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New Orleans Reviaifed. but briefly

James £. Roever
Oueens College of The City University of New York

Preparad for Action Caucus. o Focus on fhe 1968 USOE/SAA
New Orleans Conference
December 29, 1972

The charge to +his acfion caucus was to revlsif New Ofleahs. |

attempted to reconsfrucf whaf wenf on 1here and then I reread Conceptual

Frontiers 1g_§peech~Connunicaflon. Neifher fhe experience nor fhe tome seemed .
particularly imporfanf—nen, excepf as historical artifacts: even fhe hyphen
has Vanished from "spéech~commun§caflon" and John Bowers witl no fonger be
able to Jusfify use of his strained qrunf--ugh _

Then ! affemp*ed +o reconsfrucf WIngspread 19701 and Pheasant Run

and | reread The Prospecf of Rheforic, for in my mind | tend to link fhese

experiences wifh New Orleans by comparlson anhd contrast. .

My concluslon was fhaf If is nof of particular ‘interest to attempt to
analyze the speciflc recommendafions with. retation to fhé topics -of edubafion;
research, social lssues and fhe llke. Some of the. recommendations had al ready
occurred before rhey were adopfed at New Orleéans; some of +hem occurred. jater:
some never occurred. And, of those that did occur, was it that they happened
in their nafural place in the history of such events or was their cccurrence

influenced by fhe_suggesfions_thaf were made?

Yhere was also a "Wingspread" conferericé preceding the New Orleans
conference. It Is my impression that while the Wingspread conference preceding
the rhetoric project conference at Pheasant Run indeed had an impact on the
proceedings of that conference, the conference that preceded the New Orleans
conference in facf had no appreclable imparf
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Next, | attempted to-arrive at a single point of view that | felt

best summarized my feeljngs, objective and.suhjec¥!ve, concerning the real

significance of. the..two major'projac+s. l'conciuged the fol lowing:
The' essential impact of the NéW'OrleansvproJec+ was foAlegffimlze

‘behavloral“ or “experimental® or scientific" research In speech communication.

Trar

Many so—called experimenralisfs or those the conference planners perceived to

I s

-7
: -~ be such came fogefher with a few foken rheforncians and a speech

veduca?!onisf" or o ! Those exper!menfal!sfs were young and af fhe

peak of a movemen% wlfhln 5peech comm"nicaflon that. had leqlfimized fheir

specialffes !n fhe field; the applicafion of descr!pftve and experrmen*af

mefhodology, wh!le it had been around occas!onally dn fhe fhirfies and 7

. forfles, really beqan developinq sernously in the flffies. Science was ‘legiti-
mate in areas wnere it had herefofore not bean a predomlnanf mode of- inquiry.z
x 1h!nk fhe key’ recommendafions 1ha+ sef the tone of +he conference and

. give it impor'fance are: recommendaﬂons one and “wo:
. 'RECOMMENDATION 18 Within the scope of a cenfrai focus on sooken

e synbolic interaction, the conference parf!c!panfs recommend that
" " the- impcrtance of scienflf:c approaches in speech-communlcafion
. research be stressed.. P

)5’.

RECOMMENDAT!ON 2: The. conferees encourage the use of scientific

approaches to inquiry in many aréas of speech-communication which

have traditionally used different " approaches-—such as rhetoritat
rif!cism, oral interpretation and fheafre.

e G AN Bt i ean o

oy .

2The audiologisfs ‘and pafhologlsfs "had: been doing experimental ]
research for a longer. period of time but "I: am excluding them fromthis
analysis as, for the most part, did. fhe p|anners of the New. ereans con-
ference. - .

3Roberf J. Kibler and Larry L. Barker, eds., Concepfual ‘Frontiers
In Speech-Communication (New York: Speech Association of America, 1969)
pp. 20-21.
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I believe that al.l other materiai in the volums Conceptual Frontiers in

Speech-Commun i cation can be viewed from.fhose;préclamafions. To put it
succinctly: ln‘February of 1968 at -the Fonfaineb]eah~Mo+orﬂHofel in
New Orieans, Louisiana the scienfiffc apbroééh-fo the study Sﬁ.sgeech

communication was sanctified.

R ey ST

Given fhat,sancftfiégilon,,if}was only baiukal fha%.fho;e.s;ppoFfed
by the argumeﬁt of fradjf}op lﬁls;;éch'éomh;hicgfién,:fhé “rhetoricians, *
would héve fheié*conférence;',Méﬁ?.rhé*of[ciapg.f;o;;speécﬁ:écmmynféafion.
with severaq?fo;en parficlpéﬁ?s fréﬁ’éngliﬁh;énd 5h}{osophy;.gafhered at
Pbeasant,Ruﬁ. Those: rhetoricians, . many of them young as had been those.
at the previous. conference, répresented ajfrédifién in tﬁe ;f;;& and were
those who Bad éntered an onéoinglsbééializaéiqn somew&ere;in:fhe middle, not
at its inéepfion. Now that sclenéé_jﬁ'speech comﬁhnicaféon had been cznctts -*
fied, they had best take a look af thelr business to see what thelr ‘roles
were in a field in which they wére no»loﬁger necessari'y the dominant ones,
either in substance or by default. | think the key sfsfemenf that gefs the
tone of the rhetoric project and gives ‘it importance appears in the conclusion

of The Prospect of Rhetoric:

The—scho+ars~and—#eachersnajtbpfh«confecencesmwece,eSpecialdy«concerned
with—the-relations ‘of @ducation 1o sociat forces: -Both--conferences
addressed themselves.to-a-question of grave-import to.educatlon..
a;;alJ_Jeve{gcljdbps-educafion unwarrantably represent social and
humanistic¢ subjects as amenable to analytic reasoning and apodictic
proof rathcr than as subjects only amenable to praciical

assessments on the basis of values and preferences humanly held?
Reports of both conferences. answer: this question: affirmatively.

Issues in the arts, in politics, in social organization, are

not apodicticaily resolvable and the pretense that they are

is a major cause of contemporary social and educational unrest.,,,
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I't-was-argued;_.especially at the-Wingspread-Conferencer that -

~to encourage expectations of 'scientific' or apodictic determinations
in problem areas where. such -determinations are by nature unattainable
will foster disillusionment and distrust of the institutions encouraging
so-unattainable:3 hope. Partlchaan“an th conferences

emphasized the need 1O treat such subject matters as fopics

which only allow conclusions found Through .choosing from among
alternatives--al! rationally defensible but engendering di fferent
human values from .among which men must choose according to their

own :hierarchies of value. .To approach in this way social issues,
potitical issues, cultural problems, as well as artistic problems,
would.be to apply.in these areas of thought the principles of
rhetorical” invention and of rhetorical communication in the classic
sense. At its fullest, rhetorical ahalysisvjs simply investigation

. to discover the relative values-of alternatives: and .at its best,

“rhetorical communication is the presentation of the human worth
discernfbléqin‘ény answer ¥b-anygprchfcal question,

Wereffhefjadgmén1s of our' conferences accepted; sweeping changes
'would be necessary throughout the educational establishment of
the natién: In the humanities and in the -several -fields of social
> inguiry especially, 'scientific' models would be relegated in
application tq those matters. of detail in-which 'fact-nonfact'
Jjudgments are possible, and a ‘rhetorical model’ speci fying that
human Va]uatlgn is-all that -men can attain would contro! the analysis
-and. presentation of most major data“and issues in these branches '
of léarning. To adopt’ such emphases in }ésearch,.feachlng, and
. public affairs would be revolutionary and would require .ways of
thinking, communicating, and evaluating scarcely noticed in
" -Anglo~American thought since the so-called 'Age of Enllghfepmenf.'4

I believe that all other material in the volume The Prospect of Rhetoric

" can be viewed from this prociamation. To puf:lf succinctly: In January
6f'1970:a+ +he Wingspread Center of The Johnson Foundation in Racine, Wis~
consinfénd at Pheasant Run in Sf.’Cbarles,.ll!ino!s in May-of'1970, the

" rhetorical approach-to the study of speech .communication was resanctified.

