses.


For any of these five approaches to be useful, we must, as indicated earlier, be ready to take risks and to work toward a genuine sharing of a common meaning with the other person. If we are not prepared to risk, we will not attain successful, effective, and direct communication.


Activity 6


	1. 	The participants form subgroups of six.


	2. 	The learning of the experience is processed within each subgroup in terms of back-home applications.


	3. 	Each participant contracts to find out what has happened with his or her spouse or significant other or with a fellow worker without using questions.�
�
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John E. Jones


A basic human tendency in our culture is to enumerate our experiences. Because people attempt to abstract those elements that they recognize as repeatable, they often end by describing their experiences in terms of “how much” or “how many.” This tendency to attach numbers to observations of everyday life, however, has some inherent dangers.


The tendency to oversimplify is one danger. Another is to imagine that experience can be accumulated, as if one experience is equal to another. Yet another danger occurs when we enumerate the characteristics and experiences of others. In other words, in describing other people numerically, we summarize their experiences, characteristics, and behaviors in terms of linear scales. A fourth danger is that we forget to look at human beings and look instead at quantities.


Numbers, best thought of as symbols or as abstract concepts, are a very useful device. When we assign a numerical value to some event, behavior, observation, or pattern of tick marks on an answer sheet, we are symbolically representing a human process. Counting may be done mechanically or electronically, but the schema is an extension of the thought process of some person or persons. Numbers can be talked about; manipulated statistically and arithmetically; and seen in an abstract, conceptual way. The primary value of numbers, then, is to extrapolate from and summarize human experience.


In practice, however, there is a tendency to assign more value to our numbering than to the quality of human interaction needed to solve social problems. The logic of numbers is not the syntax of human experience, even though ample evidence exists that we treat people as though they were numbers. People who feel that they are being subjected to such inhumanity are almost uniformly offended by it. When a person feels that he or she has been treated with less dignity than that accorded to punched cards, that person usually feels helplessness and bitterness. A few years ago a joke among college and university students was “I am an IBM card. Do not fold, spindle, or mutilate me.”


HUMANISTIC PRINCIPLES


The use of numbers in human relations—in organizational surveys, in instrumentation, in counting—is best carried out in ways that are consistent with humanistic values. The following principles are concerned with the relationship between using numbers in human relations and acknowledging the worth and dignity of individual people:


	1.	No number or array of numbers can capture the essence of a human being. People do not experience numbers, but we do use numbers to abstract some principles or frequencies from what we see. The complexity of the individual human being far exceeds our ability to describe human traits, their interrelationships, or their patterns of interaction with the environment.


	2.	It is possible and desirable to conceptualize experience both numerically and nonnumerically. The traditional notion held by many psychometricians is that “If a thing exists, it exists in some amount. If you have not measured it, you do not know what you are talking about.”


In human relations, we are concerned with what could be termed “soft” variables, that is, those characteristics and interactions of human beings that cannot be described very precisely. For example, we often talk about such concepts as trust, openness, self-actualization, interdependence—concepts that are neither precisely defined nor accurately measured. While it is useful to posit these human characteristics in order to improve the ways in which people relate to one another, it is important for us to recognize that the attempts that have been made represent the crudest form of measurement. To say, for example, that a person who scores 8 on a 9-point synergy scale has an unusually high ability to see “the opposites of life as meaningfully related” is as indefensible as to say that unless we have mapped that characteristic of that person, we cannot discuss it with any usefulness.


	3.	Numbers do not have meaning; only people experience meaning. There are no inherent values in numbers. We impute, or assign, to these symbols meanings that may be idiosyncratic. Just as words are symbols, numbers are symbols used to simplify, arrange, and collect our experience. When we use them in communication, we have many of the same problems we have in using other symbols, such as words. People do not attach the same meanings to the same symbols, though we often assume that they do (Jones, 1972).


	4.	There is no such thing as objectivity. Far enough behind any set of numbers will be the subjective impressions, feelings, attitudes, theories, hunches, and assumptions of one or more human beings. It is self-deceiving to imagine that one can be objective in relation to oneself, other people, or even the physical universe. “Scientific” observations are inevitably clouded by our abilities to conceptualize experience and observations. In human relations it is important to accept that we are first, last, and always subjective. Thus, we need to accept responsibility for our biases, prejudices, and favorite ways of looking at the world.


	5.	The most difficult number problem is counting. A great many people experience anxiety with regard to numbers, arithmetic, and especially statistics. Many people are awed by the complexity of mathematical operations. It is almost as though these number systems had a reality to be discovered and mastered. The application of numerical processes, however, cannot be more useful than the observations on which the processes are based. The manipulation of frequencies, or counts, does not add validity to the basic observations that are assigned numerical value.


	6.	More of a good thing may be too much; human relations are not necessarily linear. One human tendency, especially in Western cultures, is to think of things as if they existed on a linear scale. For example, Westerners imagine intelligence (a desired quality) to be a linear trait. Thus, the more intelligence, the better. As openness in human relations is held to be desirable, Westerners have a tendency to think that their activities in relation to one another would be most profitable if they had completely open human interaction. It is useful, however, to think of extremes—such as being completely open or being completely closed—as equally dysfunctional (Pfeiffer & Jones, 1972).


	7.	When numbers become labels for people, individuals begin to be seen as static. Although we usually think of people as being dynamic and changing, we tend to oversimplify one another and to assume that our human characteristics are unchangeable. Assigning numbers to the amounts of our hypothesized traits strengthens this tendency. It is more useful, then, to consider numerical designations of observed human behavior as short-term indicators. In training we are interested in helping people to change their behavior. Using numbers in that context suggests that intra-individual dynamics are more important than characteristics that the individual cannot change.


	8.	The things that can be measured precisely are relatively unimportant in human relations. Physical characteristics, certain personality traits, and some aspects of the physical environment can be specified with considerable precision. These considerations, however, cannot adequately account for the wide individual differences in human interaction.


CONCLUSION


The dilemma in using numbers to foster human and organizational growth and development, then, is that we have to allow for our subjectivity while we are attempting to amass a reliable body of useful knowledge and information. In this process we should not omit the positive aspects of subjectivity.


People are not numbers, but their experiences can, nevertheless, to a degree, be collected, accumulated, and used as a basis for prediction. The important humanistic consideration is that in using numbers we not violate the integrity of the people whose human experience we are abstracting.
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Myron R. Chartier


“Why can’t people get things straight?” is a question often asked when communication breaks down. Because many factors contribute to a lack of clarity in communication, no easy answers are available.


FAULTY ASSUMPTIONS


Misunderstandings between people can occur because of faulty assumptions that people make about communication. Two such faulty assumptions are (1) “you” always know what “I” mean and (2) “I” should always know what “you” mean. The premise seems to be that because people live or work together, they are or should be able to read one another’s minds. Some people believe that because they are transparent to themselves, they are transparent to others as well. “Because I exist, you should understand me,” they seem to be saying. People who make this assumption often presume that they communicate clearly if they simply say what they please. In fact, they often leave those listening confused and guessing about the message being communicated. Misunderstanding is common because clarity of communication does not happen.


A third assumption often made is that communication happens naturally, like walking across a room. The communication process, however, is complex; achieving a correspondence between messages sent and messages received is difficult. Some people ascribe to a “conveyor-belt” theory of communication—meaning moves from one head to another with 100-percent accuracy. The shortcoming of a “conveyor-belt” theory of communication, however, is that it suggests that meanings are inherent in the words used or messages sent. However, the meaning one person has is never identical to that which another person has because meanings are in people’s minds, not in the words they use. Total accuracy in communication would require that two people have an identical history of shared experiences. Only then could they perceive exactly the same meaning for a given message. Given the reality of different life experiences, this is impossible.


A DEFINITION OF CLARITY


“Getting things straight” is a difficult communication task; yet people must communicate clearly with each other in order to receive information to accomplish the mundane tasks of life and to experience the depths of dialogue with each other.


Fortunately, absolute clarity is unnecessary; effective communication is accomplished when the amount of clarity or accuracy achieved is sufficient for handling each situation adequately. According to information theorists, the purpose of communication is to reduce uncertainty. Total accuracy in communication would lead to an absence of uncertainty, but uncertainty can never be totally eliminated. Accurate or clear communication, then, is designed to reduce uncertainty in a given situation to a point at which necessary understanding can occur.


Certain practical principles and guidelines for reducing uncertainty and increasing the accuracy and clarity in interpersonal communication can be suggested. To achieve greater clarity in speaking, a person should have the desire to do so and should want to understand the communication process more completely. The communicator can try to analyze and shape his or her message according to the following factors: sending and receiving, the communication context, encoding a message, and communication channels. Of course, the degree of clarity achieved in a given situation is likely to result from the combined effects of several of these factors. As communication is a process, the factors being considered are interrelated, making it difficult to differentiate one from another.


SENDING AND RECEIVING


Several principles and guidelines are observable in any attempt to send a clear message from one person to another. These guidelines can be seen in terms of pictures, attitudes, skills, and the frame of reference.


Pictures


A person needs to have a clear picture of what he or she hopes to communicate to another. The preacher needs a proposition in order to know what he or she is trying to accomplish with a sermon. The teacher needs instructional objectives in order to know what he or she wants students to learn. The administrator needs both short and long-range objectives in order to plan organizational goals and interpret them to his or her colleagues. Well-stated goals or objectives aid the effective communicator in developing a clear picture of what he or she wants to say.


This first guideline is particularly valid when dealing with complex, ambiguous, or vague topics. If a topic or idea is unclear to the person sending the message, its lack of clarity is likely to be magnified by the person trying to understand it. Although there are times when a person may find interpersonal communication helpful in clarifying the pictures in his or her own head, it is imperative that the communicator first be clear about ideas before he or she attempts to convince or influence others, give data, or share feelings.


Attitudes


Accuracy in communication varies with the attitudes of the communicators toward their topic. If a person’s attitudes are very positive or very negative, the resulting communication tends to be less accurate. Indeed, people often organize data according to their biases.


Communication clarity is also influenced by the attitudes of communicators toward each other. It seems reasonable that communication between people who respect or love each other would be more accurate. However, research indicates that accuracy is inversely correlated with either positive or negative attitudes that the communicators hold toward each other. Thus, an analysis of the extent of one’s positive or negative attitudes toward the topic and toward the listener is important for clarity and accuracy of communication.


Communication Skills


Clarity of communication is also influenced by the extent to which those who are listening and those who are sending are aware of their communication skills. It is possible to evaluate the assumptions that people hold about their ability to communicate messages. People with careless speech-communication habits are often convinced that they are successful communicators because they are able to open their mouths and utter a stream of words. Actual skills in interpersonal communication, however, are quite different. An accurate assessment of one’s own communication weaknesses and strengths is important. Often strengths can be maximized and weaknesses improved. One person may have a sparkling personality that aids him or her in communication. Another may have a way with words. Yet another may be able to communicate in such a way that others feel he or she understands them.


The communicator should also try to assess the listening skills of the person receiving the message. Good “hearing” is not necessarily good “listening.” As listening is an active rather than a passive process, people’s poor listening habits often take the form of daydreaming, defensiveness, inattention, and so on.


Psychological Frame of Reference


Because communication is a function of shared or common meanings, meaning does not occur simply because words are spoken. Words have no meaning in and of themselves. Meaning is what people attribute to words; meanings lie within the experiences and feelings of people. Thus, meanings are within people.


Each person is unique. What a person is has been determined by individual experiences and choices in or with his or her family, friends, school, and culture. Each person has his or her own set of perceptions, thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. This uniqueness has a profound impact on the success or failure of communication.


It is impossible to know what another person is sensing or feeling. Because a listener can only guess about the communicator’s meaning, it is essential that the person speaking avoid basing his or her communication on unexamined assumptions about the listener.


To assess what he or she is communicating, the sending person needs to know the psychological frame of reference of the person who is receiving the message. How does the listener see, feel, and act with respect to others and the world? The psychological frame of reference of a child is quite different from that of an adult, just as people from Maine have a different viewpoint from Californians. People respond quite differently to the words they hear. One person may react warmly to the words “Jesus saves,” while another person may become angry and hostile, and yet another may be indifferent and display no strong sentiment. Indeed, what is clear and rational to one person may seem vague and ridiculous to someone else.


A person can increase the clarity of his or her communication by constantly trying to place himself or herself inside the psychological framework of the other person—by trying to see the communicative situation from the listener’s point of view. If the person communicating understands the other person, he or she can make the communication more relevant to the other’s self-understanding and needs.


COMMUNICATION CONTEXT


A second set of factors affecting the clarity of communication is the context in which communication occurs. Is the setting an office, someone’s home, or the golf course? Communicating with a professor in his or her office is altogether different from communicating with a friend at the bowling alley. The rules in the two situations are distinctly different.


The context of communication is important in determining the amount of accuracy needed or possible between people in a given situation. How much clarity can be achieved is somewhat determined by their communication skills, the nature of their relationship, the number of communication channels available to the person sending, and how much repetition he or she can incorporate into the message. Also, attempting to communicate with a person in another room presents more difficulties for the clarification process than does speaking face-to-face. In short, the speaker needs to develop a realistic expectation for the degree of clarity obtainable in a given context.


ENCODING A MESSAGE


In order to make ideas clear, an individual must encode his or her message in order to reduce the amount of uncertainty that the listener experiences in hearing that communication. Encoding is the process of translating ideas into a message appropriate for delivery. Once ideas are encoded into messages, they become the potential information that can reduce ambiguity in the other person’s mind and produce a clearer picture. There are seven principles for increasing the accuracy and clarity of the messages that people use to communicate.


1.ñPrinciple of Relevance


Make the message relevant in the terms of the listening party. The most difficult task related to encoding a message is to assemble it in such a way that the words used accurately reflect the picture one intends and, at the same time, fall within the other person’s psychological frame of reference. To comprehend the sender’s message, the listener must be able to relate the received information to what he or she already knows. Therefore, it is important that the message be presented in a context that says to the listener, “This is important and significant for you.” This can be done by using the words of the listening person rather than one’s own to encode a message. Such a strategy requires adaptability and flexibility in communication behavior. When a person possesses such adaptability and flexibility in communicating, he or she can employ appropriate behaviors for sending a clear message, whether the listener is a child, a teenager, an adult, or someone from a different cultural or subcultural background.


Just as the encoding of a message should be relevant to the listener, so should it be appropriate to the situation or the context. The content of a conversation in the privacy of a home is not necessarily appropriate for a discussion at a church-committee meeting. Even if the topic were the same in both situations, the message would very likely be encoded quite differently.


2.ñPrinciple of Simplicity


Reduce ideas to the simplest possible terms. The communicator should employ as few words as possible to communicate his or her ideas to a listener. Simplicity of language and economy of words are helpful in facilitating clarity of communication. Generally, the simpler the words, the more likely they are to be understood. However, simplicity really relates to the experience of the person receiving the message. What is simple to one person is complex to another. The effective communicator calculates the extent to which material must be simplified if it is to be understood by those listening, and he or she uses the principle of simplicity to enhance the probability of success in sending a message.


3.ñPrinciple of Definition


Define before developing; explain before amplifying. Even simple terms can be unclear. Where would a person go, for example, if someone said, “I’ll meet you at the side of the building”? Terms more complicated than “side” increase the need for definition and explanation. The use of jargon also creates problems of clarity for those not acquainted with the words. Unfamiliarity with jargon may cause a person to become confused and frustrated in his or her efforts to understand; the person may even stop trying. To make the message as clear as possible, the communicator should define and explain unfamiliar or exceptional terms or concepts before using them.


4.ñPrinciple of Structure


Organize a message into a series of successive stages. Texts on public speaking emphasize the importance of making apparent the order or structure of a message. A well-organized speech, it is said, will increase the audience’s understanding. However, there is little research evidence to support such a contention, especially with regard to face-to-face dialogue. Indeed, most people will structure the message in accordance with their own patterns of thinking even as they listen, regardless of how well a message is organized.


What is important is the clarity of thought and the expression of individual parts. In interpersonal communication it is probably best to develop one idea at a time. A message can be “packaged” into a series of stages, with one stage completed before the next is introduced.


Furthermore, the communicator can help the listener by not overloading him or her with information. When people are asked to comprehend too much, they tend to forget or become confused. By developing one idea at a time and taking one step at a time, the person speaking can facilitate accuracy in communication.


5.ñPrinciple of Repetition


Repeat the key concepts of the message. The principle of repetition is important—very important. The words “very important” in the previous sentence are repetitive; they repeated the idea in a slightly different manner in order to make the concept clearer. Repetition is particularly important in oral communication, where words are spoken only once. Obviously a communicator would not want to repeat everything he or she says; doing so would bore the listener. However, the person speaking needs to use enough repetition to ensure the clear reception of ideas. Some possible strategies are�(1) repeating key ideas; (2) restating difficult ideas; (3) recycling ideas whenever feedback indicates they are weak or misunderstood; and (4) using examples, synonyms, analogies, or periodic summaries. In short, a person should use intentional repetition in attempting to achieve clarity.


6.ñPrinciple of Comparison and Contrast


Relate new ideas to old ideas; associate the unknown with the known. The principle of comparison and contrast is essential to the achievement of clear communication, as understanding comes most often through association—the perception of similarities and differences among objects, events, and people. A person can understand a new, unknown idea more clearly if he or she is able to relate it to an old, known one.


