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o quaiity*about it. ~ Even now we are beginning to see the popdiarity of en-

As we 1ook back at the "era of expre551v1sm," an era which bedazz]ed
S0 many theorists and teachers of interpersonal communication in the’ late

nineteen 51xt1es and early seventies, we _can a1ready sense an anachronistic

.‘counter groups, human potent1a1 meetings, and primal therapy being 1essened
;,gas the Devotees of Camp regroup themselves and turn toward "gettinq it
‘w1th egt) Siiva mind-control, and assertiveness training. Quite c1ear1y,,
if one is to be]ieve popular reports»inithe press, the bloom has left the
'nosegay of empathy-seeking and gent]y "getting in touch with one's self."
Despite the rapidity with which variations on the theme of expre551v1sm- ;
are wrought the contemporary student of 1nterpersona1 communication still
appears to be confronted with two rather different ph110$0ph1ca1 per-
spectives by which to View h1S or‘her interpersonal affairs. Whatever 1oca1

~form 1t might take, the expre551v1st sch001 (a complex amalgam in and of

itseif) argues that interpersonal contacts are maximized when the Se]f is
- actuaiized when one's. deepest and most 1mportant ideas and feelings fall
upon a communicative env1ronment, and when one finds an 0ther who is
wi11ing and able to respond empathicaiiy to the torrent ofgdisc]osures '

emanating from the Self. Whiie this tripartite formu]ation of the-ex—///

pre551v1st 5 p051tion is surely reductionistic, such a capsule summary
appears to point up some of the dominant themes appearing 1n the 1n€erature
relative to same.1 |

A mich less popular (and less clearly articulated) set of/presupposi-

tions by which to guide communicative transactions might be /termed the

rhetorical school of interpersona]_thought.a Although the/tenets of the

rhetorical poéition have been known for centuries, only/recently -have




4 .
rhetorica1 pérspectiveﬁ been applied squarely to everyday.interpérsona1

|
} o feX"fanges.v One of the least tepid-proc]amatidns'of the rhetorica1 position
S . »

ppears to be_an article authored by Hart and Burks in 1972 under the

.t1t1e "Rhetor1ca1,$en51tiv1ty and Social Interaction."2 Essentially,

'-;this biece delineates certain foci about which the rhetorical position;is

'-centered,» Contrasting their viewpoint to that of the expressivists, Hart

. and Burks contend that a rhetorical view of interpersonal communication

. "best promises to faCiiitate human understandinq and to effect soc1a1

) cohesion.” (H/B, P. 75) Supporting their c1aim, the authors pescribe the

rhetoricaliy senSitive person as an indiVidua1 who Wi11inq1y characterizes

f himseif or herseTf as "an undulatinq, F]uctuating entity, a1ways unsure, -n

always gueSSing, continually weighing [potential communicative decisions]".

(7B, P. 91) - - ; |
“In the present essay, we sha11 seek to better understand this

| rhet0rica11y senSitive person of which Hart and Burks Speak - After brief1y

summarizing the principles of rhetorical sensitivity, we shall detail

certain means we have empibyed to assess (1) the features possessed by . (

rhetorica]]y sensitive individua]s, (2) the theoreticai worth of the con-- ’ .

¢

struct, and (3) directions. for future research in the area.

The Notion of Rhetorica1 Sensitivity
S
I‘ v
‘For the purposes of this paper, rhetorical sensitivity will be viewed

as an att tude toward encodina Thus,. the principles of rhetorical sensi-

tiVity e not, as yet, behavioral guidelines useful for measuring one's
interpersonal cdmpetence. Rather, rhetorical sensitivity is a way of viewing

the world of human interaction, a mind-set which some of us apply to our




- -eveiyday cqmmunicative?decisions._ More specifically, there appear to be °

five dbnStituént’parts of the rhetorically sensitive attitude:

. .-_\
Acceptance of Personal Complexity -- An essential ingredient of

- the rhetorically sensitive attitude is the notion that each of

us is composed of a complex network of selves, only some=of which
are given social visibility during an interpersonal transaction.
Although we are role takers necessarily and although we are some-
times inconsistent as regards the personae we project inter-
personally, "this does not mean that the rhetor must be all things

.to all people or that he willingly enters into all rhetorical

situations that present themselves. It simply urges us to accept

" our complexity as.a necessary and desirable part of the human

condition and to realize that a given social contact will necessarily
call forth only part of our-entire rhetorical being." (H/B, P. 77)
Thus, by acknowledging and accepting the mutability of Self, the.

_rhetorically sensitive person is not unduly concerned with the

compromises and inconsistencies which constitute the nightmares of
the Real Self (of which the Expressivists speak).

Avoidance of Communicative Rigidity -- Although "the rhetorical
position” has been interpreted differently by various scholars,
surely the one feature which typifies a rhetorical vantage point
is its call for interpersonal and -inventional flexibility.. The
rhetorically sensitive individual.is not afflicted by consistency-
for-the-sake-of-consistency needs. Rather, he or she refuses to

opt for the same role without regard to situation or context.