. e
L . -
* 7

. fL[bya Bitzer and Edwin Blacﬁ,,eds.; The Prospect of Rhetoric
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:.-Prénflce—Hall,'1971), pp. 243-244,
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Given two dominant stances,- the scientific and the humanistic
(the arts' have yet to have thelr say), that had been sanctified. | think
“that perhaps one of the most:significant symbols’, and from my value
Judgment most important acfiqps although "it caused cbnfroversy_af the
time and some may stil| pof accept it, was the joining together in 1970
of the Rﬁeforic aad Publ-ic Address Interest Group and the Behavioral Science
Interest Groub of the Speech' Communication, Association to form one group,
that dea]ing with Rhetorical and Communication Theory. For that ﬁerger,
it seems to me:’cleérly’exemp1ifies the position taken by Carrol{ Arnold
in-his recent ar%fclé “Rhetorical and Communication Studies: Two Worlds

or One?’

To me, at.least, the concept +hat historical-critical scholars
~and éxperimenfal-quanfff!pgfionaI scholars do bésically

different work is an absurdity. That each is professional ly

equipped to answer special kinds of questions is clear, but

they work from the ‘samé:first premises about communicative -

processes. Or, if they do not work from the same first

premises about communicative procusses, someone is mistaken about

the nature of communication--and that had' better be proved

So we can save those mistaken ones from their gnyfhology.5

So, | think we are at the stage where both sclence and humanism
have been proper]y sanéflfiéd,,af least for the moment. Those whose
methodologies best serve science and th: ~study of statements of fact
and those whose méfhodglogies best serve the-humanities and statements
of vajue--I| presume'fhaf each serves equally the sociai sc{ences-~
have symbollcally‘coﬁe +ogq+heﬁ. Let us not go over old ground in
our action caucus. Let us not even bother, as the program for the

morning session states, to -“examine the recommendations of the USOE/SAA

—————

5Carnoll C. Arnold, “Rhetoricai and Communication Studies:
Two Worlds or One?," Western Speech, XXXVl (Spring, 1972), 78.
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New OrleanE‘Conference to determine their viabi.lity. for today.’ Lat us
not be guPdEd”v, ‘néw recommendations to cuide. the field for the next 4-5
years’ as’ our advance schedule of events Indicates. Let us be quided by
the next ten oF the next 20 or the next 30 years for now we have - « -

- . . . i i
acknowledged the potential blend of sciehtiflc:and rhetorical approaches

" that shouid better énable us to attack those problems common to all of-

Us.” In méthod, or ‘1f you prefer ‘a milder symbol, in‘metaphor, let us-.:
take the stance of “futurism® in-our discussions.: Lét me explain, ---

:Fufurlsm,_uhfje'lf'may be somewhat differently- déeflned by those - -

"who claim +o be tuturists, has in common an attempt to.develop predictions,

which are data based, and prophesies, which are not data based, about the
future. "The future" is usually nof the next four to five years and may

be fagqed by’ some esfabllshed symbols Ilke 1984 the year 2000 or 2001,
Many fufur:sfs take’ the position: that for the first fime humans wlfh thelr
capacity of mind and fhelr +echnoloqica| knowledoe and pofenfial are at

the fhreshold of havlnq increased controt over fhelr own fufures. As Danlel
Bell stated when he opened the first working session of the Commission on the
Year 2000 "The simple impulse behind the Idea of this Commission was the
question: IS it not now a fundamental responsibility for. a.society-as.
lh+erdepéndén+ as ‘this one to try to engage :in some form of cystematic
anticipation, some form of thinking about the future? i+ may wel.l be that
we are Thadequafe:ih'ouF'abilI+y’?o‘maké any specific predictions, but even
SO fhe very modést goal of ‘simply ‘accustoming ourselves to thinking about

the future would be an important: achfevement, ©

6Daniel Bell in "Toward the Year 2000 work In proqress ! Daedalus
96 (Summer, 1967), 657,
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Furthermore, the most sophisticated futurists, from my point of
view, do not begin‘with a predetermined viewpoint about the future and then
seek .to support it;"they seek to develop alternate futures. In his preface
to the report of ‘the Commission on the Year 2000, Stephen: R. Graubard
stated: “'Our objéct has not been so muck to predict or prophesy as to
suggest 'alternative futures,’ amdhé'ﬁhich choice‘is possibie."?
Now some of you may view wlth skepticism what you beljeve to be
the “passing fad" of futurism. Sﬁme o%.;ou may.view what you believe to be
idle speculation’vithout édgquafe methodology to predict the fufurg
(but you should not make +ha+,3udgmenfvw}+hou+ carefully -examining the
Delphi +eqhnique,kéqmpu+er simu]afion, +echnologiéa!ly based extrapoiations,
General Systems fheory and the |ike) and'éome of you may say that it is
nothing new to look at the future. | happen o think i+ is new to look
at the fuiure through. the eyes of “‘futurism' |f only in the sense that
futurism has provided us with a heuristic mefapgbr +ha+.se+s our minds
ajar to speculate, prophesy, probé, co&dle, maﬁipu}afe, and perhapslgagl
some of our futures. - And | +hlnk'+ha+'is }he direction our discussion
at the meeting, or at least the discussion of some of us at the meeting,
should go, whether it relate to undergraduafe“educafion, graduate education,
research, or some other topics we may c?melup‘Qifh. I would like to spend.
the day with anyone else Interested +6 see If we can't build the foundation
of a program for the study of the future of 'speech communication and the
study of the priorities for the problemé ;hose ié that domain, whether

scientists, rhetoricians, rhetorical scientists, or scientific rhetoricians,

can and should develop, The questions of facf and the questions of value abound.