Discriminating between those elements that rightfully belong to an idea and those that do not will help a listener to understand a concept. Comparison helps the listener to identify the similarities in two or more ideas, and contrast helps to point out the differences in two or more ideas. When accurate discriminations occur, clarity in communication emerges: The sharper the discrimination, the greater the clarity.


Helpful devices for presenting comparisons and contrasts include the use of models, metaphors, analogies, and explanations.


7. Principle of Emphasis


Focus on the essential and vital aspects of the communication. As the transitory nature of interpersonal communication makes it highly susceptible to loss of information, attention should be given to the essential and vital aspects of a message. Communication goals and key points should be sharply focused so as not to submerge the message in details and make it vague, ambiguous, and blurred. The impact of the significant points of a communication can be heightened by speaking louder, using a different tone of voice, pausing, or using various other techniques to captivate the listener. Reinforcing and underscoring ideas help in developing such impact. Here is an example: This last principle is an important one—remember it and use it. Communication strategies based on this principle and the other six will result in a more accurate correspondence of ideas between people.


COMMUNICATION CHANNELS


Once a message is constructed for sending to another person, it must be sent through a communication channel. Several factors related to communication channels affect clarification in the speaking-listening process. Four of these are discussed here.


Channels Available


An important aspect of communication that affects accuracy and clarity is the number of channels available for sending a message. For example, in a letter only one channel—the written word—is in use. Face-to-face interaction, however, utilizes several channels, for example, body tension, facial expressions, eye contact, hand and body movements, relative positions of each person, and the vocal sounds accompanying a verbal message.


To communicate clearly, a person should be aware of the various channels available and utilize as many of them as possible. When messages are sent through more than one channel, repetition is increased. As repetition increases, uncertainty is reduced and the chances for clarity are increased. It is important, however, that whenever multichannel communication occurs, the messages be consistent across all channels or the results will be confusing for the listener.


Feedback


The use of feedback is important to the communicator. Feedback, which is a term from cybernetic theory, is an essential element in any control process. This phenomenon can be observed in the operation of a self-adjusting camera in which a built-in light meter measures the amount of illumination in the environment and automatically adjusts the camera accordingly. In a comparable manner, feedback can be used to correct and adjust meanings and thus increase communication clarity. A person sending a message should elicit feedback following his or her communication attempts in order to determine whether the picture received was the one transmitted. On the basis of this feedback, the next step in the communication process can be taken. The following conversation between Joe and Sally is an example of feedback as purposive correction:


Joe:	“Feedback is a process of correcting inaccuracy in communication.”


Sally:	“Do you mean that feedback is simply a process of correcting errors?”


Joe:	“Not exactly, although that’s part of what I mean. Feedback is a way of being sure that what I say to you is adequately perceived by you.”


Sally:	“Now you’re really getting complicated. What does ‘adequately perceived’ mean?”


Joe:	“Well, I think ‘adequately perceived’ means that you understand the idea as I would like for you to understand it.”


Sally:	“Oh, then you mean that feedback is a device for checking whether or not I got the idea you wanted me to get.”


Joe:	“Exactly.”


Sally:	“Do you think I used feedback effectively?”


Joe:	“Well, how do you feel about it?”


In the same way that communication clarity can be increased by using a variety of available channels, a number of feedback channels can also be an aid to accuracy.


Noise


Communication accuracy is affected by noise, a term frequently used to refer to any disturbance that interferes with the sending of a message. Although noise may occur in almost any aspect of the communication process, such interference appears often as an obstruction in the channel between two interacting people. The interfering noise may be a conversation between two other people, the whir of a vacuum cleaner, or the sound of a lawn mower coming through an open window. The greater the noise, the more difficult it becomes to communicate clearly. For this reason it is important for the communicator to find ways of eliminating or reducing sources of distracting noise.


Speed and Pacing


Clarity of communication is related to how much information a channel can carry and how much information a listener can receive at one time. Because the oral channel requires those listening to depend heavily on their memories for comprehension, it is less effective than other channels for handling large amounts of verbal information. Effective lecturers know that it is the rare audience that can absorb more than one or two new ideas. In contrast, the written channel can carry much more verbal information, as it allows people to reconsider the material. Therefore, the speed of oral communication must be determined by the rate of comprehension of the listener(s). The communicator should pace his or her message according to the information-processing capacities of the channel and the listener(s).


A SUMMARY OF GUIDELINES FOR CLEAR INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION


A person wishing to achieve greater clarity in his or her interpersonal communication would do well to remember these quotes:


“I know you believe that you understand what you think I said, but I am not sure you realize that what you heard is not what I meant.”


“What is clear to you is clear to you and not necessarily to anyone else.”


Also, the communicator seeking to improve his or her communication clarity might find the following guidelines helpful:


	1.	Have a clear picture of what he or she wants the other person to understand as a result of the communication.


	2.	Analyze the nature and magnitude of his or her attitudes toward both the topic and the listener.


	3.	Assess his or her own communication skills and those of the listener.


	4.	Seek to identify himself or herself with the psychological frame of reference of the listener.


	5.	Develop a realistic expectation for the degree of clarity obtainable in a given context.


	6.	Make the message relevant to the listener by using that person’s language and terms.


	7.	State his or her ideas in the simplest possible terms.


	8.	Define before developing and explain before amplifying.


	9.	Develop one idea at a time; take one step at a time.


	10.	Use appropriate repetition.


	11.	Compare and contrast ideas by associating the unknown with the known.


	12.	Determine which ideas need special emphasis.


	13.	Use as many channels as necessary for clarity.


	14.	Watch for and elicit corrective feedback in a variety of channels.


	15.	Eliminate or reduce noise if it is interfering.


	16.	Pace his or her communication according to the information-processing capacities of the channel and the listener.
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Jack N. Wismer


“I know you believe that you understand what you think I said, but I am not sure you realize that what you heard is not what I meant.” This quote illustrates an important point. When a person communicates a message to another person, the message usually contains two elements: content and feeling. Both elements are important because both give the message meaning. However, we often do not understand other people’s messages or are misunderstood by others because we forget that meanings are in people, not in words.


THE RISK OF COMMUNICATING NONACCEPTANCE


The communication of mutual acceptance is vital to developing and maintaining work and personal relationships. However, various ways of responding to situations run the risk of communicating nonacceptance. To understand a person’s point of view effectively, it is necessary not to communicate nonacceptance. According to Gordon (1970, pp. 41-44), author of several books on active listening, most people, in a listening situation, commonly respond in one or more of the following twelve ways:


	1.	Ordering, Directing: “You have to . . .”;


	2.	Warning, Threatening: “You’d better not . . .”;


	3.	Preaching, Moralizing: “You ought to . . .”;


	4.	Advising, Giving Solutions: “Why don’t you . . .”;


	5.	Lecturing, Informing: “Here are the facts . . .”;


	6.	Evaluating, Blaming: “You’re wrong . . .”;


	7.	Praising, Agreeing: “You’re right . . .”;


	8.	Name Calling, Shaming: “You’re stupid . . .”;


	9.	Interpreting, Analyzing: “What you need . . .”;


	10.	Sympathizing, Supporting: “You’ll be OK . . .”


	11.	Questioning, Probing: “Why did you . . .”; and


	12.	Withdrawing, Avoiding: “Let’s forget it . . . .”


These modes of response may communicate to the sender that it is not acceptable to feel the way he or she feels. If the sender perceives one of these messages as indicating nonacceptance, there is a risk that he or she will become defensive about new ideas, will be resistive to changing behavior, will tend to justify certain feelings, or will turn silent because the listener is perceived as only passively interested in the sender.


ACTIVE LISTENING


A more effective way of responding to a listening situation is called “active listening.” Gordon (1970) defines active listening as a communication skill that helps people to solve their own problems. In active listening, the listener is involved with the sender’s need to communicate. To be effective, the listener must take an “active” responsibility for understanding the content and feeling of what is being said. The listener can respond with a statement, in his or her own words, of what the sender’s message means. Here is an example:


Sender:	“The deadline for this report is not realistic!”


Listener:	“You feel pressured to get the report done.”


To understand the sender’s meaning, the listener must “put himself or herself in the sender’s place.” Feeding back perceptions of intended meaning allows the listener to check the accuracy of his or her listening and understanding.


Benefits of Active Listening


An open communication climate for understanding is created through active listening. The listener can learn to see what a person means and how the person feels about situations and problems. Active listening is a skill that can communicate acceptance and increase interpersonal trust among people. It can also facilitate problem solving. Therefore, the appropriate use of active listening increases people’s communication effectiveness.


Pitfalls in Active Listening


Active listening is not intended to manipulate people to behave or think the way others believe they should. The listener also should not “parrot” someone’s message by repeating the exact words used. Empathy is a necessary ingredient—the listener should communicate warmth toward and feeling about the sender’s message by putting himself or herself in the sender’s place. Timing is another pitfall; active listening is not appropriate when there is no time to deal with the situation or when someone is asking only for factual information. Also, it is important that the listener be sensitive to nonverbal messages about the right time to stop giving feedback. Avoiding these common pitfalls will make active listening a more effective communication skill.


Principle of Problem Ownership


As active listening is most appropriate when a person expresses feelings about a problem, it is necessary to ask who owns the problem. The principle of problem ownership can be demonstrated in the following situations:


	1.	Person A’s needs are not being satisfied by his or her own behavior, and A’s behavior does not directly interfere with Person B’s satisfaction of his or her own needs. Therefore, A owns the problem.


	2.	Person A’s needs are being satisfied, but A’s behavior interferes in some way with Person B’s satisfaction of his or her own needs and thus creates a problem for B. B then owns the problem.


	3.	Person A is satisfying his or her own needs, and A’s behavior does not directly interfere with Person B’s needs. In this case, there is no problem.


Active listening is very useful, but it is not appropriate to use if another person’s behavior is creating the problem.


COMMUNICATING ONE’S NEEDS


Ineffective Approaches


It is necessary for the person who owns the problem to know how to confront it and communicate his or her needs so that other people will listen. However, people frequently confront problems in a way that tends to stimulate defensiveness and resistance. The two most common approaches are as follows:


	1.	Evaluating. This approach communicates judgment, blame, ridicule, or shame (for example, “Don’t you know how to use that machine?” or “You’re late again!”). It has several risks: (a) It makes people defensive and resistant to further communication; (b) it implies power over the other person; and (c) it threatens and reduces the other person’s self-esteem.


	2.	Sending solutions. This approach communicates what the other person should do rather than what the speaker is feeling (for example, “If you don’t come in on time, I’ll have to report you” or “Why don’t you do it this way?”). Sending solutions also carries risks: (a) People become resistive if they are told what to do, even if they agree with the solution; (b) this approach indicates that the sender’s needs are more important than the recipient’s; (c) it communicates a lack of trust in other people’s capacities to solve their own problems; and (d) it reduces the responsibility to define the problem clearly and explore feasible alternatives to solution.


A More Effective Approach


Problems can be confronted and one’s needs can be made known without making other people feel defensive. An effective communication message has three components: (1) owning feelings, (2) sending feelings, and (3) describing behavior.


Ownership of feelings focuses on “who owns the problem.” The sender of a message needs to accept responsibility for his or her own feelings. Messages that own the sender’s feelings usually begin with or contain the word “I.”


Sometimes communicating feelings is viewed as a weakness. But the value of sending feelings is communicating honesty and openness by focusing on the problem and not evaluating the person.


Describing behavior concentrates on what one person sees, hears, and feels about another person’s behavior as it affects the observer’s feelings and behavior. The focus is on specific situations that relate to specific times and places.


It is useful to distinguish between descriptions and evaluations of behavior. The italicized parts of the next statements illustrate evaluations of behavior:


“I can’t finish this report if you are so inconsiderate as to interrupt me.”


“You’re a loudmouth.”


The italicized parts of the following statements are descriptions of behavior:


“I can’t finish this report if you constantly interrupt me.”


“I feel that you talked considerably during the meetings.”


A design for sending feeling messages can be portrayed as follows:


Ownership + Feeling Word + Description of Behavior = Feeling Message


Here is an example:


“I (ownership) am concerned (feeling word) about finishing this report on time” (description of behavior).


The effectiveness of feeling messages can be attributed to several factors:


n	“I” messages are more effective because they place responsibility with the sender of the message.


n	“I” messages reduce the other person’s defensiveness and resistance to further communication.


n	Behavioral descriptions provide feedback about the other person’s behavior but do not evaluate it.


n	Although “I” messages require some courage, they honestly express the speaker’s feelings.


n	Feeling messages promote open communication in both work and personal relationships.


SUMMARY


Sending feeling messages and listening actively are skills that can be applied to work, family, and personal relationships (Prather, 1970, unpaged):( 


No one is wrong. At most someone is uninformed. If I think a man is wrong, either I am unaware of something, or he is. So unless I want to play a superiority game I had best find out what he is looking at.


“You’re wrong” means “I don’t understand you”—I’m not seeing what you’re seeing. But there is nothing wrong with you, you are simply not me and that’s not wrong.
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Michele Stimac


The importance of understanding feelings and emotions in the communication process or in a helping relationship has been stressed so often that there is no question but that affect is as important as cognitive data for human expression and understanding. Human relations trainers have stressed the importance of “catching feelings” (empathy) and have emphasized the importance of discerning feelings in order to understand an individual’s inner being. But training manuals filled with structured activities too often concentrate on affective understanding to the exclusion of cognitive understanding. This concentration on the affective dimension has created an imbalance in our skill training as egregious as the previous concentration on cognitive communication. Human beings function continually at several levels, and true understanding requires listening to them at all levels.


Individuals trained to listen to others must “kenepathize,” that is, hear the verbal message, see the nonverbal behavior, and grasp what the speaker’s thoughts and perceptions are as well as what that person is feeling and experiencing at the moment. The term “kenepathy” supplements the term “empathy.” We have come to associate empathy almost exclusively with “catching feelings” or understanding affect, so the term kenepathy has been coined to convey a more all-inclusive understanding. The prefix ken, borrowed from the archaic Scottish word meaning to know or to understand, has been joined to the root pathy from the Greek “pathos” or feelings. Kenepathy, as defined here, means to understand cognitive as well as affective data—to grasp another’s thoughts, perceptions, and feelings.


The “bucket” model developed here is useful in human relations or leadership training to convey the complexity of the human being and the need for a confluent grasp of feelings, thoughts, perceptions, and actions.


THE BUCKET MODEL


Human beings are so complex that their behavior is not easy to understand, a fact that Lewin (1951) attempted to explain with his concept of “life space.” According to Lewin, behavior is a function of each person’s life space; to understand it requires that we understand the dynamics in that person’s space—a challenge that even the most proficient listener finds difficult to meet. The bucket model illustrates the complexity of life space and helps us to perceive the monumental task involved in listening for true understanding. The model is explicated below.


Here-and-Now Level: The Conscious


Each of us is like a bucket (Figure 1) containing several dimensions. At the surface is our here-and-now (conscious) life space, which includes current behavior, both verbal and nonverbal. This facet is most accessible to anyone else who attempts to listen and understand.


Also included in our here-and-now space at the surface are our current thoughts and perceptions. These are apparent to others if we choose to disclose them directly or indirectly. Because we generally have been encouraged through schooling and societal conditioning, most of us readily exchange thoughts and ideas unless we find ourselves in inhibiting climates.


Finally, also at the here-and-now level are our current feelings and what we are experiencing at the moment. Our feelings are often not very accessible, especially if we are adept at hiding them. Societal conditioning in the United States in particular has typically not encouraged their expression, although the human relations movement has helped to modify this conditioning by pointing out that feelings are essential data that listeners must have if they are to really understand what we are like.
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Figure 1. The Here-and-Now Level


There-and-Then Level: Preconscious


Kenepathizing requires more than understanding thoughts, perceptions, and feelings, however, because there are other levels in our “buckets.” As each moment passes, the here-and-now becomes past data that fill “mini-buckets” in the there-and-then (preconscious) area of our larger buckets (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. The There-and-Then Level: Preconscious


While receding into the there-and-then area, data are either posited so that they influence our current behavior, thoughts, and feelings or so that they are comparatively insignificant in our lives.


Through memory we can recall a great deal of these data, but some are virtually lost forever. Much of what we have done, thought, and felt has the potential to influence us dynamically at some later time in our lives. The data remain to be recalled and perhaps serve as a modifier of our current (here-and-now) behavior, thoughts, perceptions, feelings, and experience. Sometimes harmoniously, sometimes not, the past and present interrelate. Lewin (1951) might call these data the “facts” in our life space—memories that force their way into the current situation where they stir old feelings and thoughts and modify current perceptions and behavior. To kenepathize with us, others must understand the influences of the intruding mini-buckets that act as catalysts at the present moment.


There-and-Then Level: Unconscious


Even more remote and inaccessible is the unconscious area of our buckets—the most inscrutable of all (Figure 3). This area contains miniature buckets that represent what we have repressed throughout our lives. Experiences too painful to deal with have been pushed into the unconscious. Like experiences stored in our preconscious, they often thrust their way into the present and influence our behavior—albeit in ways incomprehensible to us except through analysis.
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Figure 3. The There-and-Then Level: Unconscious


The bottom of the bucket in some sense remains bottomless. There is no way for behavioral scientists to make definitive statements concerning the unconscious. It is important to remember, however, that these forces influence our current behavior. Total kenepathy—in the sense of understanding the facts in our unconscious and how they influence our behavior—we leave to the psychotherapist.