Arbitrary social conventions, meaningless communicative. rules and
regulations, and rigid adherence to rhetonical norms are viewed as

insipid by the rhetorically sensitive individual, one who feels

that "every verbal exchange is a fleeting, ad hoc affair in'which
the guiding principle is flexible discretion, so buttressed by a
concern for’ the complexity of the Other that no inviolable verbal

premise should be brought to bear." (H/B, p. 82)

Interaction Consciousness -- Probably the most important aspect
of the rhetorically sensitive attitude ii;;fteraction conscious~

ness, an idea borrowed from the writings of)Erving Goffman. The
centrality of interaction consciousness tg rhetorical sensitivity
derives from the fact that Hart and Burks were at great pains to

. contrast the rhetorically sensitive attitude to both feckless

machiavellianism (where one's own ideas and feelings are sacri-

. ficed'so as to placate others) and unconscionable egoism (which

prompts one to make messages without the Teast regard being given
to the needs of the OGther). The rhetorically sensitive person,
therefore, is seen as constantly walkina an interpersonal tight-
rope. As Hart and Burks write, "Interaction-consciousness, in the
rhetorical sense at Teast, implies a concern for both the
sovereignty of the speaker's position as well as for the con-
straints placed upon him by the intellectual aod attitudinal make-
up of the Other." (H/B, pp. 84-85) -

3]
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4. Appreciation of the Communicability of Ideas -~ Not all ideas and ~

' feeTings, according to Hart and Burks, are grist for our:inter-
personal mills. The rhetorically sensitive person realizes that
some social encounters demand that we say nothing at all (so great
-are the interpersonal and intrapersonal risks) and that *some ideas
(no matter how phrased) are situationally bereft of rhetorical )

. impact." (H/B, p. 85) The rhetorically sensitive person is thus

“\. willing to undergo the oftentimes painstaking processes of deciding

* which ideas and feelings are to be verbalized during an_interper-
sonal exchange, realizing all the while that even some of our most
prized feelings, should not, sometimes, be communicated, even though
it might temporarily salve the psyche to do so. Such a proposition
has @ rather hard-nosed quality to it since it implies that “one's
first thought, one's initial reaction, is suspect as an immediate
vehiclte for communication." "The 'decision to sav,'" claim Hart and
Burks, "is not one that can be 1ightTy made in many instances."
(H/B, P. 88) C ’

5. Tolerance for Inventional Searching -- The attitudinal vector which
"~ has ‘the most obvious import for sensitive human intéraction is that
which distinguishes between ideas and feelings and the ways in
which those ideas_and feelings can be communicated. The rhetorically
sensitive person, argue the coiners of the phrase, realizes that
"there are probably as many ways of making an idea clear as there are
people." (H/B, p. 8B) That there is often a great deal of hard
intellectual work attendant to discovering just how our feelings
should-be made known cannot be gainsaid. Few of us, it would seem,
. relish the idea of working through the manifold communicative
options presented to us after studied reflection. For many of us,
the ongoingness of dynamic interpersonal exchanges seems to fly
in the face of this call for judicious calculation prior to utter-
ance. Still, because the rhetorically sensitive individual recog-
nizes that form, as well as content, often determines how others
- Will respond to us, he or she is willing to take the time and effort
to choose carefully among rhetorical alternatives. .

Rhetorical sénsitivity, then, takes a rather-distinctive stand vis-é}vis _
interpersonal encounters. Nhatever some may see as its philosophical
Timitations, it is, at least, clear. lHoreover, as a theoretical position,
rhetorical sensitivity appears to have, been he]ﬁfu] to scholars who have 'p
treated it as a philosophical springboard. Phillips and Metzger (1976);

for example, have employed the construct when discussing the ways in which

‘interpersonal friendships miaht best be established and maintained. Burks

and Hart (1973) and Doolittle (1976) have found the concept to be especially




serviceable during moments of interpersonal conflict. Brockriede and Dar- )

.nell (1976) have suggested that the khetorica11y}sénsitive individual is

best understood when contrasted to the Noble Self -- one who "sees any
variation from his personal norms as hypocritical, as a denial of the inte-

grity of Self,-as a cardinal sin" ( p. 9) -- and the Rhetorical Reflector,

" an individual (or archetype) who "has no Self he can ca™ hig own. For
each person and for each situation he presents a néw self." (p. 13)
Finally, Hart; Friedrich, and Brooks (1975) have transported the concept of
rhetorical sensitivity to the public communication'sitdation, suggesting
that effective interaction emerges from a natUré] blending of one's commit-
ment to a message and one's commitment to some particular Other.3 ,
' Perhaps the most useful extrapo]atibns'of the princfpleslof rhetorical
sénsitivity 1ie in the future. That is, because Hart and Burks originally
set out-to distinguish the attitudes of those persons who, they felt, maxi-

mized communicéfive possibilities, their conceptualization may eventually

* N

prove uéefu1 for discriminating between coﬁpetent and incompetent communi-
cators. A '_ .

Presently, there appear to be five rather different strains of thought
E surrounaing'the idea of communicative competence. In a recent doctoral
dissertatibn, John Wiemann (1975) has identified three such appreacQEf_te
.definining the compétent comunicator:

1. The Human Relations School -- Popularized by Arayris (1962),

. this perspective views the competent communicator as one who can

successfully manage both the task and socio-emotional requirements
placed upon him or her by an ongoina group. ‘

2. The Social Skills School -~ Perhaps best epitomized by Argyle's
(1969) work, this school of thought equates communicative
competence with a knowledge of and ability to perform the rituals
and routines associated with norm-bound transactions.




3. The Self-Presentation SchooT - Synonymous with the name of .
Erving Goffman (1959), this perspective views the competent com-
municator as one who ¢an sk111fu11y manage to present the "face
requirements” demanded during a q1ven 1nterpersona1 encounter

In addition to these three vantage points, one can also envision two additional
assumptive bases from which a delineation of the competent communicator
might emerge: | \v
4, The Soc1o11nguistac School -- {ymes *(1970),” among others, has
implied that competence in communication derives largely from

our ability to develop and to perform verbal acts wh1ch meet the
social requirements of a given speech community.