—

7S+ephen R. Graubard in "Toward the Year 2000: work in progress,
Daedalus, 96 (Summer, 1967), vi.
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So whisre does this point of view lead us? -1 suppose many of . .

you would agree;: ob: the surface af leasf that what thée world does. nof.
need, .particularly -the world of speech communjcation, .I's anofher
conferewce o foliow’up the two l have Just discussed.™ Buf | think to .
focus on fhe development &% such a projecf might provide at leasf i |
some of us with, aemeanlanul way To approéach the futurs ‘of our field. .

| suggest we deveiop a projecf In which those who see themsélves primarlly

a. "rhetoriclans" -and those who see fhemselves primarily as scIenflsfs,
andhopefully some who sée thelr roles as varying between .
the two, would. come fobefher fo'deve!oq strategies and priﬁri?les‘¥6r'
conmon problems and. the siudylbf‘coﬁmoe problems. For fogefher,.fhese
perhaps mbre.adepf-af”fdﬁﬁufafine and fes*iﬁg hypotheses and deéelepinqx ‘
the projected altermative fufures and fhetr components would meet wlfh +roSe .
more adept at-examining: thé value bases of those alternate futures and the ‘
comparative values of those fufures; They would chart-the prob lems fo be
studied and they would begin to defe}mlne the methodologies that fhe& reed
and that their “students" wil{ need to go at those projects. Then' they uill
carefully draw.up -a number bf'speclfic projects--some to be done by
Individuals, some.in.groups, and some in interdisciplinary fashlon, efc.--

to begin-to_get at the-pFoblems we néed +o study for cur survival and the

survival of mankind. Perhaps we should plan_for a conterence fo'again

e

convene at Pheasant-Run‘and, 1f i may borrow the metaphor from the “"Rhetorical
Criticism' comm]ttee.from +he previous Pheasapf_Run eonferente, vlew

our field in the critical prshifhafzfilfersa defines, and analyzes as we

-
.. . ‘ [
Lat e . .
e :
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view our field and chart its future.® e might then call it the Pheasant
Under Glass Conference.

We need a Prometheus Proiect? or a Profile of the Future'0

or a Limits to Growth!' study for the field of speech communication.
What better way to begin than to take that field in which most of us live
and breath and formulate a plan for stidying its future?

Let us rot rehash New Orleans. iet us not project to The next four
or five years in our classrooms and our research laboratories. Let us
open our minds fozgpeech communication in the decades ahead. At the least
some of us will have lost a day If we accomplish nothing: at the most we
may have opened our minds to new ideas that may iead to the development of
alternate futures and an analysis of those alternate futures.'?

In the preface to' The Future of Man .ierre Teilhard De Chardin says:

"The whole future of the Earth, as of religion, seems fo me to depend on the

awakening of our faith in the future' and in the preface to The Future of

the Future John McHale says:.

The future of the past is in the future
The future of the present is in the past
The future of the future is in the pr'esen‘l“3

The future of speech communication is in the present and we had best be

about our business of discovering and determining it.

%The Prospect. of Rhetoric, p. 224,

SGerald Feinberg, The Prometheus Project: Mankind's Search for Long-
Range Goals (New York: Doubleday and Company, 1969).

OArthur C. Clarke, Profiles of the Future: A daring look at tomsrrow's
world (New York: Harper and Row, 1963).

1Donel 1a H. Meadows, Dennis L. Meadows, Jorgen Randers, and William W.
Behrens |11, The Limits to Growth: A Report for The Club of Rome's Project
on The Predicament of Mankind (New York: Universe Books, 1972).

For some suggestions about speech communicatic: related problems
of the future see: James E. Roever, "Speech-Communication Research: Relevancei
and Relevancep," Central States Speech Journal, XXIil| (Summer, 1972), 109-177:
James E. Roever, "Presidential Address: Prospect,” Today's Speech, 20
(Summer, 1972), 35-38.




L. S. Harms
Communications Department
Unlversity of -Hawaii

WORLD COMMUNICATION: INTERCULTURAL AND FUTURIST

1.0 Introduction

Half .a decade ago, the USOE/SAA Conference qroup met for a week in New
Orleans. The Conferees developed a set of -« Recommendations. Today. those
Recommendations have the quaint nre-technological ring of the aood “olden
times.” U ) ;

Since the "1968 USOE/SAA/NO "Preservatlgn Hall" Conference. a number
of events of woridwide significance have accelerated the Communication
revolution underway- oven then. -For human communicat:on, the Apollo 11
moon adventure demonstrated the existence of a new level of both teje-
communication and transportation capabilities. Worldwide TV coverage of
Apollo 11 hinted at the potential of a global satellite telecommunica-
tion network. The spaceship voyage to the moon suggested greater journeys
yet to come and coincided with the emergence of giobal jumbo jet trans-
portation networks. The communication,satellite and the Jumbo jet sym-

bolized the accelerating post Preservation Hal | Communi cation revolution,

A number of observations about the Recommendations bear noting. 'In

the closing minutes of the 1958 conference, an international ans inter-
cultural dimension:.was added onto a few of the recommendations. The

“year 2000"—doe§ not appear in any of the recommendations. Human communi-
cation is viewed as one-way rather +than two-way. The recommended instruc-
tion prepares students to be like their professors. The systems approach
is not mentioned. The recommendations appear rooted in the rural cultures

o¢ Mid-Vliest America.
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I+ Is consistent, | suppose, that at about the same jime,i?he“Aseocf-

ation passed up. an opportunity to hold its 1970 annual “convention ‘in Honb
Kong!

The fermﬁWbrtH-Communieafion eomes into use to describe an outlook

required by the revolution in which we now find ourselves. Colin Cherry

used the- ferm as fhe +i+le of a 1971: book; Harold-Lasswell used the term

.‘ =t

:as par+ of fhe fufle pf a 1972 East-Hest Center tecture.” The communica-

v Fd

“$ion sa‘l‘el lite and the bag Jet make a greafer perceitage of human commy-

MR

R Ty RES RS
nication Inferculfural and require anticipation of future developmenfs.

2.0 lnferculfural“: o . T N
A number or fundamenfal shiffs In..human communication” appear fo be
underway Permif me Yo, cite two examples. .
The full f!fle of- the East West Center (EWC) is the Ceriter for
Technical and Culfural tnfercranqe between East.and West. The term
nfercharge describes communicaflon sharing @nd exchange, and cooper~
ation. The work underfaken at EWC, then, requires: cooperative communi-

5y

cation amonq persons of dissimllar cultural backgfounds. But i+ is no

- '-_

longer one-way communlcafion adequately characterized as a source trans-
mitting a prepared message to one or more receivers, buf ‘Father as com-
municafors buulding messages for some mutual purpose. ‘The jet flqures '
promlnenfly in fhe inferculfural interchange that occurs' at the EWC meeting
ground. Communicafors fly in, ‘communicate for -a +ime, ‘and fiy on home
The PEACESAT'Projecf (Pan Pacific Educational and Comr:iun!caﬂon Ex..
perlmenfs by.Safeflife)'prevldee a simi-Jar exampie of two-way Intercultural
infercbange. ,TbeZPEACESAT network nov. connetcts:a- dozen or more inst+itu-
tions. of higher ?earming across the:-Paclfic..The network dées not have one

central transmitter, and a number of de-centralized receivers, buf'ra+her
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it has fmnscel»vérs;-fhe n‘éive.r. communication technology that enzbles every

con;nunlcafor ;ro bé .bofh source-and-receiver, in other words, a “wo-way

communicator. In the PEACESAT hefwork, -communicators stay at home and

telecommunicate back and forth across 'l'he: loné nautical miles -of the Pacific.
The EWC and PEACESAT operations document the possibilities of the

newer jet based transportation communi cation network and the satellite

based telecommunication ne‘l‘work in both éasés, two-way communication,

rather than one-way communlcaﬂon:rig';ﬂe basic model. ‘Equai:ly, both EWC

and PEACESAY are:ro‘uffnely engaged in iﬁferculfural communication.. -

The shift from one-way to two-way co’rrrﬁunlc:aﬂon,'pf'OmISjés to have ‘-
far -reaching consequences. Two-way"-c':omuh!mﬂon épbearé ‘to reduce. compe~
titive communication and increase cooperative communication. But codper=.

ation appears to be something other than the opposite of competition, for

cooperation ‘makes. possible both s%é gy and se'rehdlpl*l'y—.