Unlike the neatly placed miniature buckets in Figures 2 and 3, the pieces of data that the miniature buckets represent are often in collision and disharmony with one another. This very conflict is another source of our feelings, thoughts, and behavior.


MINI-BUCKETS MODIFY THE HERE-AND-NOW


The bucket model depicts the combination of here-and-now and there-and-then cognitive and affective data that must in some measure be understood by anyone who tries to understand another person. If Person B, for example, attempts to understand Person A (Figure 4), B must learn A’s frame of reference, which includes facts from both cognitive and affective levels. As B kenepathizes with A, B must try to understand some of what is in A’s there-and-then, especially if one or more of A’s mini-buckets greatly influence A’s here-and-now. This defies the general rule that group members must stay exclusively in the here-and-now when exchanging information. A better rule might be to remain in the here-and-now when functional, but to be alert to times when there-and-then data that need to be expressed and understood invade and alter present experience.
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Figure 4. Mini-buckets from There-and-Then Influence the Here-and-Now


For example, if Person A has recently quarreled with a spouse, the residue of that quarrel will undoubtedly affect his or her interaction with Person B. The experience of the quarrel, a mini-bucket in A’s there-and-then, will probably intrude on the current moment, so B must attempt to pick up on the experience of the quarrel also. The residue of the quarrel is probably mostly affect, so to kenepathize B must respond to A’s feelings about it.


On the other hand, A may have just come from a stimulating brainstorming session with colleagues. In this instance, his or her mini-bucket contains a great deal of cognitive as well as affective material. In this case, it is essential for B to understand A’s thoughts as well as A’s feelings, especially if they modify A’s current behavior.


There are endless examples that illustrate the demand on the listener for confluent attention and understanding; as shown here, to grasp only affect may be as remiss as to grasp only cognitive material.


Of course, the disposition of B, the listener, further complicates the process of communication. If B’s bucket were accurately analyzed, it would be apparent what mini-buckets impose their dynamics into the here-and-now surface of B’s conversation. B may fail to perceive accurately what is being communicated because of his or her own preconscious or unconscious data.


The complexity of life space—the bucket that each of us possesses—is enormous. The phenomenon of communication commands respect, even awe, when its intricacies and complexities are assessed. It is no wonder that so much miscommunication occurs.


SAMPLE ACTIVITIES CONTAINING COGNITIVE�AND AFFECTIVE DATA


The bucket model reflects the multifaceted nature of the human being and illustrates the necessity for kenepathy, that is, simultaneously reacting to multiple levels of personality when communicating. The model is learned most effectively when reinforced with activities designed to develop discriminating yet comprehensive listening techniques. A few sample communications are cited below. After reading each, consider your own kenepathic response before reading the sample response.


At a meeting with the principal, a teacher suggests:


I really believe now that we should try to get our teachers to teach for mastery learning. We talked a lot about mastery learning in our departmental meetings this past month, and now I’m sold on it. I think it’s the way to go.


This teacher is functioning mostly at the cognitive level, so the principal could respond kenepathically as follows:


You’ve had an insight that’s changed your opinion of how to teach. You think we should move from our current method of giving students one chance to learn the material to a method that gives them as much time as it takes to learn the material.


This response obviously catches the teacher’s thoughts on the subject and adequately says that he or she is understood.


In another example of an exercise in kenepathy, a coordinator speaks to his or her manager


Ms. Coronoa is really making a mess of that job I gave her last week.


If the listener reflects this statement with “You feel that she’s not doing a good job”—a typical empathic response—the message has not been captured adequately. It is more accurate for the respondent to leave the statement at the cognitive level and respond with “You disapprove of her performance.” A judgment, not a feeling, was expressed. If the listener detects affect also, he or she might add “and that makes you feel disappointed.” But the speaker’s statement alone, without accompanying body language or innuendo, is a cognitive statement.


Other examples of the intermix between affective and cognitive data can be generated easily. Examples rife with feeling are quickly available in training manuals. Practicing responses to both types helps us to see the importance of simultaneous discrimination of both dimensions. It exercises our skill at detecting ideas, preconceptions, and perceptions as well as feelings. It teaches us to listen to nonverbal and verbal cues in behavior. It helps us to verify that human beings think and feel simultaneously, a fact that we all experience in everyday life. In order to understand a person, we must be in tune with as much of that person’s bucket as possible. Being able to kenepathize means getting in touch with every aspect of another person. The bucket model and the concept of kenepathy can be helpful tools to facilitate an understanding of the complexity of human beings and to develop comprehensive listening skills.
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John E. Jones


When we are attempting to transfer meanings to another person, we use three different modes, methods, or channels to carry our intentions. We use these modes to tell people who we are, how we experience the world, and the meanings that we attach to our experiences. We communicate symbolically, verbally, and nonverbally. This discussion centers around the definition of each of these modes and includes some suggested activities designed to look at the implications of these modes for improving one’s communication with others. The intent is to explore the implications of the mixed signals that one often emits in attempting to share a meaning with another person.


When two people, A and B, are attempting to communicate with each other, their communication is distorted by their personalities, attitudes, values, belief systems, biases, backgrounds, assumptions about each other, and so on. A’s communication to B flows through A’s screen and through B’s screen. When B responds to A, B is responding to what he or she heard rather than what A might have intended. B shoots a message back to A through his or her own screen of attitudes, values, and so on, through A’s screen. What is often not understood is that the way we get messages through our screens and through the screens of others often is confusing and distorting in and of itself. We add to what we hear, we fail to hear, and we distort messages according to the modes that are used to convey messages.


SYMBOLIC COMMUNICATION


We say a great deal to each other about who we are and how we experience each other and the rest of the world through symbolic means. The symbolic communication mode is essentially passive, and messages emitted in this way are very easily misinterpreted.


What are some of the symbols that we use? First, our choice of clothing can tell a great deal about who we are, what our values are, what our status is, how conservative or liberal we are. We associate differences in occupational status with different uniforms. For example, a banker might wear a suit; a laborer might wear overalls; a radical student might wear colorful, loose clothing; and a straitlaced professor might wear a tailored vest.


The second set of symbols with which we often associate meaning is hair. Bearded men are presumed to be more liberal than unbearded men; and men with long hair are presumed to have different political, economic, and social philosophies than men whose hair is short. Our choices about our appearance say a great deal about who we are. These signals are often highly ambiguous, however.


A third symbolic form is jewelry. Married people often wear wedding rings; some people wear beads; some people wear highly expensive jewelry; and so on. These are passive messages that are given out continually to other people. A flag in the lapel, a peace symbol around the neck, an earring in one ear say many things to other people.


A fourth form of symbolic communication to other people is cosmetics or makeup. We associate meanings with the different ways in which women apply makeup. The prostitute might wear heavier makeup than other women, for example. The man who uses a great many cosmetics is giving out a symbolic message about the meaning that his world has for him.


A fifth symbolic mode is the choice of automobiles. The business executive who drives a sports car is giving out a different set of messages to the world than his colleague who drives an ordinary family car.


A sixth symbolic mode is the choice and location of our homes. Social status is directly related to the type of dwelling that one lives in and its location.


Seventh, the geography of our living spaces is a form of symbolic communication. If you sit behind your desk in your office interviewing somebody who is on the other side of the desk, you are giving out a fundamentally different set of messages than if the two of you sit face to face with no intervening furniture.


Through the symbols that we choose to surround ourselves and invest ourselves with, we give out continual streams of signals about our meanings. These symbols are essentially passive. They are, however, a real part of our communication. When we are talking, when we are not talking, and even when we are sleeping, we emit passive symbolic signals.


SYMBOLIC ACTIVITIES


For the symbolic mode, participants may assemble into pairs and take turns interpreting all of the symbols about each other and sharing experiences about having their own symbols misinterpreted. An alternative activity is the statue game. In this game the participants form pairs and take turns being “it.” The person who is “it” imagines that he or she is a statue in an art gallery. The other person’s job is to examine the statue very closely, to be alert to all of the details of that person, and to try to memorize these details so that he or she can tell a third person why he or she decided to buy or not to buy the statue. After the partners have taken turns and inspected each other as statues, then they interpret as much of what they saw in terms of the kind of person each is.


VERBAL COMMUNICATION


The communication mode that we rely on most often to carry meaning from one person to another is the verbal mode. Everyone who has ever thought about it has come to the insight, however, that there are enormous difficulties in sole reliance on this mode of communication. History is replete with examples of misunderstandings among people who were relying on words to carry meaning. Perhaps the most significant learning that has come out of this experience has been that words themselves do not have meaning. People have meaning; words are simply tools that we use for trying to convey meaning that is idiosyncratic to one person into the idiosyncratic meaning system of another person.


One of the difficulties with words is that we attach to them different experiential and emotional connotations. Words are not always associated with similar experiences or similar feelings on the part of the listener and the speaker. Other difficulties encountered in using the verbal mode include the use of jargon, the use of clichés, and the use of specialized vocabularies. It is often said that words have meaning only in context; it can be better said that words have meaning only when they are associated with people in context.


People often struggle to find the right words to say what they mean. However, it is a myth that there is one correct way to say something. If we can extrapolate from that phenomenon, it is easy to hypothesize that there are some people who, instead of experiencing feelings and sensations, more often experience language; in other words, their experience parameters are defined by their vocabularies and their articulateness. The psychologist Piaget, describing cognitive development in children, says that we go through three phases: concrete, “imagic,” and abstract. When a baby first experiences the world, she is incapable of a highly differentiated emotional or sensational experience. She experiences only distress or delight, and her major inputs are concrete: She touches things, tastes things, sees things, hears things, smells things. As it becomes necessary for her to interact with the world and significant others in her environment in order to have her needs met, she develops a fantasy life, an “imagic” experience. She can imagine mother when mother is not concretely present. That fantasy life can remain throughout her life. As she develops verbal fluency, she begins to abstract, from physical stimuli, which bombard her, and from the images that are triggered by those stimuli, meanings that she attaches to her experiences. This abstract experience is a translation of sense data into a meaning system. The difficulty with us as adults, of course, is that very often we do not let into our awareness the physical sensations that we experience. We often mistrust our fantasy lives and tend to be afraid to permit ourselves to dream. We experience the world, then, in an abstract way rather than in a concrete and “imagic” way. The meanings that we permit ourselves to be aware of are verbal and abstract. What we abstract from the physical stimuli that we experience is dependent on our vocabularies and our reasoning abilities. But those three layers of experience—concrete, “imagic,” and abstract—are going on continuously. People experience in concrete ways and in “imagic” ways; and people experience the abstracting process when they are awake and attributing meaning to what they see, hear, feel, taste, and touch. Not all of these meanings can be carried from one person to another through the verbal mode only.


VERBAL ACTIVITIES


Suggested activities for exploring the verbal mode include the following: Participants form trios and talk for three or four minutes using as many clichés as they can remember. Then each trio is instructed to attempt to come to some agreement on definition of several words, such as “uptight,” “heavy,” “straight.” Members of the trios are encouraged as a third activity to try to express verbally their here-and-now feeling experience of one another and of themselves. A fourth activity might be to get the members of the trios to attempt to agree on the percentage of time that they think about when they use the word “usually.” Once the trios have reached some consensus on the percentage of time associated with that word, these can be posted on a newsprint flip chart to illustrate the range of experience that we connote with the word. Similar tasks can be to ask the trios to attempt to come to some agreement on which is wetter, “damp” or “moist.” After three or four minutes of discussion, the trios can report by voting on which of those words connotes more wetness.


NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION


Recently a number of psychologists and people in the human-potential movement �have turned attention to the nonverbal ways in which we share meaning with one another. The science of nonverbal communication is called “kinesis.” One’s nonverbal communication, or body language, is usually involuntary; the nonverbal signals that one emits often are a more valid source of gleaning information than are the signals that are expressed verbally and symbolically.


There are a number of forms of body language:


	1.	Ambulation. How people carry their bodies tells a great deal about who they are and how they are experiencing the environment. We associate different meanings to different ways in which people carry their bodies from one place to another.


	2.	Touching. This is perhaps the most powerful nonverbal communication form. We can communicate anger, interest, trust, tenderness, warmth, and a variety of other emotions very potently through touching. People differ, however, in their willingness to touch and to be touched. Some people give out nonverbal body signals that say they do not want to be touched, and others describe themselves and are described by others as touchable. There are many taboos associated with this form of communication. People can learn about their own personalities and selfconcepts by exploring their reactions to touching and being touched. The skin is the body’s largest organ, and through the skin we take in a variety of stimuli.


	3.	Eye contact. In the United States people tend to evaluate one another’s trustworthiness by reactions to eye contact. Try a little experiment with yourself. Remember the last time you were driving down the road and passed a hitchhiker. The odds are very high that you did not look the hitchhiker in the eye if you passed him or her up. Con artists and salespeople understand the power of eye contact and use it to good advantage. Counselors understand that eye contact is a very powerful way of communicating understanding and acceptance. And speakers understand that eye contact is important in keeping an audience interested in a subject.


	4.	Posturing. How one postures when seated or standing constitutes a set of potential signals that may communicate how one is experiencing the environment. A person who folds his or her arms and legs is often said to be defensive. It is sometimes observed that a person under severe psychological threat will assume the body position of a fetus. The seductive person opens his or her body to other people and postures himself or herself so that the entire body is exposed to the other person.


	5.	Tics. The involuntary nervous spasms of the body can be a key to one’s being threatened. A number of people stammer or jerk when they are being threatened. But these mannerisms can be easily misinterpreted.


	6.	Subvocals. We say “uh, uh, uh,” when we are trying to find a word. We utter a lot of nonverbal sounds in order to carry meaning to another person. We hum, we grunt, we groan, and so on. These subvocal noises are not words, but they do carry meaning.


	7.	Distancing. Each person is said to have a psychological space around him or her. If another person invades that space, he or she may become somewhat tense, alert, or disconcerted. We tend to place distance between ourselves and others according to the kinds of relationships that we have and what our motives are toward one another. These reasons for establishing distances are often not displayed openly, but the behavior is, nevertheless, interpreted.


	8.	Gesturing. It is said that if we tie a French person’s hands, he or she is mute. We carry a great deal of meaning to others through the use of gestures. But gestures do not mean the same things to all people. Sometimes people attach a different emphasis or meaning to the hand signals that we give. For example, the “A�O.K.” sign that people in the United States use, a circle formed by the thumb and the first forefinger, is considered very obscene in some other countries. The “We’re number one” sign, pointing the forefinger upward, is also considered obscene in some cultures. We give emphasis to our words and we attempt to clarify our meaning through the use of gestures.


	9.	Vocalism. As an example, take the sentence, “I love my children.” That sentence is meaningless unless it is pronounced. The way in which the sentence is packaged vocally determines the signal that it gives to another person. For example, if the emphasis is on the first word, “I love my children,” the implication is that somebody else does not love my children. If the emphasis is on the second word, “I love my children,” a different implication is given, perhaps that some of their behavior gets on my nerves. If the emphasis is placed on the third word, “I love my children,” the implication is that someone else’s children do not receive the same affection. If the emphasis is placed on the final word, “I love my children,” a fourth implication may be drawn, that is, that there are other people whom I do not love. So the way in which we vocalize our words often determines the meaning that another person is likely to infer from the message.


NONVERBAL ACTIVITIES


There is a wide variety of activities that can be used to study nonverbal communication. Suggested for use with this lecture might be nonverbal milling about the room, encountering people in whatever way a person feels comfortable with, assembling into pairs to do a trust walk, forming small groups to do a fantasy object game, and so on.


SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS


These three modes of communication—symbolic, verbal, and nonverbal—are used by every person when he or she is awake and talking. Symbolic and nonverbal signals are continuous, just as are our experiences of the world in concrete and “imagic” ways. A steady stream of symbolic signals is being emitted from us to other people. Our bodies, voluntarily or involuntarily, also give out a continuous stream of messages to other people. Those messages, of course, may be different from what we intend. There is also the possibility that our intentions are not highly correlated with our actual experiences. When we are awake and talking with one another, we are giving out three sets of signals. These signals may not be correlated with one another. Our tongues may be saying one thing, our bodies saying another thing, and our symbols a third thing. True communication results when people share a common meaning experience. If there is a consistency among the modes that one is using to share meaning, then communication is much more likely to occur. When one is saying one thing and experiencing another, he or she is giving out confusing, mixed signals that can be very misleading to another person.


The implications are clear. For communication to occur, there must be a two-way interchange of feelings, ideals, and values. One-way communication is highly inefficient in that there is no way to determine whether what is heard is what is intended. The office memo is a form of one-way communication that is perhaps the least effective medium for transmitting meaning. A second implication is that for true communication to be experienced, it is necessary that there be a feedback process inherent in the communication effort. There needs to be a continual flow back and forth among the people attempting to communicate, sharing what they heard from one another. The third implication is that people need to become acutely aware of the range of signals that they are emitting at any given moment. They can learn that by eliciting feedback from the people with whom they are attempting to share meaning.