The Gamesmansh1p School ~- In part an outgrowth of exchange theory,
modern proponents of this perspective (¢.g. Rosenfield, Hayes,

and Frentz, 1976) suggest that we are communicating opt1ma11y

when we are able to %1) define the communicative game we are
playing and (2) use the "rules of the game" for personal and inter-
personal satisfaction, . )

Although the above character1zat1ons are but partially suaaestive of the
f1ve most popu]ar behavioral approaches to commun1cat1ve competence, our

' br1eﬁ descriptions should be sufficient to 1nd1cate the theoretical role
rhetorical sensitivity may eventually play in the area. Because rhetorica1
sensitivity has been conceptualized as a holistic attitude toward encoding,
and because one's attitudes‘toward a given communicative encounter place
constfa{nts on one's interpersonal behavior, the deve]ophent of a method for
assessino rhetorica{‘sensitivity would contribute in important Ways to the
study of communicative competence. If it is true that the importance of
one's communicative behaviors is equalled in significance only by the
attitudes with which those behaviors are enacted, it seems to follow that
no oure1y behavioral -designation of competence would alone sdfffce ae a-
theoretical or_pedagdgica] tool in the area. The remainder of this papek;

then, reports our attempt to refine theoretically the construct of rhetorical

"sensitivity and to suggest its usefulness as a cognate measure of




“communicative competence.

Assessing Rhetorical Sensitivity
Having been reminded of the theoreticai postu]ates of rhetorica1
‘sen51tiv1ty and of.the need to operationaiize the construct in some prag-
matic fashion, it became our task. to develop a re11ab1e and va11d method
for assessing the rhetorical attitude toward communication. In this section,
we shall report our attempts to produce an instrument--wnich we have
captioned’the RHETSEN Scaie--caoabie of discriminating between'highiy
 sensitive and highiy non-sensitive indiViduais
Initially, items for the RHETSEN scale were culled from the origina1 _
‘theoretical essay by Hart and Burks. Working independentiy, both of the
senior .authors generated twelve items deSigned to tap gach of the Five
aforementioned components of rhetoricai sen51t1v1ty This endeavor pro-
duced an initial pool of 120 items. Rather quickly, we realized that whi]e
the five dimensions of rhetorical sensitivity may have been theoretically
discrete, they did not ‘lend themselves to the sort of "operationa1 autonomy
necessary for constructing the instrument via traditional sorting pro- _
- cedures. Because of. these difficulties, we chose to maximize the "conceptua]
richne;s" of the scale in this, its deveiopmentai staqe.
; By eiiminating the several duplications found among tne originai 120
items, and by casting a51de those 1tems which played havoc with the Engiish s
"language, the initial pool of items was whittled to 75. These items were
presented to a group of 262 students onrdiiédoin the basjc speeth communication

course at Ohio University during the Fall term of 1974, So as to minimize

the disturbing influences of thematic repetition and test-taking fatique,




two forms of the item pool were administered. N o,
. The reébonses made to thie initia] presentation of the instrument were
subm1tted to 1tem-ana1ys1s whereupon items which did not (1) correlate |
at least .20 with totaTvscore and (2) differentiate at the .05 level of signi-
‘ f1cance between the top and bottom 27% of the d1str1but1on of scores were
eliminated. Thirty- seven RHETSEN-e11g1b1e items rema1ned after th1s process
of w1nnow1ng was comp1eted SN
Now that an homoqeneous grouping of items had been 1dent1f1ed, it was
deemed important to retain ih the 1nstrument as much of the conceptua1 com-
p1ex1ty of rhetor1ca1 sensitivity as p0551b1e._ Accord1ng1y, the remaining
- th1rty~seven items were submitted to a principle coﬁponents factnr énalysis
and, after varimax rotation, items which did not 1oad at a ‘minimum of .40
on one of the factors (whiieﬂlquing at less then half of their maximum
" vdlue on any one of. the nemaining factors) were expunged from the instrument.
These procedures left us with a highly manageable, 22-item scale.
Manageabi11ty aside, five more items were subsequently dropped--two
because theywproved‘to be ambiguous even beyond the point of minor editorial
repain and three because subseauent administrations of the scale proved
dthem to be too "easy" (i.e. they were not differentiating adeqnate1y between
sensitive and non-sensitive persens.even though they correlated well with
total score). The resultina 17 items were adjudaed to constitute the
RHETSEN Scale, a multifactored animal which, despite its complex maze of
pieces‘and parts, appears to measure the construct of rhetorical sensitivity ~
with some degree of dispatch and good sense. The completed scale is presented

here as Table 1.

THSERT TABLE 1 HERE




- For some, a problematic|aspect of the'ﬁHETSEN scale will be the manner
"in which responses to 1t aretscored. Quite apparent1v, we have chosen to

“present the respondent with a modified, Likert-tfpe instrument but to

. .
seare his or her reactions dichﬂt@wouc1y Naturp1ly, the dec1010n to emn]@J\

such a psychagetrically "heretical” ncthod of sdorina was a d1ff1cu1t one to

make. BSur experiences with nore cnnvnntmﬂnn1 scpring gystems hgwever, left
4
us with little alternative. Because this matter of scoring is crucial to

one's interpretations of our results, we shall specify our reasoning on this

“matter in some detail.
Our choice of a seoring system was based upan the following premise:

that the RHETSEN«scale should gbasure, the uxtont to which an_individual

fully embraced the notion of rhetorical sensitivity. We were not interested,

¢

 2§2’§g, in (1) an individual's attitudes teward the component parts of the
éonstruct or (2) the intensity withewhich an individual regponded to a
particular item on the scale.  Because we folt that rhetorical -sensitivity
takes a distinctive, yet subtle, stand an interpersonal encounters, we sought

to insure that only those mndividudls who doammctrated ¢ consiste

ent_allegiarice

to the rhetorically sensitivie attitude would Lo rewarded with a hiak score

®

on the RHETSEN secale.
With th( 0 assuwipt iora i wind, covtain cgorina optiens were cbviously |
eliminated:

1. Tho,@ ikert Ontion == This iotion was vejected for two reasons.

First, thi 5 rothad of seorina would have allowed an individual

to achieve a roderately niah seove on the test even thouah that
individual disaqreed with the "keyed ancwers™ on, say, haif of
the items. For exannle, if a aiven individual “stronaly aarced"”
with the rnnt@r1fa11y songitive attitude on half of the responses
but. "dis aqro)d o "stronaly diseareed” with such an att1tude on
the premaining itess, the voonitine sewe would disauise the
Siarply aebivaliat foellvan b o mad about vhetoring?

-

11
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sensitivity. Too, the Likert option would have depicted such
. an individual as being unnaturally similar to those who marked
the "neutral" response consistently. In other words, we felt that
the Likert method of scoring would not clearly reveal to us those
. aspects of a person's communicative attitudes we wished to have
* . revealed to us--i.e. his or her rudimentary aff|n1ty for the
rhet0r1ca11y sensitive position.

~ Also, the Likert Option necessarily allows for a "neutral" |
or "undecided" response. Gftentimes, we felt, a person's response
bias would allow him or her to produce a moderate-ranae score by
consistently -adopting a "neutral" posture when, in actuality, he
or she might be concealing a general lack of regard for the
rhetorically sensitive position. Furthermore, it was felt that
everyday, existential transactions with other people rarely allow
us the Tuxury of communicating in a "neutral" fashion. Interpersonal
situations, it seemed to us, often "force™ us to make rather binary
decisions. ‘

2. The True/False Gption =- A%t]@uqn vie Scored responses to the RHETSEN
scale dichotomously, we chose not to present such alternatives to
. our respondents. Because many of the 1t0ms on the secale probed highly
debatable issues. and- becau £ man¥ persons are suspicious of

testina instruments ‘which do not allew them to express the intensity \‘

~of their reactions to individupl itews, we opted to present our x
respondents with an "illusion of rﬂ@fce" {even though we were
interested exciusively in the "sidodness" of their respective
stands).

- By making the scoring choices we made, one's nossible score on the RHETSEN
1nstrument ranges from zero to seventeen, with 0 representina complete d1°n

agreement with the rhetorically song+%ive position and-17 indicatina coms

.

plete acceptance of its tenets.

One of the most common cbjections to a cecorina systew Tike ours is
that it disregardé impartant inforeation about @ rersen's responses by
not reckoning with the intensity. of thase roopenses, While this line of
reasoniﬁg is compelling in wany testina situations, we find it unpersuasive
in our case for two reasens. First, and most important, wo were uninterested
in ce]]ectihg such inforiation. Ue sore wnconvinced, fog.cxarple, that

someone who "strongly aqreed" with the rhetorically sensitive response on




f:v,;a11 seventeen 1tems was an ex1stent1a11y d1fferent commun1cator from ‘one lxxf

' LQ{who mere]y "agreed“ w1th the keyed responses cons1stent1y (1\8 we had no

. "ﬁ A S

o ireason to be11eye that the abpearance of equa]1ty among the [L:kert] 1nter- o o

¥,

vals ref]ected rea1 11fe, 1nterva1 d1fferences among Commun1cators) ';?‘

Second]y, ev1dence gathered by Peabody c1ear1y 1nd1cates that the "1nforma~«'

'.~gt1on“ presumab]y conta1ped 1n L1kert responses are not d1fferent in. k1nd

"it from the 1nformatlon emanat1ng from true fa1se q§est10nna1res When

@}summar1zing h1s extens1ve researches Peabody (1 62) asserted:.
.The results show fa1r1y c1ear1y that composwte scores on these )
. Likert att1tude items reflect primarily the direction of responses
--and only to a minor: extent their extremeness. The practical con--
clusion-suggested-is- ‘that theref1seaust1f1catton—for seoring such—:
items d1chotomous1y‘accord1ng to the. direction of:response. The f'
_resulting score will closely reflect whatever. the composite score”
 would. . . . Hence the hope that Likert scale scores for example . ..
should. be -"influenced by the ‘degree to ‘which subJects ‘favor or oppose

- “””‘““ attitude ‘statements* oo is ﬂargety~unfu1f111ed in pract1ce N

(pp 71 72, italics ours)

o For reasons both theoret1ca1 and psychometr1ca1 ‘then, weﬁopted'forha,hybrid -
. - M , A .55.’-‘\ ‘ “ o .

. scor1ng system I ,,_;ﬁ R R f ' B SRELS s}

Before turn1ng to the tasks for wh1ch the RHETSEN scafe was emp]oyed

- the, matter of re11ab111ty shou]d be ment1oned Because of the mu1t1-}

r-[factored nature of our 1nstrument, a test retest method of assess{ﬁg re11a-
47b111ty was used . The scale was tw1ce presented to forty three undergraduate ;
'.students enro11ed 1n speech co un1cat1on c1asses at 0h1o Un1vers1ty, the
_ntwo adm1n1strat1ons of the sca1e be1ng separated by a two week 1nterva1

The corre]at1on coeff1c1ent of 83 wh1ch nesu]ted from these Brocedures |

’\-g1nd1cated that the RHETSEN 1nstrument measured someth1ng w1th a h1gh degree .