3.0 Futurist

Man the communicator can have a very ‘long fufure. The tife expec—-

tancy of “spaceship earth" is about 9 ‘billion Ey'e'a'rs:'i'?s‘presenf age is .

about 4.5billion yedrs. Man has.-been able to communicate through $peech
for a brief half million years. Handwriting is about five thousard years

old; -printing about 500; radio and V. less than 50; and, many revolutionary .

possibilities are less than 5 years.old —_-gos;r»Presérvaﬂon Hall. By the

year 2000, cable wi:ll make a wide ;/at"ie'l'y,'of two-way communication services
avai-lable--some of them bnpreée'd.enfed.r Change in -human communication is
accelerating.

. the study of the future of human communication is-an infegral part

of the world communication concept. Most future developments--both prob-

lems and possibl {ities--promise to be worldwide. Permit me to suggest.a

few possibilities from the current !iterature.
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A _major P."Qt_’ lem 'l'han can be anticipated is communi cation overioad.

~Atvin Toeffler is one of ﬂ\e first to draw attention to the stress of too

: much:.coggqnpr_'!ca_ﬂgn. H is clear that the individual ‘must have the right

not, to communicate if he is m protect himself from the new communication

over:|oad disease, ’

.: There are several major possibitities.- “Impioved telecommunication
. faci ifties.make it possible to trade telecommunication for:transportation

--to.-trade time ‘a'r EWC for time on PEACESAT. Or more generally, to re-

- .duce freeway: 'rraffic by making it possible for more offlice workers_ to

emp loy: 1'elecomunicaﬂon devices: msfalled in their homes +o carry out
the.work of. th'g_‘qay. The new slogan becomes "Don't-éommute, telecommuni-
cate to wqu._:'; .

Another possibliity lies in the area of communication:skilis.’ It is

obvious today that many of the claims matife..for' "oublic speaking” skill are
p

+ - extravagant. It is equally clear that the Acsociation members and their

- colleagues in oﬂ:er coun'l'ries are not acﬂvety -éngaged-‘in anticipating what

-
b

~spactflc communication skills wi ll be requir'ed ‘at what particular future

. A

. time for- what class of comumcaﬂon purpo:.es. Antlcipatory instructional

‘strategies can be developed--fhe flawless Apollo 11 and,:more pointedly,
the: ‘re—designed in flngh'r' unlucky Apollo 13 provide ‘dramatic exampies.

We are doing very !Hﬂe 'ro prepare himans for communication with super-

P Jnfelligen’r man-made machines and for communlcaﬂon with €T} (Extra-Terres-

trial |n+elligences) even fhougi:n we ‘are ‘seniding messages Into- deep space,
.- dn. particular, on Ploneer 10.
-4.0. R]ghf of Man 'I'o Communica'l'e ’

_ Our.. wortd ls Inferconnecfed by 'rransporahon -and telecommuriication

networks. Yet, fhe Indivldual human communlcafors who are. members of the

S T
< 2
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diverse communities of the world do not have equal access to those networks.
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights provides a starting point for
considering the problem,

In that Declaration, Articie 19 specifies +hat every communicator has
“the right to seek, receive, and impart information... " Article 20 states
that every communicator has fﬁe—rlghf to associate with anyone he chooses,
but that he cannot be cosrced into associating, Taken together, and exten-
ded, these two articles have.profound implications for man the commun i cator.
It occurs to somz of us that no man” can enjoy his full right to communicate
i'f any other man is denied his right to communicate.

At the SCA Long-ﬁange Goals Conference held at Airiie House in September
of this year, the follceving--statement was adopted as a Long-Range Goal for

SCF: To advance the Right of Man +o Communicate. At the October meeting,

the SCA Administrative Committee approved the formation of a Communication
Rights Commission. That Commission is charged with development and disse-
mination of a Declaration of Communication Rights for Mankind. That
Declaration will attempt to specify the fundamental human needs for commu-~
nication at the individual, conmunity and world levels and in the areas
of communication control, technology, and skills.
5.0 Assoclation Focus and Name

The Airlie House Conference specified a number of goals ttat will sub-
stantiaily re-direct the work of the Associaflon: I+ becomes again a ques -
tion: does Yoricity,” or “spoken serve to define, or delimit, or focus
the work of tha Assoclation. The question appears to merit a negative an-
swer. What then should the “central focus® be In the next 10 or 100 or
1,000 years? Perhaps, the central tocus should be +he “human communicator

in both natural and artificial environments.” Thus, as In |+s young years,
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another quick name change is needed to signal a mid-course correction, a
- I

substantial change of direction ofr the Association. As a start. | suggest:

Human Communication Association.

6.0 In One Day

At the Preservation Hall conference, most of the first day was consumed
by Conferees delivering well-rehearsed, unsolicited, and unappreciated
speeches. Perhaps, the Chicago "Revisionists" will be wiser than the New
Orleans Preservation Hall “Frontiersmen: in their use of the availagle time.

| suggest that one of our first recommendations deal with a mechanism

for an annual updating of the recommendations based on data from a monitor-

Ing system that scans the world in the manner of the "'world weather watch
and the UN “Global Environmental Monitoring System.” As a minimum such a
monitoring network would provide information on needed new communication
skills, the potentials of new communication technology, and the probable
consequences of new controls and freedoms for human communi cation.

Aloha. -
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RESEQRCH IN SPEECH COMMUNICATION A
" $TUDY .OF PROCESS OR PROCESSES?

Denﬁis S. Gouran

Indiana University

’ “Introduction

Recommendation- 29 of.?he New Orléans Conference on Research and
Instructional Developmecfremphasiied:fhe need for more researcﬂ on
‘“the Interactive, on-going, process-nafuﬁe-bf'sdeecﬁ-commﬁnicafion“ (
(Barker and Kibler, p. 35). Although' many individuals have since tried
to engage in this kind of réseafch, little new light has.been sﬁea on
the process nature of speech- communication. In my judqmenf fhe under— H
lying cause of our fallure to make slqnlficanf advanceés in process— ‘
oriented research is that there have been so few efforfs to describe the
classes of relevant varlables and the Doss!ble inferrelafionships among ;.
them. In addifion, when such efforfs have been made, the focus has been
on communlcaflon as a general process rather than on its specific sub-
processes. |f we beqin to view speech communlcafion as .a. series of rro-
cesses rather than as a unlfary process, fheq | bel}eve that we can

begin to make substantially .more rapid gains in our understanding of the

entire  enterprise.

s

The purpose of fhls paper ls fo presenf a rough skefch of fhe
potentialiy relevanf varlables In oce process of communication. In
so doing, | am hopeful that others will make similar attempts in areas
of particular Interest to them and which have to do with speech com-

munication in general. | have chosen smail group decision-making as
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the vehicle for illustrating the +ype of descriptive work on specific
probiem areas which | believe is so eéseniiai for the eventual illumina-
tion of the nature of speech communication as a whole. The basis for
my choice Is simple. Decision-making Is the subject with which | am

most familiar and on which | have done most of my professional writing.