�
zx	MAKING REQUESTS THROUGH METACOMMUNICATION( 


Charles M. Rossiter, Jr.


When we communicate with others, we do so on two levels. The first is the denotative level. This is the level that deals with what we say—our words, the straightforward verbal content of our messages. The second is the metacommunicative level. We communicate on this level whenever we communicate about our communication. Virginia Satir (1967), a wellknown therapist, has suggested that we use communication about our communication to make requests of the person with whom we are interacting.


Metacommunications can be explicit and verbal, or they can be less obvious nonverbal cues. My tone of voice when I say “Get out of my office” to someone tells that person how to interpret my words. It tells him or her whether I am joking or serious. The nonverbal aspects of my voice indicate a request that he or she interpret my verbal, denotative message a certain way. By interpreting messages at both levels—denotative and metacommunicative—people decide what they think we mean, then act on that basis.


Obviously there can be interpretation problems. Because so many metacommunications are nonverbal, meanings must be inferred. Another problem is that we may not know how we really feel about the other person. We may do things to confound that person—because we are not sure ourselves what we want him or her to do or how we want him or her to interpret a message.


To amplify just a bit, let us presume that I really do not like a particular person, but that I also have difficulty rejecting people in general. This creates conflict in me. I want to reject the person, yet I do not want to.


In such a situation, an interaction might go like this:


Me:	Get out of my office (in a tone that says I’m serious).


Other:	Oh, I didn’t know you were busy. (He turns and starts to leave.)


Me:	Wait a minute. (I feel guilty when I see he is leaving and feeling rejected.)


Other:	Huh?


Me:	Where are you going?


Other:	You told me to get out.


Me:	Oh, I was only kidding. (I deny the metacommunication given earlier.)


Other:	(Confusion: What should he believe—my tone of voice earlier or my verbal message now? What should he do? Should he stay or go?)


This interaction is an example of incongruent communication, which occurs when two or more messages sent at different levels conflict seriously. Conflicting messages make things difficult for the person trying to interpret them. He wonders: “What does the other person really mean? Which of the requests should I believe?”


People vary in their capacities for sending requests clearly so that others do not need to guess much.


USELESS REQUESTS


Another point Satir (1967) makes is that some things cannot be requested. That is, it is useless to request the types of things that people cannot produce. Here are examples of some useless requests:


	1.	We cannot ask others to feel as we do or as we want them to. Feelings are spontaneous. All we can do is try to elicit feelings. If we fail to elicit feelings, we can accept the situation or try again.


	2.	We cannot ask others to think as we do. Thoughts also cannot be demanded. We can try to persuade. If that does not work, then we must accept the fact, compromise, or “agree to disagree.”


	3.	We can demand that others do or say (or not do or not say) what we want. But if we succeed, the success is questionable. We have shown only that we have power, not that we are lovable or worthwhile.


If we try to be more aware of our communicating and metacommunicating, we can change the way we make requests of others. If we increase our knowledge of ourselves and of what we want and how we feel about others, we are more likely to make clearer requests. We are less likely to put others in positions of conflict.


EXAMINING YOUR OWN REQUESTS


How congruent or incongruent are your communications? (If you do not know, ask others and then listen closely to what they say.) What kinds of requests do you tend to make of others? Do you make useless requests? How clear are your requests? Do you confound others with conflicting requests or with denials that you ever make requests?
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zx	NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION AND THE INTERCULTURAL ENCOUNTER( 


Melvin Schnapper


An American nurse is accused by Ethiopian townspeople of treating Ethiopians like dogs. An American teacher in Nigeria has great trouble getting any discipline in his class, and it is known that the students have no respect for him because he has shown no self-respect.


Even though neither American has offended the respective hosts with words, both of them are unaware of the offenses they have communicated by their nonverbal behavior. These two examples cite but one aspect of the intercultural encounter. This occurs whenever people from different cultures meet, be they from different countries or from different racial or ethnic groups within one country. Whenever such persons encounter each other, they are apt to miscommunicate because of their different values, assumptions, perceptions, experiences, language (even if they speak the “same” language), and nonverbal communication patterns.


Although a great deal of attention has been given to the intercultural encounter, it is only recently that people in the training field have been given systematic preparation for the intercultural encounter. One aspect of this encounter that is still neglected in training is nonverbal communication.


NONVERBAL DIFFERENCES


In the first example, the nurse working at a health center would enter the waiting room and call for the next patient as she would in the States—by pointing with her finger to the patient and beckoning the patient to come. This pointing gesture is acceptable in the States, but in Ethiopia it is for children—and her beckoning signal is for dogs! In Ethiopia one points to a person by extending the arm and hand and beckons by holding the hand out, palm down, and closing the hand repeatedly.


In the second example, the teacher insisted that students look him in the eye to show attentiveness—in a country where prolonged eye contact is considered disrespectful.


Although the most innocent American/English gesture may have insulting, embarrassing, or at least confusing connotations in another culture, the converse also is true. If a South American were to bang on the table and hiss at the waiter for service in a New York restaurant, that customer would be thrown out. Americans usually feel that Japanese students in the U.S. are obsequious because they bow frequently. Male African students in the U.S. will be stared at for holding hands in public.


It seems easier to accept the arbitrariness of language—that the word “dog” in English is “chien” in French or “cane” in Italian—than it is to accept the different behaviors of nonverbal communication, which in many ways are just as arbitrary as language.


We assume that our way of talking and gesturing is “natural” and that those who behave differently are deviating from what is natural. This assumption leads to a blind spot about crosscultural behavior differences. And the person is likely to remain blind and unaware of the effect of his or her nonverbal communications, because the hosts will seldom tell the person that he or she has committed a social blunder. It is rude to tell people they are rude; thus, the hosts grant the foreigner a “foreigner license,” allowing him or her to make mistakes of social etiquette, and the foreigner never knows until too late which ones will prove disastrous.


An additional handicap is that the foreigner does not enter the new setting free of his or her cultural background, able to see and adopt new ways of communicating without words. The foreigner is a prisoner of his or her own culture and interacts within his or her own framework. Yet the fact remains that for maximum understanding, the visiting American must learn to use not only the words of another language, but also the tools of that culture’s nonverbal communication.


Although language fluency has achieved its proper recognition as being essential for success overseas, knowledge of nonverbal behavior should also be introduced to the trainee in a systematic way, offering him or her actual experiences to increase awareness and sensitivity. Indeed, it is the rise in linguistic fluency that now makes nonverbal fluency even more critical. A linguistically fluent person may offend even more easily than those who do not speak as well, if he or she shows ignorance about interface etiquette. The host national may perceive this disparity between linguistic and nonlinguistic performance as a disregard for the more subtle aspects of intercultural communication. Because nonverbal cues reflect emotional states, both foreigner and host national might not be able to articulate what is occurring between them.


CRITICAL DIMENSIONS


Although it would be difficult to map out all of the nonverbal details for every language, one can make people aware of the existence and emotional importance of the nonverbal dimensions. These dimensions of nonverbal communication exist in every culture. The patterns and forms are often arbitrary, and it is disputable which are universal and which are culture specific. At least five such dimensions can be defined: kinesic, proxemic, chronemic, oculesic, and haptic.


Kinesics


Movement of the body (head, arms, legs, and so on) falls into this dimension. In the initial example of the nurse at the health center in Ethiopia, the problem was caused by a kinesic sign being used that had a different meaning crossculturally.


In another example, the American gesture of drawing the thumb across the throat, implying slitting one’s throat, means “I’ve had it” or “I’m in trouble,” but in Swaziland it means “I love you.”


Americans make no distinction between gesturing for silence to an adult or to a child. An American will put one finger to his or her lips for both, while an Ethiopian will use only one finger for a child and four fingers for an adult. To use only one finger for an adult is disrespectful. On the other hand, Ethiopians make no distinction in gesturing to indicate emphatic negation. They shake their index finger from side to side to an adult as well as to a child, whereas in the United States this gesture is used only for children. Thus, the American who is not conscious of the meaning of such behavior not only will offend his or her hosts, but also will feel offended by them.


Drawing in the cheeks and holding the arms rigidly by the side of the body means “thin” in Amharic. Diet-conscious Americans feel complimented if they are told that they are slim, and thus they may naturally assume that the same comment to an Ethiopian friend is also complimentary. Yet in Ethiopia and a number of other countries, this comment is pejorative; it is thought better to be heavyset, indicating health and status and enough wealth to ensure the two.


Proxemics


The use of interpersonal space is another dimension of nonverbal communication. South Americans, Greeks, and others are comfortable standing, sitting, or talking to people at a distance that most North Americans find intolerably close. We interpret this unusual closeness as aggressiveness or intimacy, which causes us to have feelings of hostility, discomfort, or intimidation. If we back away to the greater distance that we find comfortable, we are perceived as being cold, unfriendly, and distrustful. In contrast, Somalis would see us as we see South Americans, as the Somalis’ interface distance is still greater than ours.


Chronemics


The timing of verbal exchanges during conversation is chronemics. As Americans, we expect our partners to respond to our statements immediately. In some other cultures, people time their exchanges to leave silence between a statement and its response. For Americans this silence is unsettling. To us it may mean that the other person is shy, inattentive, bored, or nervous. It causes us to repeat, paraphrase, talk louder, and “correct” our speech to accommodate our partner. In an intercultural situation, however, it would be best to tolerate the silence and wait for a response.


Oculesics


Eye-to-eye contact or avoidance is another nonverbal dimension. Americans are dependent on eye contact as a sign of listening. We do not feel that there is human contact without eye contact. But many countries follow elaborate patterns of eye avoidance that we regard as inappropriate.


Haptics


The tactile form of communication is a fifth dimension. Where, how, and how often people can touch each other while conversing are culturally defined patterns. We need not go beyond the borders of our own country to see groups (Italians and blacks, for example) that touch each other more often than Anglo-Americans do. Overseas, Americans often feel crowded and pushed around by people who have a much higher tolerance for public physical contact and even need it as part of their communication process. An American may feel embarrassed when a hostnational friend continues to hold his or her hand long after the formal greetings are over.


These five dimensions are by no means exhaustive. The list is literally infinite and may include things such as dress, posture, smell, colors, time, and many others.


PREPARATION FOR DIFFERENCES


There are ways of helping people to prepare for crosscultural differences; and there are some significant, additional benefits that trainees can gain through an appropriate training technique.


The critical need for nonverbal communication skills is unquestioned, but trainers differ as to whether and how these skills can be taught. While some trainers recognize that proficiency in nonverbal communication would help to reduce unnecessary strain between Americans and host nationals, others dismiss its importance, feeling that trainees will simply “pick it up” or that it can be dealt with as a list of “dos and don’ts.” Occasionally, a language teacher recognizes its possibilities, but generally nonverbal communication has been dealt with in a very haphazard way. The fact that nonverbal interaction is a part of every encounter between an American and a host national should be enough to signify its importance.


TRAINING TECHNIQUES


The goal of making trainees aware of and sensitive to nonverbal communication differences has been achieved by having them simulate a communication situation. This results in emotional responses similar to those that would occur in particular intercultural situations. Trainees are then encouraged to practice these new simulated behaviors until they become a natural and comfortable part of their repertoire of communication skills.


Self-Awareness


One technique in this approach is to divide a group of trainees into pairs and to ask one member of each pair to act in a prescribed nonverbal manner that will elicit feelings of discomfort in the other person about his or her partner’s “strange” behavior.


As a sample exercise on proxemic behavior (use of space), the trainees are divided into two groups. Separately, each group discusses issues such as “why we want to go overseas” or “anticipated difficulties overseas.” Then members of one group are told that when they rejoin the other group and are matched with their partners, they are to establish a comfortable distance and then decrease it by one inch each minute or by prearranged signals from the trainer. Signals could include the trainer’s moving from one spot in the room to another or stopping the group to find out what specifics they talked about and then asking them to continue. In this case, the trainer’s questions should be about the content of the conversation, not about the experiment in process. When the distance has been shortened by six inches or more, the nondirected partners will experience discomfort and, consciously or unconsciously, will start moving away.


It is easy at this point to explain that the directed partners were imitating the “comfort distance” of South Americans and that if the undirected partners were to retreat in the same way with a Latin, the Latin would think them unfriendly and cold. Conversely, in Somalia, it would be the American who would be perceived as aggressive by standing too close for Somali comfort.


Basically, this technique attempts to sensitize trainees to many other behavior patterns of nonverbal communication by taking an “informed” partner and a “control” partner and directing the former to alter his or her nonverbal behavior in a gradual manner to make the partner react. Both people will have an emotional or visceral reaction, which they can share at the conclusion of each exercise. Emphasis is placed on the reciprocal nature of the partners’ discomfort and confusion.


These group sensitizing techniques are based on the principle that people will react emotionally and will give social meaning to alterations of standard American patterns of nonverbal behavior, for example, when someone blinks often, he or she is nervous; if the person avoids eye contact, he or she is insecure or untrustworthy; if the person does not nod his or her head in agreement or shake it in disagreement, he or she is not paying attention. And generally our interpretation is correct—if the other person is an American.


Role Playing


In addition to group experiences with a self-awareness emphasis, there are role-play techniques in which nonverbal patterns of the target language group are emphasized. Trainees watch and interpret. A dialogue with the host-national role player helps the trainees to discover what cues were misread and what the consequences of their misinterpretation could be.


Potential areas of discomfort for both the American and the host national are further explored after a trainee and the host-national role player have engaged in a role-play activity with the host national critiquing the trainee’s behavior. The purpose of these role plays is not to imitate behavior but to explore emotional reactions. The focus is on model behavior of a certain culture without accounting for the idiosyncratic differences between people in that culture.


ADDITIONAL BENEFITS


The discussions following the training exercises are, in part, an attempt to merge the traditionally separate components of language and cultural studies as usually presented in training programs. Trainees can achieve a foundation of awareness and skill that will allow them to continue developing their personal inventory of language behaviors. Training for nonverbal communication serves as an excellent orientation for an immersion language program in which speaking any English is discouraged. A heightened awareness of nonverbal behavior will reduce both the trainees’ temptation to discard the use of the target language and also their overall frustration. Nonverbal behavior is not a new communication tool that they must learn but one whose potential has been dormant.


And, finally, the study of nonverbal communication introduces activities and discussions that are both interesting and fun, while encouraging trainees and language instructors to look at their perceptions of one another. Very often trainees hesitate to ask intimate questions of host nationals. This format offers them and host nationals situations in which potentially controversial topics can be discussed dispassionately. Corollary activities might involve movies, videotapes, and photographs of common interface situations.


Host nationals who have worked with this approach have found it fascinating. Once the atmosphere of mutual exploration has been established, host nationals find that this method gives them a chance to explore their own cultural patterns as well as those of the trainees. It also goes a long way toward clearing up misconceptions that the host-country national may have developed while interacting with Americans. As part of a training program, this technique typically receives a very high evaluation from trainees and language teachers.


Of course, there is no guarantee that heightened awareness will truly lead to changed behavior. Indeed, there are situations in which an American should not alter behavior, depending on his or her status, role, personality, and ultimate objectives for being in the host country.


The attempt to make Americans more aware of their interpersonal relations overseas (left to chance for too long) is based partly on the assumption that a person will be sensitized to nonverbal differences because he or she is surrounded by them. While true for many people, it is also true, however, that many will remain oblivious to nonverbal differences even though exposed to them daily for many years.


Awareness in Situations Within the United States


Although the focus thus far has been on the American/non-American dimensions of intercultural communication, much of what has been said applies equally well to interracial and intergroup communication within the United States. Recent studies indicate that the oculesic and proxemic norms between whites and blacks in the United States differ to the extent that real miscommunication often occurs.


These concepts and specific training techniques have also been used successfully with groups who work in multicultural situations in the U.S. The emphasis on awareness works best when the trainee group itself is multicultural. This allows the group members’ different reactions to the changed norms to validate the existence of nonverbal differences.


People with extensive intercultural experience benefit greatly from this approach, as they already have had prolonged contact with cross-cultural differences.


The useful technique of heightening the awareness of cultural differences should alert many people to attend more closely to an often-neglected part of the intercultural encounter—nonverbal communication.
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Melinda S. Sprague and Alice Sargent


There has been a recent cultural movement toward androgynous behavior, a movement that we as trainers have encountered in our own work. More than ever before, we have been concerned not only with helping women to be autonomous and more supportive of other women but also with helping men to make more emotional contact with others. These issues influence every facet of training programs and organizational behavior. This paper examines the impact of changing sex roles on the following dimensions of trainer/consultant activities: role models, leadership and training styles, power, the dynamics of interaction, and communication models.


ROLE MODELS


Current role models in training tend to be the same as role models in other professions, including politics, management, health, government, and educational administration. Value is placed on coolness, competitive power, charisma, toughness, resiliency, an external rather than an intrinsic reward system, logic, and a rational problem-solving approach rather than an integrated approach that relies on wants and needs as much as ideas.


To categorize this group of norms as “male” is probably less accurate than to characterize the current cultural norms in the United States as being divided into organizational norms and family norms. Stated most simply, men, who are taught to value a task-oriented, achieving style, have been socialized to fill the needs of organizations, whereas women, who are taught to be expressive and oriented toward the development of others as an extension of themselves, have been socialized to value the family setting as a means of fulfilling their own needs.