'of'cons1stency In the fo11ow1ng sect1on of th1s paper, we shall de11neate

the theoret1ca1 rarefract1ons of that "someth1ng

.\), -
CoAn '




‘ " Aspects of the Rhetor1ca11y Sens1t1ve Person

§ The burden we sha11 be tak1ng upon ourse]ves here is that of report1ng
"certaan speculative propos1t1ons about the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve 1nd1v1dua1
Although the propos1t1ons to be offered should be cons1dered tentat1ve by

f'fthe reader, the facts ‘that they are based in 1arge measure upon ver1f1ab1e

l ) data and that they conform to, common sensical expectat1ons dep1cts them as some-

‘*th1ng Tore than theoret1ca1 Wa1fs. R

_i' Hav1ng deve]oped a scale for measur1ng -~ at face va1ue - the v

ﬁif:rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve att1tude, and hav1ng determ1ned that 1t cou1d measure :
'-t:re11ab1y that wh1ch it purported to measure, 1t then became our duty to (1)

'vd:obta1n normat1ve data re1at1ve to the 1nstrument and (2) est1mate the va11d1ty

v”igof she RHETSEN sca1e In performanq'suehwoperatwons;~our—pr1mary purpose ‘ uva—f—~i;¥
,": was that of enr1ch1ng the theoret1ca1 underp1nn1ngs of rhetor1ca1 sens1t1v1ty |

To date Tore: than two thouSand SubJects have responded to the RHETSEN -

’rﬁ:isca1e In se]ect1ng our samp1e of respondents, we were gu1ded by the usual ,

?4;gmethodo1og1ca1 cr1ter1a as we11 as. by the ravages of exped1ency ; E1ght hundred

ﬁ,‘and th1rt¥ two undergraduate students from s1xteen d1fferent 1nst1tut1ons of

h1gher educat1on were asked to c0mp1ete the scale and to prov1de for us reTe-

“vant’ demograph1c data.?

Because weuw1shed to minimize gross socio-cultural
.dffferenges among our respondents in this»1n1t1a1 study, all of our respondenté«; :
]fstudents attended schoo1 in one of ten m1dwestern states. For unabashed1y
;”pract1ca1 reasons, each of . our respondents was enro11ed in-an undergraduate -

.“spGECh communicatlon'course at the time he.or she comp1eted the~1nstrument

',_ r&i;e.}during}the spring semester of 1975).




13 -
0ur Master Samp]e then, cons1sted exc1us1ve1y of m1dwestern co11ege '
N students, a factor which the reader must bear in mind when exam1n1ng the
“normative data to be presented,subsequent1y in th1s paper Yet, despite the
apparent s1m111tude of the respondents, there appeared to be a qood deal of
heterogene1ty am1dst the homogene1ty For examp1e 31% of the respondents
1nd1cated that they res1ded 1n urban env1ronments, wh11e 45% of the samp1e
were suburban dwe11ers and 22% reported that they lived in rura1 commun1t1es
_ Ha]f of the respondents reported hav1ng had B-or-better academic averages,
wh1]e ha]f fell beTow that mark The respondents ranged in aqe from 18-

and under to over 25 years of aqe w1th the maJor1ty be1ng in the 19- 22 age -

. range. Because many of the student respondents were enro11ed in requ1red -
undergraduate speech communication courses when-we adm1n1stered the instrument,

- rough1y'sixty percent of our sanp1e was composed of freshmen and sophomores.
A1so a1though 38% of our respondents indicated that they were maJor1nq in
the Arts and Human1t1es, the rema1n1ng students were equa11y d1str1buted
among the soc1a1 phys1ca1, and adm1n1strat1ve sc1ences F1na11y, the
d1vers1ty we sought in our Master Samp]e was ach1eved in 1arge measure from
the students' 1ns1tut1ona1 a#f111at1ons Our respondents attend (1) private
'sChoo1 of both a denom1nat1ona1 (e.q. Dakota Wesleyan, Grace Co11ege Ham11ne
Uni§ers1ty) and a non-denom1nat1ona1 sort (e.g. General Motors Inst1tute, o

o ’ ] ; A L
DePauw University, Drake University) as well as (2) public institutions

of both a cosmopo1itanv(e.g. Undversity‘of w1sconsin--Madison, Ohio State.
University, and'Wayne State University} and a non-cosmopolitan varietyr

( €.g. Moorhead State Un1vers1ty of Wisconsin--Parkside). In short we
'~ feel that a max1mum of d1vers1ty was achieved via our sampling techn1ques %x

(SN

despite the_ostens1b1y similar cultural, economic, and soc1o1og1ca1 prof1Tes \
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o of our: respondents o ‘?p_ -
In add1t1bn to the over e1ght hundred respondents const1tut1ng our
3Master Samp1e moré than one thousand students from Purdue Un1vers1ty and ‘
Ohio Un1vers1ty responded to the RHETSEN sca]e dur1nq the deve1opmenta1 and
‘}_va]1datlon port1ons of the study;' From the wea1th of déta gathered, and-after".
;eighteen.months of co11ettingiinformati0n ue now are able to suggest the :
| following thoughts about the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve 1nd1v1dua1 |

rf~.Rhetor1ca1 sens1t1v1ty appears to be d1str1buted norma11y across the popu1a- :

ct10n samp1ed a1though the rhetor1ca1]y sens1t1ve person may eventua11y prove

 to possess certa1n un1que att1tud1na1 and dem;graph1c tra1ts.