The Concept of Process

_ In using the term process, | shall mean a system of entities having
specifiable properfies rela+ed to .one another in such a.manner that a
change in any one of +he properfles of any of the enfifies in +he svs+em
Is funcfionaily reia+ed to changes in any: o+her or aJi of its remaining
properiies or those of the cther entities. Any sclen+is+ whose obJeciive
Is +o describe a process is probably not concerned wifh a|l of the vari-
ables which he miqh+ be able +o fdentify. More likely fhan no+ he is
oniy in+eres+ed in s+udyinq variables which he, for some reason suspec+s
make a difference in the way the process funcfions. Tne preceding de-

finifion presupposes this principle.

Decision-Making as a Process -

The variables which have received the most attention in studies
of smali -group decision-making fail‘info three general .categories,. in-
cluding group outcomes, communication behaviors, :and contextual phenomena.
Although there are many ways of looking at the Interrelationships ‘amonq
these ‘classes of variables, most students of group ‘decislton-making -are
concerned with the separate and in+erac+ive effects of communication be-
havior and context on pariicular group ou+comes. As a'result, the rest

of the materiai presenied in the paper is orqanized along these lines.
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Group Qutcomes

Three outcomes Of declsion-making discussions in which researchers
appear to have had substantial and continuing interest include (1) con-
sensus, (2) the éffecfiveness or quality of decisions, and (3) members!®
satisfaction with their decisions. The relative importance of each of
these oufcome; }s debatable, bu? that each has attiracted considerable
attention is not. Since | have discussed elsewhers the rationale for .
focusing on +hese par+icu1ar group outcomes (seé Gouran:, 1973), I shall
devote the remainder of the presenf paper to the other two ciasses of
variables and fhelr potential relationships to concensus, . ef fectiveness,

and satisfaction.

Communication Behaviors

The behavioral ‘content of any‘dec!sion-making_dlscussion can
probably 'be-analyzed in terms of its fask-orienfpd, emofipnal, §+ruc+ural,
social; metadiscussional, and npn-verbal=copponen+s. The relationship
of each of-these factors to_ the previously mentioned outcomes is not
fully understood, yet some insights can be‘gleanéd from past research.
Following is some of the evidence which di fferent Investigators have
marshalled in examining the role of the six variable categories |isted

above.

Task-Orientéed Behavior: _

Deutsch (1949) -conducted a major Investigation of the relative
effectiveness of cooperative and competitive qroups.in pérforming pro-
blem-solving activities. In general, the cooperaf;ve éroups were superior..

Contributing to this overall finding were several specific differences '

in the types of task-oriented behavior manifested by the grOUDS‘compared.

_ - v o e A R
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The Cooperative groups' communication behavior revealed significantly
more of the following characteristics: (1) coordination of effort,
(2) diversity’ in the frequency of individual contributions, (3) good
ideas, (4) evajuation of communication, and (5) favorab le evafuafion
of group products.’ These behaviors wére also associated with such
group outcomes as producfivify per unhit of time, the quality of qroup
producfs and the members' level of satisfaction.

In a morerecent study, Gouran (1969) found +he communication
behavior of groups which reach consensus to differ fromifhose which
do not in-several' ways. |In respect to task-orientdd béhaQior, con-
sensus group members made statements which Qere moré informative ,
less opinionated, and more objective than those of their conunterparts.
These differences did not obtain in all comparisons; however, when +he
behavior of +he+wo,+yp¢s of groups was distinguishable, the differences

favored the consensus groups.

Emotional Behavior:: )

Guetzkow and Gyr (1954) discovered several emotional factors
related to consensus in a descriptive study of ofganizaflonal groups
parficipéfiﬁg"lﬁ'decls!on4maklng conferences. One of the major finaings
was that when ina}viduals expréss pe;sonal, self-oriented needs, decision-
making effectiveness is adversely affected, especially if these needs
remain unsatisfied. In addition, if discussants maintain a general ly
p leasant aﬁd friendly atmosphere, movement toward consensus is facilit-
ated. Deufsch's (1949? data also support this conclusion.

Deutsch and Krausss' (1962) classic study of interpersonal bargaining

have also yielded some informa+ion concerning the role of emotional

behavior in decision-making. Threat potential apparently increases one's
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level of emotional invoivement in a manner which interfers with the
successful resolution of problems, Given a task calling for a cooperative

effo;+, the more emotionally involved the participants became, the less

efficlient they were.

Structural Variables:-
The manner in which a discussion unfolds has some definite im-

plications for a group's’ success. Bales ‘and Strodtbeck (1951), for
example, identifled three clearly discernible stages of analysis in
successful problem-séiving groups, incluging evalutaion, orientation,

and control. In -the first stage, group members tend to coordinate the

information relevant to their decision. In the second stage, evaluative
behavior predominates as the dfscussanfs try* to réconcile their di ffer-

ences over judgments of fact and the appropriateness of proposed courses
of action. In the third and final stage. attention is focused on giving
and asking for direction in arriving at a groub position,

Using a different category system from Bales and Strodtbeck's,
Fisher (1970) discovered a four-phase pattern of interation in decision-
making groups Classi fying interaction units as favorable, unfavorable,
or ambiguous toward decision proposals, Fisher (p. 56) reported.the fol-
lowing results: |

In the early stages of the discussion, both favorable and am-

biguous af{ifude; were expressed wifh greater frequency than

unfavorable afflfudss. _Then as +hé,proporfion of'amblguous

units declined, upfavorable units increase¢ to surpass the

proporfionalAfrequency of ambiguous ones. In-a third phase,

unfavorable'uni+§ deplined while.the.proportion of amb i quous

units rose above the frequency of-unfavorable ofes. In the
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final phase, favorable units rose sharply. and both amgiguous

and tnfavorable units declined sharpiy.

Interpersonal disagreement is a state for which many groups havé

: relatively low tolerance. The manner in which the conflict resulting
from such disagreement is resolved, however, is variable. Gouran and
Baird (1972; recently found that in informal discussions, participants
tend to resolve this kind of conflict by changing the subject, whereas
problem-solving groups are more likely to supply additional information
on the disputed point. This type of patterning is consistent with the
behavior which Bale; and Strodtbeck reported taking place in the evalua-
tive stages of fhp discussions they studied.

As a final illustration, Guetzkow and Gyr (1954) ‘identified a fun-
ctional relgfionshlp between the structure of interaction in decision-
making discussions and goal achievement. In groups in which attention
Is focused on one issue at a time, there .is. a higher probability of
consensus than in groups which fail to develop an orderly attack on the

protbiems which confront them.
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Social Factors:
If any or ait of the members o% a group assume a compefifive.orienfa-
tion, the outcomes of their discussions can be adversely affected.
Deutsch (1949) found that in the absence of competitiveness, groups
carried on more spééialized activities, were more produéfive,'and de&eloped
higher morale. Shaw (1958), Willis and Joseph (1959), and Blau (1954) altl
reported finding§ confirming those of Deutsch. A
Pressure for uniformifj:and the conforhify which results from such.
pressure can also affect fhe’fﬁncfioning of z group. The consequenées

of social pressure and conformity are not necessarily negative, hovever.
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Berkowitz and Daniels (I96;;, for example, found a positive relationship
between conformity. and productivity under circumsfances involving a
norm of social respons:blllfy Conformify. or course:-can have undesir-
able consequences for qroup decisiop-maklng when it irvolves the un-
critical acceptance o* norms whic@ thenselves are undesirable or otherwise
questionable. |

A third type of social element which may have Implications for a
group’s declslon-maklnq activities is the internal power relafionshups
among the members Differences in power per se are.pof the erlf:cal
facfor._hogever. How one cemmunicafes about the uses of hls pcwer and
how_the members perceivedlf'sbelnq used determine the relaflonshlp of
the variable to a qroup ] oufcomes. ln a study of problem-solv:nq by
Komorlfa et al. (1968). low power group members were led +o believe that
a high power member would treat them benevolently, malevolently, or
passively. The results revealed that the groups in the benevolenf con-

dition functioned more effectively.