Given this emphasis, it is not surprising that women in government, education, business—or human relations training—have many similar problems to deal with. Contributing to the difficulty is the fact that the goals of training imply placing value on helping skills, collaborative power and nurturing, appreciation for the growth processes of others, vicarious achievement through the appreciation of others’ development, and expressiveness and emotionality. Yet the execution of a training program requires presence, authority, clarity of goals, and intellectual skills. Laboratory education requires not only the critical helping skills but also effective problem solving, the ability to deal with power and influence, the skill to know when to give in and when to force a point, and the ability to generalize rather than personalize.


Because of this needed blending of talents, we believe that the competent trainer must be androgynous. Sandra Bem (1974, p. 155) defines the androgynous person as “both masculine and feminine, both assertive and yielding, both instrumental and expressive.” The androgynous trainer is therefore both dominant and yielding, combining independence and competence with playfulness and nurturing. He or she combines a direct achievement style with a vicarious achievement style (Lipman-Blumen, 1973). A direct achievement style reflects the need to experience satisfaction and accomplishment through one’s own efforts; vicarious achievement implies experiencing satisfaction indirectly through another individual with whom one strongly identifies.


If we apply the concepts of Ornstein (as quoted in Mintzberg, 1976), we might say that an androgynous trainer is well developed in both the right (creative skills) and left (intellectual skills) brain hemispheres. Utilizing this terminology, we find that there are just as few “new women” as there are “new men.” In fact, it seems that many professional women, in their quest to be taken seriously, go through the state of becoming men before they give themselves the permission to recapture or reintegrate some of the tenderness and playfulness that they previously abandoned. But we note with optimism that as the pool of assertive women increases, more and more women models are surfacing who can be assertive without being oppressive or noncaring.


LEADERSHIP AND TRAINING STYLES


As women search for role models and try successfully or unsuccessfully to become like their male colleagues and mentors, they are often awkward. They may try to take charge or express anger in a manner similar to that of some charismatic male guru, only to feel even more inept because they have violated their own integrity.


Women’s leadership styles have been traditionally characterized by the hostess role. Women have learned to be pleasant—perhaps excessively so; to smooth over conflict; to be preoccupied with bringing people together; to be more concerned with feelings than with “getting the job done”; to smile—perhaps too much; to allow themselves to be interrupted; to let their voices trail off when they are making an important point; to laugh at the end of an assertive sentence; and to require more expertise from themselves before offering a contribution than men demand from themselves.


Courses in public speaking are particularly useful for women trainers; accepting opportunities to take charge and to give speeches is also worthwhile. Assertion-training programs can help encourage self-expression—making “I” statements and repeating one’s point even if it is for the seventh or eighth time, rather than giving up after two tries. We do have, however, a specific concern regarding assertion training. It develops powerful skills, but it can become verbal karate when it is practiced apart from an overall concern for individual relationships.


To enhance her own effectiveness, the woman trainer needs to be especially aware of certain issues. In design sessions for laboratory experiences and consultations, she needs to know where her support base is in the group; she needs to know the issues on which she will negotiate and those on which she will not. She needs to have a good sense of timing so that she intervenes at moments when her input can be best received. She needs to be equally unconcerned with being ignored and with being affirmed so that she can monitor the group climate. She needs to claim ownership for a job well done but also to acknowledge errors in judgment. She needs to deal with instances in which sexual attraction biases her responses to other trainers and group members.


Men, also, as they search for new, more collaborative, less competitive behavior and as they become committed more to openness than to coolness, are likely to be awkward. Men need to be encouraged to build support systems or begin consciousness-raising groups in which they can explore these new behaviors. In training settings particularly, we encourage men to be aware of whether they are operating out of a need for power and control or a need to get the job done, ignoring other significant needs for approval, closeness, or spontaneity.


POWER


A paramount issue for women in training is the exercise of power and the acceptance of the potential conflict that may result. This issue is manifest in both the planning and the execution of training programs. Women tend to be reticent with colleagues concerning confrontation or competition in design sessions, even when it is in the best interests of the client. The same is true when women consultants negotiate a contract with a client system. They often fail to conceptualize the issues and tend to see an impediment in terms of a power struggle even though such dynamics are ordinary and frequently useful components in every organization.


The woman trainer/consultant needs to be clear in her own mind about what is negotiable in the design and what is not, if she is to act in the best professional interests of her client and herself. Training designs, of course, may need to be modified after the program begins; or alternatives may need to be presented from which the participants can choose. But women particularly, because of their past socialization and the ongoing reward system in the United States culture, are especially vulnerable to abandoning a position of strength in order to be charming and conciliatory instead of forceful and persuasive.


Although ways of dealing with the authority issue vary tremendously among both male and female trainers, women tend to be reluctant to take charge when that is appropriate; and they overuse the collaborative/reactive mode even when it is not appropriate. As women become more comfortable in leadership roles, they will undoubtedly be able to make judgments based on a correct reading of the situation at hand.


In training there is ample evidence that women tend to give away their power. In simulations, for example, women participants may ignore three pages of written directions and instead turn to their neighbors to ask, “What did that say?” They seem to be much more familiar with seeking help from others than with being self-reliant.


In the United States culture, women have also been socialized to “make do” rather than to hustle. Women trainers may not ask for special facilities, may not think about going off-site, may not plan activities that require significant funds. Women are less likely than men to test budgetary and other resource limits.


In contrast, the culture of the United States has rewarded men for overusing the power mode. Many men have reported to us that they naturally fall into competitive, win-lose behavioral interactions even when such behavior is unnecessary. In order to become more androgynous, men need to be in touch with their tendency to assume power; they need to learn to accept the discomfort of being less in control, less persuasive, less inscrutable.


DYNAMICS OF INTERACTION


The psychological climate varies in all-male groups, all-female groups, and mixed groups. Although adequate research does not yet exist, it would follow that the sex of the trainer influences the climate of the group. For example, many male trainers tell stories and jokes in groups to enhance a point, and yet very few female trainers use this behavior; female trainers, in contrast, may be more likely to inquire about the families of clients.


Significant research exists on the impact of the composition of groups on interaction patterns. Aries (1976) reports that themes in all-male groups include competition, aggression, violence, victimization, joking, questions of identity, and fear of self-disclosure. About one-third of the statements in all-male groups are addressed to the group as a whole, signaling an avoidance of intimacy. Men in effect tend not to face the issue of having their intimacy needs met by other men.


All-female group themes include affiliation, family, conflicts about competition and leadership, and information about relationships. In mixed groups the men tend to be more tense, serious, and self-conscious; to speak less of aggression; and to engage in less practical joking. There are more references to self on the part of both sexes, there is more talk of feelings; but the women generally speak much less than the men, with the men taking two-thirds of the air time. Sexual tensions are present. Heterosexual contact is apparent, and values and concerns are expressed about being attractive to the opposite sex.


Women and men trainers alike need to be alert to the fact that a man in a female-dominated group is likely to be a central figure—to be deferred to and respected. In contrast, Aries (1976) reports that a woman in a male-dominated group is likely to be isolated and to be treated as trivial or as a mascot. It is a part of the trainer’s function to help women learn to relate to other women as well as to men. Our experience leads us to believe that the learning is richer if several women are in one group than if a solo woman is in each training group, even if it means that some groups will have no women. A solo woman (see Wolman & Frank, 1975) is much more likely to be forced to accept male norms or to face isolation than if she has support from other women.


The research of Bender et al. (1966) and our own empirical data show us that femininity is correlated with selfdisclosure. In a training situation, women trainers are more likely to share their feelings and personal data, thereby modeling that behavior for participants and lessening the gap between trainer and member. Culbert (1970) found that although neither overdisclosure nor underdisclosure on the part of trainers was healthy or effective in a group, an optimal amount of selfdisclosure modeled openness, enhanced learning, and promoted cohesiveness. Women trainers, we think, bring these qualities to the training team and to their groups. Trainers (of both sexes) also report that they like having women members in their groups because women personalize the situation and generate a feeling of intimacy.


A COMMUNICATIONS PARADIGM


The language of transactional analysis (TA) has been important in describing models for communication. The typical “egogram” in TA describes communication as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Parent, Adult, and Child Ego States1 
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Figure 2. Male and Female Ego States


Steiner (1975) and Wyckoff (1975) suggested that men have overdeveloped Parent and Adult states and an underdeveloped Child state, whereas women have underdeveloped Parent and Adult states and an overdeveloped Child state. Therefore, in TA terms the male and female would appear as in Figure 2.


The TA description is particularly oriented toward a masculine model because it describes the Adult state as the rational, problem-solving mode and places the nurturing emotions in the Parent state. The androgynous trainer needs to combine the problem-solving style with nurturing, caring, and contact. He or she needs to learn to love, assert, be angry, be frightened, care, and solve problems as part of men-women communications or women-women communications in order to make a more complete range of behaviors available.


Clearly the sex of the trainer influences perceptions and expectations of a style of communicating. In addition to the trainer’s own individual behavior, he or she is a ready target for a variety of participant projections from childhood concerning real or literary male and female authority figures. These may include the righteously indignant female elementary school teacher; the punitive male figure of retribution prevalent in most religions; the vain, jealous witch-woman; and the good, pure, rescuing knight. These misperceptions can lead to dysfunctional communication styles (Figure 3).


� EMBED Word.Picture.6  ���


Figure 3. Dysfunctional Communication Styles


Such communication styles suggest dysfunctional communication patterns:


n	Women’s righteous indignation in the Mother role;


n	Men’s paternalism and protectiveness in the Father role; and


n	Women’s adoption of the angry or stubborn Child role.


If we take man ¨Æ woman and woman ¨Æ woman as our goal for many of our transactions, then we want to eliminate the following behaviors:


n	Men’s use of women trainers as mothers—telling them personal information but not treating them as real colleagues with whom they also solve problems and perform tasks;
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n	Women participants’ and trainers’ failure to share their competence with one another;
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n	Men and women trainers’ and participants’ use of sex to play out power and control issues;


� EMBED Word.Picture.6  ���


n	Male trainers’ sublimation of anger at women participants or trainers (assuming the Father role and protecting women);
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n	In co-training, the male trainer’s deferring to his female colleague in emotional situations in which pain is being expressed (for example, a female trainer comforts a woman or a man who is crying while the male trainer steps aside);
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n	In co-training, the female trainer’s deferring to her male colleague in issues concerning the control of the design or schedule for the group.
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CONCLUSION


Today women and men are acknowledging their own special competencies and slowly differentiating which role models they value. We need to move toward androgynous models of leadership. Women need to expand their repertoire of behavior for dealing with power and conflict, while men need to increase their capability for selfdisclosure and for the spontaneous expression of feelings. Because our day-to-day relationships generally do not offer us sufficient support even now, there is surely not enough to see men and women through the coming stormy transition in male-female relationships. All of us need to build greater support systems to help us deal with our anxieties, take risks, and maintain our increasing options for behavior free of sex-role stereotyping.


These issues need to be talked about and explored in every aspect of training activities. As trainers, we need to be proactive and to highlight these concerns in our work and teaching. We are building toward dramatically new patterns of interaction between men and men, between women and women, and between men and women. Both sexes must be allowed to develop androgynous behavior free of sex-role constraints.
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zx	COMMUNICATING COMMUNICATION( 


J. Ryck Luthi


Effectiveness of management personnel of all grades is very dependent upon the ability to communicate orally not only the policy of the company but suggestions as to how work should be done, criticism of poor work, and the application of discipline, and of course the general field of human relationships. (Lull, Funk, & Piersol, 1955, p. 17)


It seems safe to conclude from research studies that by and large, the better supervisors (better in terms of getting the work done) are those who are more sensitive to their communication responsibilities. They tend to be those, for example, who give clear instructions, who listen empathically, who are accessible for questions or suggestions, and who keep their subordinates properly informed. (Redding & Sanborn, 1964, p. 60)


Research leads to the conclusion that there is a positive correlation between effective communication and each of the following factors: employee productivity, personal satisfaction, rewarding relationships, and effective problem solving. Two major components of effective communication are sending messages and receiving messages. Techniques of listening and verbalizing help in both of these dimensions.


FACTORS AFFECTING THE SENDER


Self-Feelings


In the context of each communicating situation, the sender’s feelings about self will affect how the message is encoded. The following questions are conscious and subconscious tradewinds that affect the effectiveness of the message: “Do I feel worthwhile in this situation? Am I safe in offering suggestions? Is this the right time (place)? Am I the subordinate or the boss in this situation?” In everyday jargon, such questions might be phrased in these ways: “Am I O.K.? Do I count?” Usually, the more comfortable or positive the self-concept, the more effective the sender is in communicating.


Belief in Assertive Rights


Linked to self-concept is the belief that one has some rights, such as the right to change one’s mind; the right to say “I don’t understand” or “I don’t know”; the right to follow a “gut” or intuitive feeling without justifying reasons for it; the right to make mistakes and to be responsible for them; and the right to say “I’m not sure now, but let me work on it.” Believing in such rights can help strengthen the sender’s self-concept and avoid the defensive maneuvering that hinders communication in exchanging information. It would be wise to remember that assertive rights are not complete without responsibility. For example, one has the right to say “I don’t know”; but one probably also has the responsibility to find out.


The Sender’s Perception of the Message


The sender’s perception of the message is encompassed in the following questions: “Do I feel the information I have is valuable? Is it something I want to say or do not want to say? How do I feel it will be received? Is the topic interesting or not interesting to me? Do I understand the information correctly, at least well enough to describe it to others, and do I know the best way to say it?”


The Sender’s Feelings About the Receiver


The probability of effective communication is increased if the sender feels positive or respectful toward the receiver. Positive or respectful feelings usually carry a built-in commitment and/or desire to share communication. Negative or nonrespectful feelings require conscious effort to communicate effectively. For the sender it is important to know it is all right not to like everyone, or, for the optimist, to like some people less than others. It is also important to know that we live in a world in which not everyone is going to like or respect us and that is all right, too.


Suggestions for Effective Expression


In order to send messages effectively, you should consider the following points:


	1.	Become aware of your thoughts and feelings. Do not be quick to brand them “good,” “bad,” “wrong,” or “right.” Accept them as a reflection of the present “you,” and let them become best friends by giving support and feedback to your effectiveness and to your needs; consider what they are whispering or shouting to you. By increasing your awareness of your feelings, you can better decide what to do with them.


	2.	Feel comfortable in expressing your feelings. Such expression, when congruent with the situation and appropriate, can enhance communication.


	3.	Be aware of the listener. Try to verbalize your message in terms of the listener’s understanding and indicate why you feel the message is important to him or her. Does it have a specific significance for the listener, or is it just “general information”?


	4.	Focus on the importance of the message and repeat key concepts and essential aspects of the information.


	5.	Use as few words as possible to state the message.


POINTS FOR THE LISTENER


Effective listening is as important to communication as effective sending. Effective listening is an active process in which the listener interacts with the speaker. It requires mental and verbal paraphrasing and attention to nonverbal cues like tones, gestures, and facial expressions. It is a process of listening not to every word but to main thoughts and references.


Nichols (1952) listed the following as deterrents to effective listening:


	1.	Assuming in advance that the subject is uninteresting and unimportant;


	2.	Mentally criticizing the speaker’s delivery;


	3.	Getting overstimulated when questioning or opposing an idea;


	4.	Listening only for facts, wanting to skip the details;


	5.	Outlining everything;


	6.	Pretending to be attentive;


	7.	Permitting the speaker to be inaudible or incomplete;


	8.	Avoiding technical messages;


	9.	Overreacting to certain words and phrases; and


	10.	Withdrawing attention, daydreaming.


The feelings and attitudes of the listener can affect what he or she perceives. How the listener feels about herself or himself, how the message is perceived, and how the listener feels about the speaker all affect how well the recipient listens to the message. As a listener, you should keep the following suggestions in mind:


	1.	Be fully accessible to the speaker. Being preoccupied, letting your mind wander, and trying to do more than one thing at a time lessen your chances of hearing and understanding efficiently. In the words of Woody Allen, “It is hard to hum a tune and contemplate one’s own death at the same time.” Interrupting a conversation to answer the phone may enhance your perceived ego, but the interrupted speaker feels of secondary importance.


	2.	Be aware of your feelings as a listener. Emotions such as anger, dislike, defensiveness, and prejudice are natural; but they cause us not to hear what is being said and sometimes to hear things that are not being said.


According to Reik (1972), listening with the “third ear” requires the listener to do the following things:


	1.	Suspend judgment for a while;


	2.	Develop purpose and commitment to listening;


	3.	Avoid distraction;


	4.	Wait before responding;


	5.	Develop paraphrasing in his or her own words and context, particularly to review the central themes of the messages;


	6.	Continually reflect mentally on what the speaker is trying to say; and


	7.	Be ready to respond when the speaker is ready for comments.


Responses That Block Communication


The following kinds of responses can block effective communication:


Evaluation Response. The phrases “You should . . .,” “Your duty . . .,” “You are wrong,” “You should know better,” “You are bad,” and “You are such a good person” create blocks to communication. There is a time for evaluation; but if it is given too soon, the speaker usually becomes defensive.