'At Teast as measured by the 1nit1a1 vers1on of the RHETSEN sca1e our e1ght
.hundred and th1rty -two- respondents distributed themse]ves rather norma11y as-
regards the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve att1tude toward commun1cat1on The mean
score .on the RHETSEN scaTe for our Master Sample was 11 91 (s d. = 2. 09) |
~1nd1cat1ng that, on the average, the respondents "m1ssed" f1ve of the 1tems
iObv1ous1y, such a mean 1nd1cates that some amount of "numer1ca1 1nf1at1on
occurred a condition wh1ch unquest1onab1y resu]ted from the Tow d1ff1cu1ty
1ndexes found for some of ‘the 1tems (but equa11y a cond1t1on for wh1ch correct1ons}
‘can be made in future editions of the sca1e) Desp}te,a11 of th1s, however,

Table 2 indicates that a satisfactory distribution of scores was achieved.

’
’

- INSERT TABLE 2 HERE -~
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Upéh careful scrutﬁhy-(using comparfison-of-means tests), we found that

‘no significant differehces'in rhetorifal sensitivity scores could be attributed
to (]) the sex of .the respondents, (2) tHe chronoiogica1-age of the Subjects,
(3) the "academic age" of the students sampled, (4) the’academiodarea within

;which the students were majoring, or (5) the students' grade point averages.
Whatever else it may be, rhetor1ca1 sens1t1v1ty does not appear to be the exc1us1ve
property of the du11 sophomore coed majoring in Horticulture.

Natura]]y, our Master S:mp1e waslnot broad enough (particularly as regards

L rggge'of chronological ag:,or "ocoupation") to’permit us to extrapo]aﬂe from _

these{data to.Sooiety at 1arge We d1d after a11, samp]e the infamous

oo]]egevsophohore exc] iVe]y There mgx_be d1fferences in rhetor1ca1

Senaitivity.attributa Te solely to'demograph1c features of the 1nd1v1dua1,

Still, while future research idrthe?area,may indicate otherwise, common -

wsense suggest§ tha anything as fundamehta] and complex as one's attitudes
toward making mesgages 1n an 1nterpersona1 environment will, probab]y not be
revealed to be t e exc1us1ve products of any simple set_ of att1tud1na1 or
demographic trajits. More than 1ikely, the essence of the rhetor1oa11y
'séhsitire individual will be'reyealed.oh1y'after a matrix of educational,
'sooiaT, and dultural forces are considered and "regressed upon"'one's |
~scores on t e RHETSEN scale. .
'. | Presen 1y, we have some reason to believe that just such a complex of
Q.soc1o-cu1tura] forces act upon us as individual commun1cators earmark1ndi\?g>h\
some of us as highly rhetor1ca11y sensitive and some of us as rather non- >
vsers1t1ve. That is, when present1nq the RHETSEN scale to the students who
'constatuted our Master Samp]e, we “included a shamefully simple grouping of

. questions which probed their (1) genera1 po11t1caT or1entat1ons, (2)
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-prefenences-for}organized;reiigion, andv(3)dhometown restdences (urban,
t;suburban, and~rura1).' Theg"oolitioaT"-andL“re]fgious"5orobeS'wene each
"sing1eéitem, five;point Likert?type sca1e (e.g. 1 =1 am highly Tiberal

politically and 5= I am hrighly conservat1ve po11t1ca11y, 1. = Organized-
i.re11g10n is extreme]y important’ to me}and 5;‘ 0rgan1zed re]1g1on is qu1te ’
Unimbortant~to“me).4vAs'singlev{tem attitudina1 sca1e55 these measures are
| subject}to a host of methodo1ogica1.prob1emsg not the Teast of which is
. thein duestionable re]iabi]ity' Neverthe]ess we asked the ouestionse ,

A1though extremely tentat1ve, ‘the results of th1s p0rt1on of the study g '

'tease the 1mag1nat1on. T-tests run between those SubJects des1qnated as - h1gh1y -

}SenSitive (those soor1ng:r1 S.D. above the mean,lnyBS) and those rated.as h1gh1y

" non-sensitive (those scoring <1 S. Dt'he1ow the mean, N=189) revealed that the

h1gh RHETSEN scorers viewed themse1ves as be1ng s1qn1f1cant1y more. conserva— o

ﬁ

_t1ve po11t1ca11y than ‘those who were de51qnated as h1qh1y non~sens1t1ve
(t= 2 72, p-< 01). In: add1t1on ‘the h1gh1y sens1t1ve group of students
‘ averred that organ1zed re1ag1on was moye 1mportant to them than it was to |
_students who were c]ass1f1ed as h1gh1y non-sensitive (t=1.66, p'< 05) |

- Espec1a11y 1mportant here is the fact that these f1nd1ngs make f1rst-
‘rate theoret1ca1 sense. When one remembers that Hart and Burks were setting
forth a rather caut1ous attitudg towardiinterpersona1'communication in their .
origina] article, the fact-that mildly conservative students scaored higher
~oon the RHETSEN scale than did m11d1y 11bera1 respondents make em1nent1y
good sense. Too, 1t is probably not- serend1p1tous that the "express1ve"
school of 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on found its greatest favor among h1qh1y

‘1iberal and well-politicized academics. It is a somewhat conservative posture

_to hold off on one's first‘communicative impulse, to avoid speaking:one's

a3




';p1ece on occas1on, to choke off the desu1tory epithet, or to substitute
c1rcumspect1on for pass1onate react1v1ty

_ ~ Our. findings here take on a 1ess artifactual cast when they are in-
corporated into two other sets of findings. A three group, one-way analysis
"of'variance,was run among the RHETSEN scores of students who resided in
urban (N - 254), suburban (N = 395), and rural areas (N = 176). Our results
aga1n conformed to the patterns hinted at previously, (F 3. 30 p <. 04) A'
Newman-Keu]s test revea1ed that students residing in urban areas scored .
s1gn1f1cant1y Tower on our instrument than d1d students 11v1ng in suburban