Metadiscussional Comﬁenenfs: y
In three separate studies, Gouran (1969), Knutson (1970), and Kline
(1972) .found a positive reiationship between a form of metadiscussion

which they called orientation and consensus in decision-making diccussions.

~ The higher the level of orientation, in general, the greater 2 grohp‘s

movement Toward.consenehs: Knutson,” moreover, discovered -that the amount
of orientation behavior one exhibits in a discussion s positively re-
lated to the other members' perceptions of his competence, trustwor-

thiness, dynamism, and objectivity.

Non-Verbal Behavior:

In spite of all of the current popular and professional interest
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in non-verba! communication, surprisingly little information about its
role in group-settings has been accumulated. Amonq the few studies
which have been done. Rol!a and Rolla (1964) found that non-verbal signals
help to preserve the overal! sequence of intragroup communication. In
addition, 0'Connor (1971) found that sheer physical activity is related 'o

group memhers' perceptions of cne another's relative influence in de-

e

cision-making discussicns. In general. the gqreater the amount of activity

the qreater the degre> of nerceived inf!uence.

Any number of different contextuyal variabies may affect the manner

in which the members of a group communicate with one another and thereby
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indirectly the qroup's outcomes. Seven such coﬁfexfuai elenents are
worfﬁy of attention, Inclu?lng (1) the nature of iask requirements. (2)
type of conflict, (3) role structure, (4) sex distribution, (5) onenness
of communicé?fﬁn channels, (6) homogeneity of aroup members. and (7) qroup

climate.

S i S SRR LN

Nature of Task Requirements*

E As the complexity of a task increases, the qua]lfy of a qroup's
performance decreases (Shaw and Blum, 1965). This rather obvious relation-
ship results from the faéf that in dealinq with more difficult tasks. a

: group has less time to work together on the various aspects of its probiem.

§ Probasty not so obvious to most people,.however, it is that under conditions *
‘ of high fésk difficulty, performance is facilitaied when.dlsagreemenf and

the uninhibited expression of satisfaction or dissatisfaction are per--

mitted (Shaw. 1971).
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Type of Conflict:

Guetzkow and Gyr (1954) have identified two types of conflict which
commonly arise in decision-making discussions. One of these is called
“Substantive Conflict" or ‘conflict associated with intellectual opposition
amonq participants. deriving from the content of the acenda (p. 380).

The other type. ‘Affective Conflict refers to tension aenerated by
emotional clashes aroused in interpersonal struaales involved in solving
the group’s aqenda problems* {(p. 38G). Grodos experiencing either type

>f conflict tend not to reach consensus- however when they do. the kinds
of communication behavior are different for each type of condiinn. The
-availability and use of facts facilitates the resolution of substantive
conflict, whereas concentration cn simpler agends iféms is more likely

to produce consensus in qroups with affective conflict.

Role Structure:

Read (1962). doing research in an organization setting. found an
inverse relationship between the accuracy of a subordinate's communication
with his superiors and his mobility aspirations. This tendency was some
what less pronounced, howevar under circumstances in which subordinates
have trust in their superiors. Using Read’s findinags as a starting point
Hueqli (1971) attempted to identify the behaviora! factors which distrinquish
+rus+wor+hy from untrustworthy group leaders. In general, trustworthy
leaders exhibited behavior Jjudaed to be higher in orientation. stimulation
objectivity, and agreement.

Research on facets of role structure has yielded some other important
findings. Slater (1955) found extreme specialization to have a negative
relationship to consensus but that mocerate specialization was positively

related to consensus in decision making groups. 1In addition, Torrance (1954)
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determined that the status of one’s position is partially responsible for
the extent of his influence on a group’s decision. The higher one's
sfa;us. the more likely are the other members of the aroup to enderse
what he perceives to be the best al ternative amona the positions from which

they can choose.

Sex Distribution:

The sex of the members composing é:decision makina aroup plays a role
in determining the characteristics of the behavior exhibited. Taylor
(1969), for exemple, detected three specific differences in_the inferacfien
patterns of males and female oarticipants. Males were more hos+||e domnnaf
ing, and unreaEOnable. Consistent with’ Tavlo: s results are some earlier
observations by Terman and Hiles (1936) +ha+ American males are more
likely to be rough in manner. languaqe. and sentiments than women. To
the extent that such characteristics have neaative consequences for
effective decision-making, the sex distribution of a group can be a maffee .

of some concern.

Openness of Communication Channels:

The dearee to which channels of communication within a group are
open or restricted affecfs bofh efficiency and member saftsfacflon A
whole series of studies have been conducted within the last 25 vears to
determine more precisely the nature of the relationship between the channels
of communication and aroup berfermancc. Most of these investigations have
been carried out in highly artificial settings involving the transmission
of information among the members of a qroup by. means of Qriffen notes.
Nevertheless, the research has proeuced sorme interesting findings. When

channels of communication ‘are cemp letely unrestricted. higher levels of

morale and satisfaction deviop (see Leavitt, 1951- Shaw. 1954- and Lawson 1965,
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The relationship to problem-solving efficiency is not so straiaohtforward,
however. According to Shaw (1971, p. 152) A decentralized communication
network is most efficient when the qreup must solve comp lex prob lems .

whereas a centralized network is most efficient when the group must solve

simple problems.
Homogeneity of Group Members:

Although there has not been a great deal of research on the relation-
ship of the similarity in personai attributes of aroup members and their
performance, it appears as if-He?erogeneous_groups may be more effective
than homogeneSus qroups (see Hoffman. 1959 and Hoffman and Maier 1961).
The besis for this difference may ve the areater probabiity that the

resources necessary for efficient performance are present in heteroaeneous

aroups.

Group Climate:

} have previously referred to research by Deutszh (1949) and Guetzkow
and Gyr (1954) showing that the establishment of a cooperative ciimate
faci litates decision;makinq. Another important dimension of group climate
is cohesiveness. The level of cohesiveness which develops in a group may
have either positive or negative consequences for the members’ productivity.

Studies by Schacter et al. (1951) and Berkowitz (1954) revealed both of

these effects.

Conclusion
None of the previously mentioned relationships among the three classes
of variables involved in decision -making enjoys the status of a scientific
law. These relationships, however, do provide a core of empirical data

with which it is possible to make tentative descriptions of the process.
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Befgre we can be confident that we fully understand the.process a sub-
stantial amount of further reseéréh needs to be undertaken.- In trying +6'
identify +helclasses of ﬁo*eh?ially relevant variables on the basis of
previous research efforts, | :am hopeful that others will focus ot the
interrelationships among: them iH designing future research projects.
I am also hopeful that individuals with interests in other areas of sﬁeech

commuaication will undertake efforts similar to this one and out!ine

the classes of.variables“wokfhy'of furfhér-sfudy. So long-as we confin;e
to talk about the process of communication rather than .processes of com-
munication, | believe that the field will gaia very little momentum and +Ha+‘-

a great deal of time and eriergy will be wasted.
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A RECEIVER FOCUS IN SPEECH COMMUNICATION RESEARCH: TRENDS AND RECOMMENDAT | ONS
CHARLES U. 'LARSON, NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY °

There are sevéral themés-which emerge from the report of the New

Orleans ‘Conterence of' 1968; ‘One’ is that we need to focus more of our research

-on communication activities: (1.e., those which have communication behavior as

a central--focus'instead of attitude formation or consistency tendencles).