Advice-Giving Response. “Why don’t you try . . .,” “You’ll feel better when . . .” “It would be best for you to . . .,” and “My advice is . . .” are phrases that give advice. Advice is best given at the conclusion of conversations and generally only when one is asked.


Topping Response, or “My Sore Thumb.” “That’s nothing, you should have seen . . .,” “When that happened to me, I . . .,” “When I was a child . . .,” and “You think you have it bad” are phrases of “one-upmanship” or assuming superiority. This approach shifts attention from the person who wants to be listened to and leaves him or her feeling unimportant.


Diagnosing, Psychoanalytic Response. “What you need is . . .,” “The reason you feel the way you do is . . .,” “You don’t really mean that,” and “Your problem is . . .” are phrases that tell others what they feel. Telling people how they feel or why they feel the way they do can be a double-edged sword. If the diagnoser is wrong, the speaker feels pressed; if the diagnoser is right, the speaker may feel exposed or captured. Most people do not want to be told how to feel and would rather volunteer their feelings than to have them exposed.


Prying-Questioning Response. “Why,” “who,” “where,” “when,” “how,” and “what” are responses common to us all. But these responses tend to make the speaker feel “on the spot” and therefore resistant to interrogation. At times, however, a questioning response is helpful for clarification; and in emergencies it is needed.


Warning, Admonishing, Commanding Response. “You had better . . .,” “If you don’t . . .,” “You have to . . .,” “You will . . .,” and “You must . . .” are used constantly in the everyday work environment. Usually such responses produce resentment, resistance, and rebellion. There are times, of course, when this response is necessary, such as in an emergency situation when the information being given is critical to human welfare.


Logical, Lecturing Response. “Don’t you realize . . .,” “Here is where you are wrong,” “The facts are . . .,” and “Yes, but . . .” can be heard in any discussion with two people of differing opinions. Such responses tend to make the other person feel inferior or defensive. Of course, persuasion is part of the world we live in. In general, however, we need to trust that when people are given correct and full data they will make logical decisions for themselves.


Devaluation Response. “It’s not so bad,” “Don’t worry,” “You’ll get over it,” and “Oh, you don’t feel that way” are familiar phrases used in responding to others’ emotions. A listener should recognize the sender’s feelings and should not try to deny them to the owner. In our desire to alleviate emotional pain, we apply bandages too soon and possibly in the wrong places.


Whenever a listener’s responses convey nonacceptance of the speaker’s feelings, the desire to change the speaker, a lack of trust, or the sense that the speaker is inferior or at fault or being “bad,” communication blocks will occur.


AWARENESS OF ONE’S OWN FEELINGS


For both senders and listeners, awareness of feelings requires the ability to stop and check what feelings one is presently experiencing and to make a conscious decision about how to respond to the feelings. At first this technique may be uncomfortable and easy to forget, but only by using it will it become second nature. The individual should picture three lists:


	Behaviors  ææÆ	Feelings  ææÆ	Responses


						


						


						


At a given time, the person stops and mentally asks, “What am I feeling?” A person usually experiences a kaleidoscope of emotions simultaneously but can work on focusing on one present, dominant feeling. After the feeling has been identified, the person asks himself or herself, “What perceived behaviors are causing this feeling? Do I feel this way because of what the other person is saying or how he or she is saying it, or do I feel this way because I do not want to be bothered?”


The next step is for the person to choose how he or she wants to react to the feeling. There is much written about letting others know one’s feelings in order to bring congruence to actions and words. One can choose, however, not to express a feeling because of inappropriate time, place, or circumstances. For example, I may identify a feeling of annoyance at being interrupted. To share that feeling may not be worthwhile in the situation. The main thing is that I am aware of my annoyance and what caused the feeling and can now choose whether or not to let it be a block to my listening. I may tell myself that I am annoyed but that my feeling is not going to get in the way of my listening. I can decide if my feeling is to be a listening block; and I can keep it from becoming one, if I so choose.


Another way of becoming aware of feelings is “hindsight analysis.” After any given situation, the person can recheck his or her responses and/or feelings: “What happened to cause those feelings? What was I feeling during my responses? Why do I tend to avoid certain people and why do I enjoy being around others?” “Why?” is very helpful in finding feelings and behaviors that cue those feelings. As a person works with this technique, identification and decision making will become better, resulting in more effective communication.


CONCLUSION


The communication process is complex but vital to effective problem solving and meaningful personal relationships. It is a process that is never really mastered; one can continually improve on it. It requires certain attitudes, knowledge, techniques, common sense, and a willingness to try. Effective communication happens when we have achieved sufficient clarity or accuracy to handle each situation adequately.
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zx	ANYBODY WITH EYES CAN SEE THE FACTS!( 


Aharon Kuperman


Disagreements between individuals, especially those who depend on each other in order to “see” facts, are almost inevitable. Nevertheless, there is a common belief that “facts are facts.” When a dispute occurs, it should be possible to unearth the “real” facts, accept them, act accordingly, and thus settle any differences. Stagner, who for many years was involved in studying industrial conflicts, related how a known labor mediator liked to say, “There cannot be disagreement about facts, there can only be ignorance of them” (1956, p. 15). It is questionable, however, whether this belief rests on a firm foundation. The “facts” are not always that simple.


THE CASE OF “MR. RAT”


Figure 1 will give us a glimpse of what may be entailed in attempting to establish facts that can plainly be accepted by all who look. If the drawing in Figure 1 is shown to a group of people and each person is asked to describe what he or she sees, some individuals, without any trace of doubt or hesitation, will say, “A profile of a bald man with eyeglasses and a hooked nose.” Other observers, with no less confidence, will promptly respond, “A rat!” One might wonder how both responses could be right—or whether anybody needed an eye examination or one group was lying. It is easy to imagine the arguments between the two groups of observers after the picture is withdrawn.


Situations such as that illustrated by “Mr. Rat” are not as infrequent as they may appear. Stagner claims that many industrial conflicts revolve around the differences that management and labor see in the facts. If this is so, we might well wonder how facts can be established. It is not a new problem. The thorny question of the relationship between the “real” world and the world as it appears in our experiences has concerned the human race throughout history. Answers to such questions are prerequisites for gaining reliable and valid knowledge about the world in general.


PERCEPTION


In modern psychology, issues of this kind are dealt with under the heading of “perception,” a field that deals with the processes by which human beings establish and maintain contact with their environment. Since Locke (An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 1690), most students of perception would agree that our knowledge of the world comes to us via our sense organs. Consequently, the main thrust of research in the field of perception has been concentrated not only on explorations of the structure and function of sense organs, but also on experiences related to sensing and, more recently, on behavioral responses to perceived stimuli. Today, evidence leads us to conclude that parts of the process of perception are learned whereas other parts are inborn.
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Figure 1. “Mr. Rat”1 


Insights About the Perceptual Process


The following list is by no means complete, nor is it free of suppositions and speculation; but it may offer a sufficiently clear, although rudimentary, idea about what is involved in the perceptual process.


	1.	Knowledge about the world is obtained only through the sense organs.


	2.	The senses are capable of detecting certain kinds of energy (stimuli) emanating from the environment.


	3.	Each sense organ absorbs a special kind of energy within a given range of magnitudes; in other words, there are both upper and lower limits (thresholds) for sensing. For example, sound waves above a certain frequency cannot be detected by our ears; but a dog can hear them very well and respond to them.


	4.	Sense organs, using nerves as conduits, transmit the incoming energy to brain centers in the form of “signals.” These signals are raw information because at this stage of the process their meanings for the perceiver are not yet clear.


	5.	Data from sense organs, fed into brain centers, are organized into patterns. Evidence indicates that some of this organization is due to past learning and some is inborn.


	6.	In every human culture, complete patterns of signals are given labels or names (concepts) that must be learned. These labeled patterns are “stored” for future reference.


	7.	Freshly organized patterns are sorted and matched with similar patterns already “stored” in the brain. This matching process gives rise to meanings, in terms of human language (concepts). Thus, a pattern without a label either remains a meaningless sensation or, if matched with a nameless stored pattern, may be considered to have a very private and vague meaning, not communicable to others.


	8.	The stored patterns in brain centers have both affective (feeling) and symbolic (concept) aspects.


	9.	The total process of perception, as described in items 1 through 7, is extremely fast (less than � EMBED Equation.2  ��� of a second).


	10.	Briefly, perception can be considered as a process of sensing signals and interpreting them.


Figure 2 shows the perceptual process in schematic form.
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Figure 2. A Model of the Process of Perception


Implications


As is implied in items 6 and 7 above, one basic condition for perception is the availability of stored concepts in the brain. In the initial stages of development, the child learns from his or her “socializing agents” what names are to be associated with given patterns, and both the patterns and their associated names are stored and set aside for future reference. Thus, when a new pattern arrives, it can be recognized by matching it with a stored pattern. If a match cannot be found, either the pattern remains meaningless or a new concept is invented. This new concept can be private or public. To become public, it must be communicated to and confirmed by others so that they use the same concept for the same pattern.


As some of the organization of signals into a pattern is learned, it may be expected that in different cultures somewhat different patterns will be established by similar stimuli. People in different cultures organize their world into different patterns and hence possess different concepts for almost the same stimuli. Thus, they perceive the world slightly differently.


Indeed, comparative semantics and anthropology suggest that words of one language are often not exactly equivalent to words of another language. Thus, while the Western culture divides the color spectrum one way, one of the cultures in Liberia, for example, divides the same color spectrum slightly differently. In their language red and orange constitute a single unit; one word designates both colors (Brown, 1965). The Eskimos are known to have several words for snow, each of which indicates somewhat different qualities of snow, which are understood only with difficulty by an outsider. However, as many of these differences are due to learning, other people too can learn to make fine discriminations among the qualities of snow and hence perceive it in the same manner as the Eskimo.


Additional Factors Affecting Perception


Under certain specified conditions, perception may be distorted. Some factors that lead to such distortions are related to the internal emotional and motivational states of the perceiver, while others are considered to be properties of the stimulus.


It has been demonstrated that a child from a low-income home tends to recall a perceived coin as being larger than a richer child recalls it or than the actual size of the coin. “Set,” or readiness to perceive, is known to lower thresholds for certain stimuli. In other words, because of one’s set, which is established by frequent exposure to a given stimulus, one tends to perceive that particular stimulus more readily than otherwise. A given object placed in a different background is perceived somewhat differently. For example, a given color placed on a given color background may appear brighter or darker, depending on the background and without any changes in illumination. Sometimes certain features added to known stimuli distort the judgment of certain qualities of the perceived object; thus, an “optical illusion” is being created. For example, a given straight line may appear shorter if arrowheads are drawn on both ends of the line.


Sometimes stimulus conditions are uncertain or sensory information is less than complete, as when a person glances at an object for only a brief moment. Confusion can result, thus making a person mistakenly perceive a coiled piece of rope to be a snake. At other times an object may be sufficiently ambiguous so that absolute identification of the stimulus is very difficult. In other words, the pattern of signals is less than complete. Hence it can be matched with more than one stored pattern, leading to any one of several interpretations (“matching”). A set may determine which of the several alternative patterns will be chosen; so may other possible determinants such as interests, attitudes, values, and motives of the perceiving person.


INTERPRETATION OF “MR. RAT”


It is now easier to understand what may take place in the differing observations of Figure 1. As “Mr. Rat” is drawn ambiguously, the perceiver is forced to rely on certain cues in order to establish a meaning for the drawing. If the observer has a set to perceive a person (that is, in the past he or she has seen similar drawings of a person), then the cues that the he or she sees give rise to the perception of a person. Similarly, past experiences with similar drawings of rats give rise to the perception of a rat. Thus, two observers with two different “sets” perceive two different drawings, even though the image projected on the retinas of both observers is identical. The difference lies in the organization of the signals coming from the eye into a pattern that is matched in one case with the stored pattern of a person and in the other case with the stored pattern of a rat. It is very unlikely that the differences in perception here are due to differences in motivation or emotions.


HOW FACTS CAN BE ESTABLISHED


The study of perception shows us that there may be difficulties in agreeing on facts due to differences in perception. However, people all over the world are able to communicate with one another and to agree on facts, despite cultural differences. Following are some suggestions that can be helpful in communicating:


	1.	Specify in detail the conditions of observation.


	2.	Describe the observed phenomenon and the boundaries of what is to be observed.


	3.	Be on guard for optical illusions and other sources of perceptual distortions—use instruments and, if possible, several senses—and check for congruency.


	4.	Repeat observations several times under the same specified conditions.


	5.	Get confirmations from independent observers—make these observations public.


In practice, these suggestions mean taking careful and cautious observations of a situation and making adjustments and corrections by “reality testing.” Here, also, communication and listening skills are indispensable. Such skills can lead two differing groups of observers—as in the case of “Mr. Rat,” for example—to realize that both sides can be right and, through accurate descriptions, to see what others see.


FINAL COMMENT


It should be emphasized that what is described in this article relates to “object perception” or to perception of physical events. However, it is important to be aware that conflicts between and among people include not only disagreements over substantive matters, but also antagonisms and personal and emotional differences that are typical for interdependent individuals (Walton, 1969). Furthermore, it must be remembered that in human relationships, knowledge about other people and their “dispositional properties” and intentions may turn out to be far more important than perceptions of objects.
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Tom Carney


Communication at cross purposes is all too unhappily common in everyday life. Mary tries to persuade Bill to adopt a certain way of doing things, arguing logically for the efficiency of her way. Bill responds with counterarguments about its human costs. Mary reacts with a more-telling cost-benefit analysis. Bill counters with examples of likely inconveniences for specific clients. By now the metamessages have taken over: Each person is bent on defending her or his approach, and emotional misperceptions of the other person distort all further communication.


One frequent cause of crossed communication is the common tendency to favor one particular style of communication, often at the cost of being insensitive to other styles—in others as well as in oneself. Ideally, one should be:


n	Conscious of one’s own stylistic preferences and dislikes;


n	Able quickly to detect such preferences and dislikes in another person; and


n	Able to adjust one’s own style to that of another person.


If one attempts to achieve this ideal, a surprising number of payoffs result, both in personal insights and in interpersonal skills.


COMMONLY PREFERRED STYLES OF COMMUNICATION


Jung (see Jacobi, 1968) identified two major dimensions in our modes of relating to events: a thinking-feeling polarity and, at right angles to it, a sensing-intuiting one. These polarities are familiar in everyday life:


n	Thinking: the logical, rational, sequential analysis that has been associated with left-brain hemisphere (Ornstein, 1978) dominance—or with “convergent” or “vertical” thinking (DeBono, 1970; Hudson, 1970). If this is one’s preferred mode of relating to “reality,” one will probably use a precise, analytical form of communication.


n	Intuiting: the making of associations; having insights that yield a novel “big picture” of a situation; the free flow of creative ideas. Currently associated with openness to right-brain hemisphere (Ornstein, 1978) functioning, this dimension is also termed “divergent” or “lateral” thinking (DeBono, 1970; Hudson, 1970).


n	Feeling Group Maintenance: empathy with others’ feelings, leading to an emphasis on human relationships when communicating about how things get done.


n	Doing/Task Orientation (Jung’s knowing by experiencing/sensing): a tendency to sense reality by doing and to emphasize practicality in communicating about that reality.


These continua are illustrated in Figure 1.


�


Figure 1. Dimensions of Relating to Events


Use of the Styles


Suppose you had a television set with four channels on which you could regularly get programs. Suppose, further, that reception was excellent on the first channel, good on the second, mediocre on the third, and poor on the fourth. In time, you would probably find yourself using the first and second channels and avoiding the third and especially the fourth. People’s use of the four modes of relating to, and communicating about, reality is somewhat similar.


You have a mix of all four styles1. There is your “strong-suit” style, which you use easily and skillfully, and your “back-up” style, which you use fairly easily and skillfully. Then there is generally a style that you use only with effort and rather clumsily. Finally there is a style that always gives you trouble, that does not “work” when you have to use it. Generally you are fairly conscious of your use of your stronger styles, but you often put the weaker ones out of mind. You tend not to dwell on how little you practice them or how much you avoid having to use them. As does everyone else, you tend to have blind spots—not being aware of how much you overuse your strongsuit style and underuse your weakest one.


Shifting Styles Under Stress


Our society tends to overtrain and overuse the thinking style and underpromote and underuse the feeling one. Similarly, the doing style is much appreciated and used, the intuiting style somewhat less so. Usually we are not very conscious of these preferences. If we think about these things at all, we are most conscious of the styles that are dominant when we are really ourselves—when we are under nonstress conditions. Usually, however, our strong-suit styles drops back when we come under stress; and often our nonstress backup styles come to the fore. Generally, under stress, our doing and feeling styles seem to come to the fore, and our thinking and especially intuiting styles tend to recede. This shift can make us seem, to associates, “different people” under extreme stress.


Some people are much more self-aware than others in these matters. The thinker—that is, the person for whom thinking constitutes the dominant style in the foursome—tends to be most aware of his or her communication styles. But the thinker does not necessarily handle stress best. Knowing about one’s inner tendencies and being able to handle those tendencies are two different things. It is the feeler who seems to handle stress best. Feelers are more at home with their emotions—even though feelers sometimes do not appear very conscious of their dominant styles. Because doers generally cannot be bothered with introspection, they are not overly aware of their style mixes and can shift a great deal under stress, precisely because they tend to undervalue feelings. Intuitors, who are often surprisingly unaware of their style mix, seem to be the least stable under stress.