. and rura] env1rons. Ostens1b1y, the "dynam1c dens1ty" wh1ch numerous ob-

servors have found to be character1st1c of urban Tife fa11s to foster. the

,sort of rhetorical att1tude toward commun1cat1on be1ng tapped by the RHETSEN

scale.  Anecdotal observat1ons of this very. sort have been made t1me and
‘t1me again. 'Adaptat1on to others, carefu1 feedforWard processing, and
Jud1c1ous reflection prior to utterance appear to be features which’ have
snever been especially character1st1c of the urban communicative enytronment.~
f;However, even if findings such as those reported herevare,yerified in future

research, it would be soecious to interpret them with smug provincialism,

There is every,reason‘to suspect that rhetorica1 sensitivity has very little

survival value for persons 1nhabitdng many urban communities. «

One final piece of our conservative/sensitive puzzle can now be added
In order to determ1ne the extent to which the above- ment1oned findings were
‘biased by our methodological shortcom1ngs, an attempt was made to perform
a part1a1 "environmental ana1ys1s" on the data gathered. Because some
rather gross soc1oTog1ca1 assumptzons were made when perform1ng the fo110w1nq

analyses, the reader is urged to interpret our f1nd1ngs w1th caution.
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e

Our ‘assumptions were these (1) pub11c urban un1Vers1t1es would be

Tikely to create environments w1th1n which rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve attitudes

toward communication would ggt.be fostered; (2) pub11c, urban universities

are Tikely to be more attractive to students of a 115era1 (political and

L re1igious) persuasion than would private, re1igiousfy affiliated institutions

which mainly attract non-urban students, (3) pr1vaﬁe, re11g1ous1y aff1]1ated

co11eges would be 11ke1y to create 1nterpersona1 env1ronments within wh1ch ‘

rhetorically sens1t1ve attitudes toward commun1cat1on would be’ rewarded

. With these assumpt1ons in mind, and w1th a very real sense of socio~

1og1ca1 temer1ty, we proceeded to compare the RHETSEN scores of students *
'attending Grace Co11ege (of Ind1ana), Centra1 Method1st College (of M1ssour1),
_Hamline University (of M1nnesota), and Dakota Hesleyan Un1ver51ty to those

: f respondents who were,.at the time of the test s administration, matr1—

cu1at1ng at. the Un1vers1ty of Wisconsin--Milwaukee, the University of I111no1s

at Ch1cago Circle, and Wayne State University. Our pred1ct1on of course,

was that the 213 students samp]ed from the former (Private) schoo1s wou1d

score higher on our 1nstrument than wou]d those attend1nq the Tatter group1ng

“of urban (Public) universities (N 199)

‘Both our soC1o1og1caT and our rhetor1ca1 assumpt1ons were conf1rmed

'Students attending the Pr1vate schoo1s were revealed to be s1gn1f1cant1y

more politically conservative (t = 4, 54, p <.001), more enamored of organ1zed
religion (t = 3.97, p <.001), and more Tikely to be from non-urban home towns

(t = 10.10, p <.001) than were the1r Public counterparts. So much for the

: obvious. Less easily predictab1e_was~our discovery that'the students in

the Private schools scored significantlyvhigher on the RHETSEN scale (t =
3.12, p <.001) than did our samp1ing of undergraduates made at the
public institutions. |

20
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| }f the'finddngs reported here are-to'be believed (and only future

research can remove their st1]1-art1factua1 g]ean1ngs), our portra1t of

the h1gh]y rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve individual has taken on some 11fe.L
Rather- than be1ng content with the abstract entity descr1bed by Hart and
Burks, we now have some reason to believe that there is a flesh and b]ood
quality to the rhetorically sensitive animal. Although he cannot be d15~
covered by our simply noting his grade point average, or "academic occupa-
tion", or chronolog1ca1 age, he may 1ndeed’possess certain attitudinal pre-
ferences and 11v1ng patterns wh1ch d1st1ngu1sh h1m from the non- sen51t1ve€
~prototype. we have also discovered that he has an equally good chance
" of being a she. And'we’seem to:haVe uncovered the fact that»the highly
‘rhetor1cally sens1t1ve individual is in no greater supp1y in soc1ety than is "
any other person or ent1ty residing w1th1n the upper limits of an apparent]y |
| normal curve. Yet, whiTe we'haye breathed some 1ife 1nto_our‘character1za-
tion'of the rhEtoricaily sensitive individual,vthe questions remain: -
'Is'the”rhetorica]]y sensitive 1ﬁdividua1 rea11y a person? That is, are
“there human behariors aesociated with the rhetorically sensitive attitudé~v N
toward commun1cat1on, behav1ors whlch are observabTe .by others, and behav1ors ;‘

which make a d1fference to such observors? we seem to be ab]e to answer
such questions in the affirmative. |

The’rhetorica1jxksensitiVe individual appears to. exhibit behaviors whioh . - .