Another Is 16 focus‘'this resaréh on-the activities of +he recelver In

: communication and further to lderitity and operationally define variables

Yo investigate this receiver béhavior. And In several places, Speech Communl-
cation researchiers are encouragéd t6 break away from the 'cookle cutter’
experimental approach and to ‘instead experiment with other methods of
describing, analyzing and predicting communication behavior. Finally there
Is repeated commentary expressing general dissatisfaction with the heavy
rellance wh!ch we: have put on varlous forms of attitude scales for
measuring whaf we want to lnvesffgafe. This paper is an attempt to revlew
the research trends concerning these recommendations slnce 1968, to'
took for strength or weakness }n those Trends and to qpkelrecommendaflons
based on fre trends.

in his ’Human lnformaflon Processlng Some Research Guidlines,"
Gerr; Miller observes that we ought to follow ?h: advice of Becker on our
reliance. on afflfude'measuremenf and not fall victim to the 'law of the
Instrument' and assume that once hav!ng found a hammer to then belleve that
everything in the worid needs poundlng. The hammer of attitude scale measure-~
ment is a case in polnf ln Mlller S eyes, and he admonlshes researchers to '

remember fhaf "ln terms of anfeoeden+ condlflons relevanf to human Information

processlng, prtor attitudes are only one of several mediating processes . . .

fhaf lnfluence fhe ways in which Information Inputs are procsssud. ) )
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Miller also suggests that we have.often fallen into the trap of- the "expeni-
mental hangup.” Donald Darne!l underscores Miller's dissatisfaction with
attitude change. as. the predominant.dependent-variable in:Speech -Communication

research, but he attributes the cause of this problem to. a .deterministic

_gttitude on the part of researchers and, thus..as a-theoretical problem instead

of just a fascination-with. the xexgerl,mnfa_b.fomaf.z Darnell suggests that

perhaps we should seek to idfagréfe, and explain .human :behavior. instead of

trying to identify, quantify.and. labe} It.for: the-purpose of perfect-prediction

In future instances. Thus both Miller and Darnell .reiterate -the -general:

dissatisfactions and recommendations of the USOE.conference: cited above.

Yet as one looks-at our journals sfnoe that conference, he is likely to
tind titles like the ones listed. be low -drawn from.only three issues of
regional and .national journals.

"€Ego Invoivement and Attitude Change: Roward a Raconceptualization of
Porsuasive Effect," Sereno and Bodaken, Speech Monographs, August, 1972

"' "The Effects of Message- Sl&edness and E(vldence on Inoculation Against
Counterpersuasion in.Small Group Communication;" by McCrosky,
Young and Scott, Speech Monographs, August, 1972.

iAudience bonmlf}vi'énf and vSource Knowle'dge of' Aud!encé as Determinants

of Attitude Change Following Counteratti tudinai Advocacy,' by Miller
and Widgery, Speech Monographs, August, 1972.
"Evidential Attitudes and Attitude Change," by Wail, Western Speech
Spring, 1972, . . ' ‘

"Cogni tive Speech as a. l?r'sd'jcfor‘ of Post Speech: Attitude and Attitude -
Change," by D. Infante, Speech Monoqraphs, March, 1972.

And the list could go on and on. It is clear that we still are relying

heavily on attitude scaling and that we haven't +umbled to the fact that

much of our expériméni'al reseat:ch tel lé us about Benc” anli paper attitude

shi §+ but Iittle abou; bdmunlcafion b'eh.aglot:.-" Perhaps y;>u mighf arque that
"we are d9ing ofhet" fh'!ﬁ'gs besid;s measyritr'\q a"i'ﬂﬂ‘:de;,":’ ér‘ 1';\:—.'!1" "'some of fh? .

[

research you ¢ite g_t;_e_ valuabl‘e‘ and _g_é add to our know ledge of the communication
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process.” | agree. We are doing important experimental research using
penci| and paper measurement devices. And we are discovering further
knowledge about attitudes and attitude change. But | would have to add a

large "BUT" to those statements.

BUT

We have too frequently relied on the experimental method because we
are familiar with it and on attitude scaling because it is easy. quick,
and handy. David H. Smith argues that the problem lies in the difference
between our theoretical notion of process as continuous, in flux, each
element affecting each other element in some way and so forth and the
Iinear cause-to-single-effect model implied by the experimental format.
The two conceptions 6f process are antithetical in Smith's eyes.3 it is
understandable why we have relied on this static mode| of process for
experimental purposes for so long: It is encapsulated in most statistical
models and most research designs which employ experimental effects and
methods. -These models imply a world in which independent variables,
or causes, have certain impacts on dependent variables or effects. These
Causes may or may not have common roots. The assumption underlying
research done using the e;perimenfal method has been that as more and
more researchers did more and more research on more and more aspects of
more and more problems, that the nature of the problems would become
clear. Part of the problem underlying this faith in the experimental
method in the soclal sciences is that it has its roots in biometrics,
a field where the assumption of a cause-effect |inear model of process
Is more |ikely to hold true (i.e., development of hybrid corn varieties
probably does relate to introduction of varied independent variables,

repeated testing, and so forth) than it is in the Social Sciences.
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Disenchantment with "the experiment” has been building in the Social Sciences
of late too. Some departments of Psychology (at the Unlversity of Minnesota
for example) actively encourage their students to avoid doing research using
the experimental method and to instead :develop their own methodologies to
Investigate phenomena or to use some alternate method like content or context
analysis. In study focused on communi cation, observational techniques are
being used more frequently and resuit in findings which are important (e.q.,
Bales' discovery of the use of the fantasy theme In the development of group
norms and social reality). It seems that we in Speech Communication need
to follow some of these directions to follow our own advice~-deemphasize
the egperlmenfal method; encourage the development of alternate methods of
measurement to the attitude scale: explore communication variables instead
of measuring psychic processes using penci| and paper testing. In short,
this reassessment of progress since 1968 would conclude that communication
theory at least hasn't made much--that we desperately need to move to methods
other than the traditional experimental one., Rhetorical theorists and critics
have been much more willing and flexible in abandoning traditional methods
and in adopting innovation. They have for the most part moved away from
Neo-Aristotelean methods and have adopted new and untried critical approaches.
As Darnell noted in his answer to Miller in 1968, perhaps I+ is essential
that cominunication theorists be exposed to rhetorical and critical points
of view. He answered Miller's suggestion that behavioral scholars have
better things to do than to study Classical Rhetoric and British Public
Address. Darnell observed that these scholars may well ". . . learn better
from some rhetoricians in many courses labeled 'Rhetoric' than they can from
some numerologists in courses labeled 'Scientific Methods' "Well,some
might say” then how do we go about avoiding attitude scaling, the experi-

mental method hangup, and a focus on non-communication behavior?" | have
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two suggestions: shift some of our Independent variables to a depeident
position by using them as measuring devices and two, utilization of multiple

methods of measurement as preliminary study is beling done.