Figure 2 diagrams some examples of the style shifts that can result from stress, showing how extensive these shifts can sometimes be. A style’s position (or several styles’ positions) in a person’s order of preference can change—and the emphasis given to a style can change too.


�


Figure 2. Style Shifts Under Stress


Style Blind Spots


The bigger one’s blind spot, the more one tends to overuse one’s strong-suit style and to be oblivious to the need to match styles with someone else on a markedly different wavelength. People get along best with others who are on their wavelength: Like attracts like. Thus, thinkers will tend to gravitate together, producing a group with tremendous ability to handle analytical problems; as all group members have strongly developed thinking skills, they enhance one another’s effectiveness. While such a group builds an enviable record for its success in coping with analytical problems, sooner or later it will be handed a problem that calls for skills in intuition or empathy—and then disaster can very well result. It is not just that the group’s skills do not match the skills the problem calls for; worse, “groupthink” (Janis, 1972) can result, as the group’s mutually shared blind spots increase its members’ tendency not to use their weak styles, which in this case would be more appropriate.


APPLICATIONS OF THE FOUR-COMMUNICATION-STYLES APPROACH


Knowledge about stylistic preferences has been used to hamstring juries. If, by questioning, it is possible to eliminate all the “feelers” from a jury, the group that results will not be able to achieve consensus on any issue that is at all emotional or controversial.


Style Flexing


The most frequent use of expertise in these four communication styles is “style flexing.” This involves:


n	Knowing your own most and least favored styles, in stress and nonstress situations alike;


n	Knowing how you come across to others in either situation;


n	Learning how to identify the dominant style of any person(s) to whom you may be talking; and


n	Learning how to switch your style so as to get on the same wavelength as your conversational partner(s).


Team Building


The next most-frequent use of expertise in this approach is in team building. It is quite unusual to be a “team in one” (equally strong in all four styles both under stress and nonstress conditions). Most of us have overdeveloped some styles and underdeveloped others, but there are some different strong-suit styles that seem to go well together—feelers and thinkers in growth groups, for instance. The thinkers can dispassionately analyze a complex interpersonal issue, while they envy the feelers their ability to express their emotions and bring interpersonal issues to a head (Eisenstadt, 1969).


By and large, however, naturally formed teams in organizations usually turn out to have the same one strong-suit style dominant in each member. Yet it is known that a heterogeneous group will outperform a homogeneous one, if only infighting can be prevented. Here, a team-building consultant can help the members of a wellrounded team to come together and to use their range of skills to stay together without infighting.


Teaching


Application of this approach to teaching (not yet common) holds great promise. Most teachers tend to have one, or at most two, strong communication styles. But they face classes in which all four dominant styles are represented, and the consequences are all too familiar. A teacher who has a dominant hard-line, analytical thinking style will simply make any student who is a feeler curl up inside as a result of what the feeler perceives to be a cold, calculating, impersonal presentation.


Furthermore, the overrepresentation of certain styles of teaching is reinforced by the teaching technology and by the examination system. Any given teaching approach or instrument may be effective with a student whose dominant style is thinking and ineffective with another student with a dominant feeling style (DeNike, 1976). For example, seminars suit thinkers/analysts, practica suit doers, and instructional simulations suit feelers with a thinker backup style. Basically, the school system is particularly suited to the thinker, whose activities—mathematical or linguistic—it can quantify and certificate. The other strong-suit styles, especially that of the feeler, find a much less supportive atmosphere in the school system (Bolles, 1978; Torrance, 1971).


A teacher needs to know his or her least and most favored styles. He or she should be able to communicate on any of the four wavelengths and should be equipped with teaching instruments that represent all of those four styles. School curriculums should be expressly designed to accommodate all styles.


Position Papers


Writers of position papers, or of any submissions to a multimember board, can be trained to present their materials in such a way that readers of each of the four dominant styles can easily understand communications conveyed in “their” respective styles. A reader who is a doer will want a brief expression of basic findings and recommendations: That person will go straight for the “bottom line.” The feeler will look for an assessment of the implications, in human relations, for the company team. The intuitor will expect a “big picture,” a “look down the road” (futurist orientation), and an impact assessment. The thinker will search for appendixes in which details have been marshaled in sequence, options stated, and trends extrapolated and reviewed. A report has to speak to its reader in the reader’s own dominant communication style if it is to be seen as “realistic.”


VALIDATION AND SUMMATION


The four-communication-styles approach is so obviously and immediately useful that most practitioners’ energies have been directed toward evolving new and more powerful ways of teaching or using it (see Carney, 1976; Parr, 1979). Little energy has been put into validation and reports (see Slocum, 1978). Some observations, however, can be made. First, breaking mental sets does not necessarily mean innovative thinking. With thinker-analysts, it may involve criticism or mere negativeness. Second, fluency of ideas does not necessarily mean novelty in thinking. Doers prove amazingly fertile in ideas for ways of coping, but these ideas are remarkably commonplace or simply variations on one theme: Doers are concerned with effectiveness rather than originality. Originality is the predominant characteristic of the intuitors, as a group.


Third, feelers are not emotional in their thinking. They tend to ask, “How is this going to affect people?” It is the intuitors who, if they become blocked (that is, if they cannot produce their usual spate of novel ideas), evidence most emotion. If they are producing well, they are very genial. The thinkers, too, if they cannot offer constructive suggestions and begin to produce spates of negative criticism, soon become emotional in the way they express their ideas.


Fourth, the most outstanding performance comes from a participant whose unique balance of two strong suits is ideally suited to the twin demands—criticism and originality—of the problem. This concept of balance may well be one of the most important ideas involved in the four-communication-styles approach.
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zx	JARGON: REDISCOVERING A POWERFUL TOOL( 


Lilith Ren


Jargon, when used without proper understanding or care, can confuse the uninitiated and create serious problems. However, when used skillfully it is a multifaceted resource. The economy of weight and space accomplished through the use of jargon makes it the right tool for a variety of jobs.


A DEFINITION OF “JARGON”


Jargon is a specialized language that is developed and used by professionals within a given discipline to communicate more precisely among themselves. It includes the current phrases, slang, and idiosyncrasies of the personal vocabularies of such professionals.


Language is the primary means by which humans attempt to bridge the gap between one person’s experiences and another’s. Although language helps to describe a human experience, it is not to be equated with the experience itself. The words we use are symbols for what we see, hear, touch, taste, smell, and do. We use these symbols to structure thought; they serve as building blocks for the personal models we create as we organize and store the mass of stimuli that we perceive (Gordon, 1978).


Thus, all language, and therefore all jargon, is metaphor. Kopp (1971) defines metaphor as “a way of speaking in which one thing is expressed in terms of another, whereby this bringing together throws new light on the character of what is being described.”


THE VALUE OF JARGON


Although no type of language can duplicate experience point for point, expert communicators acknowledge that jargon does have a number of striking advantages over standard English. Skillfully used jargon is a tool that helps to structure, integrate, generalize, and retrieve experiences as well as the learnings associated with them.


Cognitive Structure


Jargon provides structure for a body of experience by bringing its new elements more clearly into focus. By naming these elements, we reinforce their existence, adding weight and value to them as their names are repeated (Bandler & Grinder, 1979; Skinner, 1957). By labeling an entire body of such elements as “human resource development” (HRD), we call attention to the programs, research, and technologies that reflect our commitment to helping individuals and organizations work in mutually beneficial ways. Then we add to the existence of HRD as a discipline by mustering other phenomena into the category that our jargon has provided. Thus, quality-of-work-life programs and management development are incorporated into organizational budgets and executive-meeting agendas.


By borrowing from other, more established sciences, we lend credibility to our jargon (Hardaway, 1976). For example, the “resource” focus of HRD adds an air of technology not found in “human potential development.” Similarly, calling an old experience by a new name casts it in a new light. “Self-disclosure” and “active listening” thus become discrete skills that can be taught rather than personal communication styles.


Efficiency


Jargon packs large quantities of information into small spaces (Billow, 1977). Without jargon, a trainer’s manual might instruct the trainer to “divide participants into two groups, each group forming a circle, one inside the other, allowing the participants in the outer circle to observe those in the inner circle while the latter participate in a brief structured experience.” The same manual might instruct the trainer to “have the participants assemble into a ‘fishbowl’ configuration.”1 


Jargon is more concise, combining two or more apparently unrelated phenomena to create a new concept (Billow, 1977). Integrated into this new terminology is a wealth of concrete, cognitive, and emotional data, making jargon a more potent tool than more formal English (Billow, 1977). The term “fishbowl” again serves as a good example. Concentrated into this one word is the representation of a commonplace object that everyone recognizes, the physical setup that it implies, an experiential-training technique, and the emotional overtones that accompany the experience of being observed. Clearly, the conceptual synergy created by using jargon is not as easily accomplished by using more formal English.


Memory


Jargon also aids memory by providing a verbal “index card” for more efficient retrieval (Fuld & Buschke, 1976). When jargon is included in a phrase, the phrase is more quickly recalled (Begg, 1972).


As stated before, jargon is metaphor, and it is the likeness between two concepts that promotes recall (Tatum, 1976). This conceptual interaction deeply links the new information or experience represented by the jargon to the listener’s existing conceptual models (Begg, 1972; Billow, 1977). For instance, the term “laboratory education” evokes an image of “hands-on” experience as well as experimentation. This type of conceptual interaction also helps to “cross reference” the information included in the jargon terminology, thereby aiding in integration and generalization of learnings. After experiencing the solid, down-to-earth feeling of being “grounded” during an activity conducted in a personal-growth group, an individual remembers this learning every time he or she hears the term “grounded.” In addition to the specific learning involved, the associated emotional, physical, and intellectual experiences are recalled.


USING JARGON EFFECTIVELY


All of us who work in the field of HRD—counselors, consultants, and trainers—are professional communicators. Our major tool is our ability to send and receive communications effectively. Change, often in the form of learning on the part of our clients, is the end result toward which we work and by which we measure our effectiveness. It is a primary goal for all of us involved in this complex process to bridge the gap between our world and that of the client. The following “bridging techniques” are valuable and can be enhanced through the appropriate use of jargon:


n	Establishing credibility and rapport;


n	Developing an understanding of the client’s situation;


n	Making oneself and one’s professional concepts understood; and


n	Supporting new client skills (by providing a framework to help the client make sense of, remember, and use the information communicated).


Establishing Credibility and Rapport


When a client says, “You don’t speak my language,” this comment can be taken as a literal criticism of a professional who uses jargon ineffectively. Selecting language that is appropriate to the situation is crucial to success. The type of language used must be chosen on the basis of an awareness of the setting, the client’s disposition toward “outsiders,” and the topic to be discussed (Bourhis & Giles, 1976).


Moderate use of jargon common to the client’s field is appropriate if one has the conceptual base to support and reinforce this use. However, to maximize success it is important to be aware of the reactions that follow. It may not be functional to act like an insider if clearly one is not. But in the right place with the right recipient, “speaking the client’s language” has been proven to foster cooperation (Bourhis & Giles, 1976).


Using everyday English is safely neutral. It also allows a legitimate request for translation of jargon used by the client. Thoughtful questioning facilitates examination of the concepts, experiences, and subtle nuances of meaning that the client has condensed into jargon. This practice is valuable as a clarifying and diagnostic activity for everyone involved. It also provides verbal entry into the client’s world model, so that the HRD specialist can note the similarities and differences that exist between his or her own world model and that of the client (Gordon, 1978).


Developing an Understanding of the Client’s Situation


The client’s values and style of organizing can be analyzed further by listening to the jargon he or she uses. The language used reflects and reinforces values and world models. It identifies the stimuli to which people pay the greatest attention (Gordon, 1978; Hardaway, 1976). This same principle applies to both groups and individuals. For example, when an astute observer hears HRD specialists talking about “getting in touch with their feelings through authentic selfdisclosure during the teambuilding session,” the observer may note that those in the field value cooperation, feelings, and honest interaction.


Bandler and Grinder (1979) maintain that an individual manages and stores the overwhelming amount of data conveyed by the senses by focusing on one of three kinds of input. This input is then stored according to category for later access. Some people focus on visual stimuli and reflect this emphasis by using sight-related jargon such as “seeing the problem in a new light” or “looking for a framework.” People who pay primary attention to what they hear use phrases such as “keeping one’s ear to the ground” or “harmonizing efforts.” “Kinesthetic” people concentrate on tactile/olfactory sensory input, as evident in their use of such phrases as “cutting to the heart of the matter” or “getting a handle on the problem.”


Knowing the client’s primary focus and using the corresponding jargon has two distinct advantages: The first is that “speaking the client’s language” quickly establishes strong, subconscious rapport (Gordon, 1978); the second is that probing with questions keyed to the client’s individual accessing mode helps that person to understand such questions and retrieve relevant data. (For more explicit information on recognizing and using a client’s conceptual processes to promote change, see Bandler & Grinder, 1979; Gordon, 1978.)


Making Oneself and One’s Professional Concepts Understood


Using jargon that corresponds to the client’s primary focus is particularly effective when attempting to gain support for interventions or to create a receptive attitude toward new learning. In addition, the use of appropriate jargon harnesses the subliminal powers of language. For example, effectively introducing a proposal to a visually oriented group of engineers might mean using a substantial amount of visual imagery supplemented with visual aids. The task of designing a presentation to coordinate with the client’s focus may seem cumbersome at first, but it quickly becomes “second nature” with practice.


Bridging the communication gap may also mean teaching clients a new way of structuring their world through language. For example, an HRD consultant might be asked to intervene in an organization in which the “battle plan” has resulted in dysfunctional competition in the form of “killer stress levels” and the employees’ practice of “defending” themselves by “bringing in the big guns.” Intervening in such a climate suggests the need to help employees restructure their environment by restructuring their world model. In this situation a skilled HRD consultant might encourage a “new game plan” with a norm of “running interference for one another” for the good of “the team.” Similarly, working to replace sexist, racist, or ageist language is a necessary step in realizing equal-opportunity goals (Swacher, 1976).


Supporting New Client Skills


Sometimes our own professional jargon is clearly the most effective way to express a crucial concept. On these occasions, it is best to take full advantage of the concrete, cognitive, and emotional meaning intrinsic to our jargon. Times like these are most likely to arise during introduction of human-relations concepts and skills. The key to translating our jargon is to embed it in a frame of reference that clients can understand. This approach may mean telling a visually oriented client that a sensing interview helps to “paint a picture” of an organization by “taking a fresh look” at certain practices. In this example, the definition of the concept combines the client’s visual proclivity with the jargon’s kinesthetic mode, thereby helping to bridge the gap between a visual orientation and a kinesthetic concept. Saying that a sensing interview “provides a feeling of what’s coming down” might confuse such a client. On the other hand, focusing only on the problems seen in this client’s organization might render a narrow reflection of the environment. When jargon is used skillfully, it can introduce a client to new aspects of experience.


In another hypothetical situation, the desired outcome might be to help the members of a highly visual and vocal work group to begin listening to one another. The objective calls for both new skills and a new process for dealing with one another. Use of typically kinesthetic human-relations jargon might focus the workers’ attention on the wrong data, thus conflicting with the skills being taught. In contrast, the use of carefully selected jargon that invites the workers to make auditory associations—through terms such as “active listening” or “feedback”—might help to focus attention on the relevant stimuli.


USING JARGON IN THE LEARNING CYCLE


Creative HRD professionals can find many ways to sharpen their use of jargon into a cutting-edge learning tool that is especially useful in group facilitation. To bring out the metaphorical magic that our jargon promises, the following conditions must exist (Billow, 1977):


	1.	The client understands the skills, experiences, and/or concepts expressed in the jargon.


	2.	The HRD specialist is aware of the metaphorical associations inherent in the jargon.


	3.	The specialist comprehends the relationship between the client’s understanding of the jargon and the metaphorical associations on which that jargon is based.


A strong connection can be established between these conditions and the five stages of a well-developed structured experience (Pfeiffer & Jones, 1981):


	1.	Experiencing;


	2.	Publishing;


	3.	Processing;


	4.	Generalizing; and


	5.	Applying.


Experiencing


During the experiencing stage of the learning cycle, the trainer’s primary task in using jargon effectively is to link it to a full understanding of the concept or skill experienced. Jargon is a powerful tool for making abstract ideas concrete. For example, when clients have participated in a “fishbowl” activity and then hear that term later, they will remember the activity and its associated learnings (Billow, 1977). Linking jargon to an activity provides a common experience base for all members of a learning group, so it can decrease the ambiguity and misunderstanding that often result from misused jargon. This linkage is especially valuable when consensual understanding of terms is crucial, as in the training of trainers.


Publishing and Processing


Further clarification of jargon is achieved during the publishing and processing of learnings generated during the experience. At these stages the trainer helps participants to understand the physical and psychological associations among experience, concept, and jargon. Full comprehension of such associations is closely related to performance of tasks on an abstract level (Billow, 1975; Piaget, 1969). This process need not be lengthy or complex. It simply requires that the trainer concentrate on both the experience itself and on the psychological effects of the language used when discussing the experience. The participants’ attention can be directed to these effects by discussing the associations made or through the publishing and processing questions used. To finish processing the jargon and to lead into the generalizing stage, the trainer verbally checks for clear, shared definitions of jargon used.