Independent to Dependent
If one were to catalog the pieces of experimental research done since
1968 according to the dependent variables used for measurement and the
-lndebendenf variables manipulated, he would find that, for the most part,

the communication variables have been in the independent position. We have

" studied the effects of fear appeals on attitudes, the sffects of verbal

commitment on attitudes, the efffect of ego-involvement on attitudes, the
effect. of counterattitudinal advocacy on aititudes and so on. One of the
things which behavioral scholars might do to avoid the much criticlzed
reltance upon attitude scaling is to shift some of these communication
variables to a dependent position--use the communication behavior as a
measuring device. For instance, instead of asking "what are the effects

of commitment on attitudes?” we might ask "what are the effects of variable
X,Y, or Z on the kind of verbal commitment people elicit?™ Or instead of
asking "what are the effects of counterattitudinal advocacy upon attitude
change?" we might ask, 'what are the effects of variable A, B, or C on

the nature of the counterattitudinal advocacy elicited by S's?” Such a shift
will necessitate the development of different measuring devices, many of which
will focus on style. Initially they will be unsophisticated, but the im-
portant thing is that we will be looking at behavior which is not |imited

to checking positions on an attitude scale. Instead we will be looking at
communication, and that is our busiress. Our focus will a1ecessari ly shift
from the source of communication to the receiver--we will be looking at the

recelver's communication behavior as it correlates with some other experience
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he has had or with some other phenomemon to which he has bean exposed.

Some may argue that this is not a substantive change from the tradi+ional
experimental method--that we are still putting things into a “manipulated
variable™ and "dependent variable'mold. That can happen and may yeild
worthwhile results, but it is not the only way that such quésflons mlggf be
asked. For example, take the reversal of the ‘effects of verbal commi tment
upon behavior" question cited above. Ve can ask the question outside the
framework of the traditional experimental method. We might for example
look at persons who have demonstrated various levels of commitment (e.g.,

voters for McGovern, workers for McGovern, and McGovern staff) and seek to

"determine what differences exist in their various communication behaviors:

do they display varying degrees of non-verbal activity? do they utilize
metaphor in different ways? and so on. In an initial study following this
method, | have discovered that total verbal output is highly correlated with
levels of commitment simitar to those cited above; that verbal varlety is
correlated with commitment; and that relative frequency of certain words
correlates with levels of commitment. The exciting thing about this kind

of shift In focus is that it examines what | am supposed to be able to

. sfudy and what | am trained to study-~-communication acts--and not on what |

am not trained tc study--the workings of fh? brain. | may ultimately.draw
some cenclusions about .the workings of the brain, and about the ways that
people arrange and change biases and beliefs, but | begin with the rav
materfal with which | am most fami liar and which | am trained to exp lore--
communication behavior. | think that this shift of emphasis of communication
variables from the independent to the dependent position and the corresponding
necessity to devise methods to mzasure communication behavior promises to

be exciting and fruitful. I+ also leads to my second suggestion.
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Multimeasurément

Assume that you as a reéearcher had followed the advice given above
and had asked yourself a research question involving communication as an
output--how and with what does i+ vary. Given our meager supply of methods
for measuring communication output, you would be forced to look around for
some way to talk about the focus of your study--some way to measure it.
There would be several opitions open to you: one, you couid cast about for
Some measuring device which would get at the communication variable which
Interested you, or two, you could devise your own measuring system, or three,
you could try to use some content free system of measurement |ike context
or content analysis, or finally, you could do all of these or any combination
of them. | think one of our priorities in the field of Speech Communication
ought to be to engage in this last+ option--exploring the phenomena from a
variety of perspectives--trying out on ~the same set of bejiavior a variety
of measuring methodologies. We need to |et measuring devices emerge from
the matter being studied; we need to iook at the object of study using the
perspectives of other disciplines; and we need to utilize the content free
methods that are available. All of these devices need to be tested in
"pilot sfudy“ settings and adapted as the need arises. A qood example of
this kind of Speech Communication research is related to several field studies
dealing with political campaigning presently underway at Northern l1linois
University by M.A. students and staff members. Instead of directing students
to utilize some attitude scale in a "before--after' or “after--only” design
to test the effects of evidence or emotiona! argument or personal contact,
students are instead encouragea to follow a local candidate around and to
search for patterns as he campaigns. The researcher asks questions of the
candidate, local party leaders, persons to whom the candidate speaks, and

others. The method used here in these “pilot studies” is similar to
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participant observer feéhniqués used In anthropology except that the observer
in this case does néf participate in the campaign: instead he observes and
searches.for patterns of behavior. Once such a pattern emerges, the researcher
designs a methed for quantifying or evaluating the communication variables
which seem to reflect or cause the pattern. Further the student checks
his suspicions and his measuring device by repeating his field study a
second time with full utilization of the measuring Instrument which he has
designed or borrowed, and thus builds a kind of test-retest reliability.
Sometimes several! students work on the same campaign and in this way provide
not only a multimeasurement perspective before the study {n consideration of
varfous measuring instruments but in the final products of the several
studies. Similar procedures are presently being used for researching smal|
group behavior at the Unlversity of Minnesota. Several students may look
at the samg question (e.g., ieadership emergence or the function of the fan-
}asy theme) from differing measurement perspectives (e.q., content analysis,
role diaries, etc.) or several students may look at the same set of behavior
from a variety of perspectives (e.g., researching the identical groups
using different devices). In some cases seversl students may apply the
same measuring device to differing sets of behavior (e.g., the Berg Time-
Devoted-to-Themes device was used in studying juries, student classroom
groups and Model Neighborhoods groups).

The result of this kind of multimeasurement and of these diverse measure-
ment perspectives in a set of patterns which are verifiable In several
ways and which relate to one another as well vs with a specific research
focus. At both Minnesota and Northern ltllnéis, this research strategy
has led to a number of valuable insights which focus on communication
output as the dependent variable and which are not only insightful but

which have implications for theory development and for subsequent research.
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Though this kind of research is not as easy to conduct as the straight-
forward traditional experimental study utilizing some attitude scale as

the dependent variable, i+ is, In the cases cited at least, stimulating
and_exciting. I+ is not ‘push’ research which one has to force himself

to do, but rather is the kind of 'pull' research which draws the researcher
back to itself. The value of having several persons focusing on the same
question is also evident: researchers can discuss the identical topic with

one anothor insiecod of +opics which are unly langentially related.’

Conclusion

If the research reported in our professional journals is evidence of
any trends and if the tities reported as dissertations in progress or
completed is indicative of the research being conducted in the field,
then we have made only limited progress since the USOE conference on the
recommended directions agreed upon in 1968. There are some bright spots,
but we seem still to be hung up on the experimental methodology to the
di sadvantage of other approaches; we seem stiil to have a facination
for attitude scaling; and we are still not directing the focus of our
research on human symbolic behavior--on communication. |f we are to avoid
fi lm-f lamming ourselves further and if we are to avoid éenerafing more of
what W.S. Ong, S.J. calls *peanut research" we need to follow the recom-
mendations of the New Orleans conference. Two steps in following that advice
are to shift variabies from the independent position in our research to the
dependent position, particularly communication output variables. and +wo,
to utilize a multitide of measurerent Instruments and measurement perspectives.,
Though both of these steps require more work and ingenuity than the traditional
experiment using an attitude scale as a dependent variable, they hold much
promise for answering questions about communication instead of about psy-

chological or sociological variables.
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