Generalizing


Paying careful attention to the generalizing of jargon during this stage is simple and important. As in previous stages, jargon used is processed as part of the learning experience. Again, using brief discussion can help participants to understand how the new concept and vocabulary being presented fit into their existing world models. The trainer can explore the ways in which new jargon is like and unlike the language to which participants are accustomed. During the generalizing stage, jargon and concepts become cross referenced to a variety of stimuli already in the participants’ mental files. This process ensures that both jargon and concepts will be further reinforced with future retrievals (Fuld & Buschke, 1976). Thus, the chances that participants will remember learnings and that what is remembered will be used are increased.


Application


Cross referencing continues during the application stage. While participants are applying the relevant concept, the trainer can help them to translate the associated jargon into everyday English or on-the-job terminology. The trainer can either provide direct verbal translation or ask the participants to rehearse presentation of the concept to those “back home.” Verbal or visual model building that invites the participants to fit the new jargon and concept into their existing world models fosters even more sophisticated application.


The trainer who does not foster translation and model building suggests something unfortunate by encouraging participants to leave behind the jargon they have learned when they return to the “real world.” Left behind with that jargon will be some of the learning associated with it. It is equally unfortunate to imply that the jargon and its associated learning have no place in the “real world.” Too often it happens that telling someone “back home” about what was learned is a difficult and disappointing experience. When a trainer helps participants to develop their abilities to apply both concepts and jargon to their “real world,” these participants can reenter their communities confident that what they have learned can be put to use in everyday life.


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION


Jargon can be a potent tool for the HRD professional whose aim is to promote learning, change, or clear communication. Jargon shares psychological properties with all language and with metaphors in particular. It can be used in establishing rapport with and diagnosing problems of individual clients or client systems. When change is a desired outcome, the development and/or careful use of appropriate jargon can serve as an underlying structure to support that change. Finally, thoughtful use of jargon assists clients in making sense of, remembering, and finding new uses for the information, concepts, and skills presented by the professional. The reinforcing properties of jargon, when wisely used, can ensure that the change or learning persists after the contract ends.
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Gustave J. Rath and Karen S. Stoyanoff


Several years ago Richard Bandler and John Grinder1 began studying the communication behaviors of psychotherapists widely recognize for their therapeutic successes. Their aim was to identify patterns of behavior associated with effective results, to codify these patterns, and to make them available to others who aspire to be effective therapists.  They chose as their basic subjects Virginia Satir (Bandler, Grinder, & Satir, 1976), a family therapist, and Milton Erickson (Bandler & Grinder, 1975a; Grinder, DeLozier, & Bandler, 1977), a clinical hypnotist; another subject of more indirect analysis was Fritz Perls, with whom Grinder studied. The skills and behaviors identified were referred to as “magic,” a traditional term for any process that people do not understand. In reality, once people learn these patterns of behavior, they, too, can be “magicians.”


Bandler and Grinder note that their background is that of linguists with a focus on the process of communication rather than the content (Bandler & Grinder, 1975b; Grinder & Bandler, 1976). The core of their theory is their interpretation of the ways in which linguistic meanings are mentally assigned to basic thoughts and experiences. This interpretation, called the Meta Model, serves as the foundation of their secondary model of interpersonal-communication effectiveness, which is known simply as the Communication Model. Although the communication methods proposed by Bandler and Grinder in accordance with these models were developed to improve communication effectiveness in the context of therapy, they can also be used to advantage in business and industry and in group facilitation.


THE META MODEL


This model is based on the assertion of Chomsky (1957, 1968) and other linguists that all languages share a basic or “deep” structure that is directly related to the physical structure of the human brain. The three processes by which an individual transforms this ��deep structure of mental experience into an observable or “surface” structure that can then be communicated are identified in the Meta Model.


The first process consists of incorporating all relevant data in the transformation from deep to surface structure. Because language is essentially a summary of actual experience, it is inevitable that some information will be lost; however, it is important that such losses be limited to data concerning insignificant details.


The second process involves accurately translating the range of the experience from deep to surface structure. When this process is distorted, the individual focuses the surface structure on a single aspect of the actual experience, thereby setting erroneous limitations.


The third basic process concerns the correct use of logic. Although the deep structure is inevitably logical, the transformation of deep to surface structure may introduce a variety of illogical elements.


Thus, each of the three basic processes presents the potential for error: In the first case, significant information can be lost; during the second process, erroneous limiting of the experience can occur; and the third process can generate errors in logic. The Meta Model provides people with appropriate responses to correct these errors and to help clarify the meanings of messages. It should be noted, though, that the errors specified in the model are often related to psychological disorders. Thus, it is only in the context of psychotherapy that extensive use of the Meta Model is appropriate for interacting with one other person in particular.


However, occasional use of responses inspired by this model can be valuable in a group-facilitation setting to improve the communication process. The following paragraphs provide a detailed discussion of each error and suggested responses for correcting the error.


Informational Errors


The process of transforming relevant information can result in four different types of errors: deletion, references to unspecified people, use of unspecified verbs, and nominalization.


Deletion occurs when a significant aspect of an experience is omitted. For example, during a group discussion a member might say, “I disagree.” An appropriate response in terms of the Meta Model is to ask for identification of the element omitted: “With what do you disagree?”


The second type of information error, references to unspecified people, results from the use of vague or general nouns and pronouns. For instance, a group member might say, “They don’t like me.” In responding one must ask to whom the word “they” refers: “Who doesn’t like you?”


Use of unspecified verbs is the third type of error. A member of a group might say, for example, “This group ignores me.” The group leader might request clarification by asking, “Exactly what does the group do that makes you feel ignored?”


The fourth and final type of informational error is nominalization, which consists of making a noun from a word generally considered to be another part of speech. For example, a participant could say, “I believe the group process is going well.” “Process” does not refer to a concrete, measurable object.


Erroneous Limitations


An individual who generally focuses on only one aspect of any experience formulates a limited model of the world, which, in turn, keeps him or her from making free and open choices. People can limit their world views in three ways: by using universal qualifiers, by assuming the impossibility of certain situations, and by presuming the inevitability of other conditions.


Universal qualifiers are words such as “always,” “never,” “all,” “every,” and “nobody,” which imply that the statements to which they pertain are categorically true. It is unlikely, however, that any expressed idea is without exceptions. Thus, when a group member says, “Everybody in a group participates,” one may legitimately question the validity of this comment by asking, “Is that true for every group to which you have ever belonged?” Such a response may help the group member to recognize the fallacy in the original statement.


Assuming impossibility limits one’s own ability to bring about change. This is indicated by the use of words and phrases such as “can’t,” “impossible,” “must not,” and “unable to.” For example, a group member might say, “I can’t communicate clearly with John.” This narrowing of the range of what may or may not happen might be followed appropriately with the response “You haven’t yet found a way to communicate clearly with John.” A more direct confrontation is exemplified in the statement “You may not want to communicate clearly with John.”


Presuming inevitability is the opposite of assuming impossibility. The key words and phrases that indicate this form of narrowing process are “have to,” “necessary,” “must,” “no choice,” and “forced to.” The group member who says, “I disagree with the other members so strongly that I have no choice but to resign from the group” might be corrected with this response: “You choose to have no choices. You could work with the other members to resolve the conflict; you could present your viewpoint to the group as a legitimate alternative for group action; or you could simply accept your difference of opinion as normal and healthy in a group situation. Actually, you have a lot of choices that you’ve decided not to consider.”


Errors in Logic


These types of errors are characterized by sentences that establish illogical relationships and thus lead to ineffective communication. The four specific types are faulty cause and effect, mind reading, unlimited generalization, and unwarranted assumptions.


In this context faulty cause-and-effect statements are the result of the speaker’s belief that one person’s behavior can be the direct physical cause of another person’s emotional or internal change. A group member who says, “You bother me” might be challenged with the question “What is it in my behavior that you choose to allow to bother you?”


Mind reading refers to drawing conclusions about a person’s thoughts or feelings without directly communicating with that person. An example is a comment such as “He won’t say anything because he’s afraid of stating his opinion.” An appropriate response might be “How do you know he’s afraid?”


The third type of error in logic, unlimited generalization, deals with personal opinions that are stated as if they pertain to everyone or to the world itself. For example, the statement “It’s a good idea to share feelings with others” may be countered with the question “For whom is it a good idea to share feelings with others?”


A fourth and final type of error in logic involves making unwarranted assumptions, assuming that some condition exists without verifying its existence. A group leader, for example, might say, “Who will be the first to share personal feelings?” The assumption behind this statement is that the members are willing to share their feelings. In addition, statements that are introduced with phrases such as “I wonder,” “I question,” “I’m curious,” “I know,” and “I understand” often contain embedded commands: “I wonder if you’re thinking about volunteering to be first.” Many people respond to such commands by complying, even though they have not been asked specifically to do so. Superficially the response called for is simply “yes” or “no,” but an implicit command of this kind is commonly used to control behavior. For instance, if a group leader wishes to tell the members to rearrange the chairs, he or she might say, “You can rearrange the chairs now.” Although simply a statement of possibility, this phraseology probably would lead the group members to respond directly by rearranging the chairs. In general, the appropriate challenge to this type of error in logic is to ask the speaker whether he or she is actually requesting that something be done.


THE COMMUNICATION MODEL


The Communication Model (see Figure 1) offers an advantage over the Meta Model in that it is easier to understand, to explain to others, and to use in various settings. It is based on evidence that everyone uses three types of imagery for representing information in the process of communication: visual, auditory, and kinesthetic. These “representational systems” are used to help one to recall certain information as well as to give and receive information. An individual’s principal representational system or preferred type of imagery can be determined by analyzing a variety of cues, the most popular of which are specific words and eye movements.


A person whose primary representational system is visual uses many phrases that are visually oriented, such as “I see what you mean” or “I can see the picture unfolding.” Specific eye movements also characterize this preference. People with this type of orientation tend either to look upward or to defocus when trying to communicate, interpret, or remember something.


Auditory representation is indicated by the use of phrases such as “I hear what you say,” “It sounds good to me,” and “I’m in tune with the situation.” The characteristic eye movements that accompany this preference are glances downward and to the left.
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Figure 1. The Communication Model: Indicators of Representational Systems


The kinesthetic representational system centers around movement, touch, and feeling. Phrases such as “I’m in touch with the situation,” “It feels right to me,” and “It’s going to be a rough job” are frequently used by an individual whose style preference is kinesthetic. Typical eye movements are glances downward and to the right.


An activity that can be used with a group to illustrate these phenomena is as follows: A volunteer is asked to close his or her eyes. All other participants are given copies of Figure 1 and are asked to listen and observe closely as the volunteer responds during the activity. To elicit information about the volunteer’s visual sensitivity, the facilitator uses probes such as the following: “How many windows are on the front of your house?” “Imagine that you are standing in front of this building. What color is the roof?” A second set of probes is used to access auditory information: “What is the eighth word of the national anthem?” “When you open the door to your house, what is the first sound that you hear?” To derive kinesthetic information, the following types of probes are used: “Imagine that it is a cold winter day and you have just stepped out of your warm house. What are your feelings?” “Which hand do you use to answer the phone?” As a volunteer engages in this activity, the relative emphases that he or she places on the three systems become evident.


The Communication Model can be used to analyze and correct a communication breakdown as well as to improve an individual’s recall of important information.


Analyzing and Correcting Communication Breakdowns


If two people are having trouble communicating, the problem can be diagnosed by analyzing the principal representational system being used by each person. If it is discovered that these people tend to emphasize different types of imagery, their communication can be improved by involving a third person to translate for each in terms of his or her preferred system. As a result of this process, each of the original parties hears terminology consistent with his or her preference but based on the other’s representational system. When such a process takes place in a group setting, the others who are present may point out and explain what is being observed. These explanations help the two parties to understand that their inability to communicate is based not on unwillingness to do so but rather on the fact that they have different styles of communication because they use different representational systems. Ultimately, each of the two may become sensitive to the other’s style and may generalize this sensitivity so that the communications of others are more understandable and acceptable.


Such sensitivity can be a valuable asset when communicating with supervisors, clients, family members, close friends, and fellow group members. The individual who can identify another’s preferred representational system can employ that system to communicate effectively with the other person. For example, when presenting a proposal to a supervisor whose orientation is visual, using charts is appropriate. On the other hand, a presentation for a supervisor with an auditory orientation should be either completely verbal or in the form of written statements accompanied by spoken words; if a chart is necessary, the individual responsible for the presentation should describe the chart completely in words so that it is not necessary for the supervisor to interpret any information from the visual image. During the verbal explanation the supervisor may be seen to close his or her eyes or turn away, thereby ignoring a communication channel that is not useful in order to concentrate on one that is. This kind of behavior confirms the diagnosis of style preference.


Improving Memory Skills


The Communication Model can also be used to understand and improve memory skills. For example, an analysis may be made of a factory worker’s system for remembering the locations of various machine parts stored in the factory. During the course of this analysis, it may be found that the worker’s method is to recall an object visually, to scan the storage area visually, and then to recall the kinesthetic movements involved in putting the object in a specific place. Therefore, training another worker to use the same method would entail asking the worker to develop an awareness of this process; each time an object is stored, the worker should make a conscious effort not only to look at the object’s specific place of storage as well as the surroundings but also to be aware of the physical movements involved in storing that object. This practice allows the worker to develop a model for remembering the object’s location.


The training procedure can be altered to coincide with the individual learner’s preferred representational system by emphasizing awareness of that system’s cues in particular. For example, if the new factory worker’s preferred communication style is auditory, he or she could be trained to repeat aloud the steps involved in storing the item rather than to scan the area visually. A person who can make use of all three systems may be able to remember much more easily than the individual who relies on only one or two systems; the second and third systems provide memory reinforcement as well as a means for checking the accuracy of memories based on the primary system. Awareness of finer distinctions, such as the color or intensity of visual cues, the pitch or volume of auditory cues, and the texture or softness of kinesthetic cues, can also be developed with practice, resulting not only in an increased ability to remember but also in a greater ability to communicate with others in the terminology of their own particular systems.


INTERRELATION OF THE MODELS


The Meta Model helps people to understand to some degree the nature of language and how it affects one’s basic ability to communicate. The Communication Model deals with the ways in which an individual retrieves information from memory and presents it to others. Combination of the two models (Figure 2) results in a system that can be used for the following purposes:


n	To interpret the nature of the internal transformations being generated by the sender or receiver of a message;


n	To identify the kinds of transformational errors that may occur between the deep and surface structures for each individual involved in a communication; and


n	To anticipate problems that might arise for two people who are attempting to communicate.


LAWS OF COMMUNICATION


Bandler and Grinder suggest a number of “laws” about human communication that form the foundation of their work (Grinder, DeLozier, & Grinder, 1977). Two of these laws are especially important in that they further clarify communication problems and suggest additional approaches for dealing with such problems.


One law states that the meaning of communication is more dependent on the response it elicits than on the intent of the communicator. Ultimately what counts is people’s reactions rather than the original statements. In many situations one does not have to say anything to communicate; nonverbal behavior suffices. Thus, in effect the law says that the first step in correcting faulty communications between two people is to examine their behavioral interaction.
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Figure 2. Interrelation of the Meta Model and the Communication Model


The other law states that each communicator, no matter how ineffective he or she may seem, is using the best possible alternatives that are perceived to be available in a given situation. In other words, no one willingly communicates badly. The optimistic implication of this law is that people are generally willing to try to improve the effectiveness of their communication.


CONGRUENCY


Another important element in communication effectiveness is congruency, the extent to which the various communication channels—words, tone, gestures, body positions, eye movements, and so forth—all convey the same message. If this is the case, an individual’s communication behaviors are said to be congruent; if not, they are considered to be incongruent. When incongruity is apparent, it is difficult to determine which message accurately communicates the speaker’s intent. For example, if a member of a group says, “I want to be the first person to share my feelings,” but at the same time shakes his or her head from side to side, the sincerity of the comment might well be doubted. The other members may not know how to respond to this situation. One approach is to directly confront the incongruence with a comment such as “You said you want to share your feelings, but at the same time you shook your head as if to say ‘no’ and to deny this. Which do you mean?” Any of a number of other approaches can be used to achieve at least temporary congruency (Bandler & Grinder, 1975b). Not dealing with another person’s incongruity, however, creates further problems; when the listener randomly chooses one of the incongruent messages as representative of the speaker’s intent and responds accordingly, the original speaker may be unable to determine which message generated the response. If the response to the previous example had been “That’s fine,” the original speaker would not have known what was considered fine—the comment, the underlying desire not to share feelings, or his or her state of conflict over the sharing of feelings.


Congruent communication is important in that it can facilitate the development of good rapport between two individuals or between a leader and group members. Achieving personal congruency is the first step. After this has been accomplished, one then develops the ability to match another person’s use of communication channels (posture, gestures, language patterns, intonations, speed of talking, preferred type of imagery, and so forth). Choosing to be similar to another person not only develops rapport but also facilitates interpersonal trust, which, in turn, has been shown to have great impact on interpersonal communication effectiveness (Gibb, 1961) and group effectiveness (Zand, 1972).
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