bespeak his or her attitude toward encod1nq. Many of the fﬁndings reported

previously may seem ch1mer1ca] After all, thus far we have described the
rhetorically sens1t1ve 1nd1v1dua] as one who penc1ls his or her piece of
- paper in a certain way. Thus far, we have not met the cyn1c s objection to

any research of this sort--that such measures’are devoid of existential or

21
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real-life implications. - Thus far, ‘we have not’ gotten,beyond the face
a11dity of the RHETSEN scale.
when seeking to estab11sh the-predictjve validity of the instrument,

we utilized three separate procedures. Ih‘the first instance, the RHETSEN

scale was administereqlt: fifty-six underqradUate students enro]]ed in three

| sections of the basic speech commun?cat1on course at Purdue University during'

the Fall semester of 1974, Concurrent]y, the three 1nstructors (each of whom
was fami]iar with the principles of rhetorica1~sensitivity) were asked to

rate the rhetor1ca1 sens1t1v1ty manifested by each of their students. The

'ff0110w1ng 1nstruct1ons were provided <the 1nstructors 1nv01ved in th1s port1on

of the study._

UtiTizing the scoring system provided below, you are asked to rate
the rhetorical sensitivity your students have evidenced during their
interactions with their classmates. In doing so, you are urged to
~ consider the overall communicative characteristics of your students;
you are urged not to evaluate your students on the basis of any one .
set of interactions you may have observed. When rat1ng each student,
please use the following scale, being careful to assign only one rating
'to each student:
(1) “This student tends to have few posit1ons of his or her own
. and generally mirrors the opinions of those around him or her
OR This student regards adaptat1ons to -others as signs of weak-
ness and majntains the integrity of his or her v1ewpo1nts re-
~ gardless of the circumstances.

(2) This student tends to adapt his or her- positions to those with
whom he or she is conversing. He or she appears to have firm
‘beliefs, but 1s able to communicate those beliefs in ways that
are pa1atab1e to others. , : :

In constructingvthe scale in this manner, we attempted to operationalize

‘ - , .
‘the conceptual extension of rhetorical sensitivity offered by Brockriede:

* and Darnd11-(who view the Noble Self and the Rhetorical Reflector as anti-

. thetical to the Rhetorically Sensitive Person)

»
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Afeer co]]ecting the instructors' ratings, we found that twenty-nine
students had been classified as sensitive and twenty-seven students des-
cribed as non-sensitive..'we compared the mean RHETSEN scores of the two\grOUPs
and the'resu1ts indicated that the 1ndividua1s who were designated as
sensiéivq scored Significant]y Higher than those who were noi designated
thusly (t = 1.82, p <.04).

Although these results were those énticipated, we felt vaguely un-
comfortable with them. After all, even though the instructor-raters had
watched their students interact for 2Far1y three months, and even though
the instructors were ignorant of thé%r students' scores on the RHETSEN
test; our findings could not deny the fact that the 1nstructor-raters.were
:'sympathetic'tb the aims of thé study and may, therefore, have "forcedf
éertain coﬁc1uéions rather than'having~had them forced upen~£hem~by~thef~w~vn-~"v~w~>r -
‘observed behaviors themselves. \Tob, it seemed that "naive" observors
(persons unfamiliar with the notion of rhetorical sensitivity) might not be
able to make the same sorts of discriﬁinations mgde by our "expert" analysts.

To resolve our m{sgivings,'an in-tact group'of sorority women (N = 36)
vét Purdue Univérsity was enlisted in the project. The criteria employed

when se]ectihg the group of women used were: (1) they had had intimate contact

with one anothér for at least tﬁo years; (2) they were willing to participatg'
en masse; and (3) their mean academic average was extremely high. We were,
therefore,‘dea1ing with a bright and nominally cohesive group of subjects.}»

After héving filled out the RHETSEN scale, each woman was asked to o
ré§pond to the following questions: '

A. Of the women ccmp]eting.thEAquestionnaike this evening, the
- following three persons are, in my opinion,vthose most Tikely

-VFV' | - ’ 23:3 _
_ ) »




22

to change their communication patterns in order to p]eaée 6thers: =
(" 5@ ____ ;5 (3) .

B. Of the women completing the quest1onna1re this evening, the
following three persoM are, in my opinion; those least likely
to change their communication patterns in order to accommodate . .
the view of others: (1) 3 (2) 3 (3) .

Iﬁp]ic1t]y, of course, question A was designed to elicit the.names of'those'
persons perceived to be "Rhetorical Réf]ectons" by the soror{ty womeﬁ}while
question B sought out the "Noble Selves" in the group. ’

Again following Brockriede aﬁh”Darne11's assumptions, we reasoned that
the Subjects' RHETSEN scores should be negatively correlated with the number
of times they were described as gither a "Noble Self" or a "Rhetorical
Ref]ectok“.by'their‘sorority sisters; ‘Our reasoning stood tﬁe;test of
Pearsonian statistiqs (r zi,47, ﬁ <.002). Now, it seemed to us, welhad |
solid evidence that some set of behaviors was éSsocjated with the’'rhetorically
sensitive attitude toward communication. Both our "expert" and "naive" raters
. had'been able to perceive a certain sbmething which correlated We]] with
<'scores on the RHETSEN test. Exact]y what that "certain (behavioral) some-
::th1ng" was, unfortunate]y, is not apparent at this po1nt in the research

A f1na1 pred1ct1ve validation technique was employed in th1o study when
we sought out a group of persans who, concemvab]y,,would necessarily
demonstrate rhetorically sensitive atfitudes in their day~to~day affairs.
 Neré such an "anchoring group" to score highly on our sca1é, we felt that
this would be further evidence of (1) the test's usefulness and (2) the

theoretical value of the construct of rhetorical sensit%vity. Thus, we

. isolated a group of persons who were professionally concerned with inter-

personal communication.




“““"comparison group" of graduate students was populated solely by persons who
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' "The group finally selected for this portion of our‘validation consisted

of persons who were majbring in pastoral counseling at Dallas TheoTogica1

- Seminary. Each of these men (N 25) had had extens1ve training and ex-

per1ence in pastora1 counse11ng procedures and pract1ces. Add1t1ona11y,

~each had indicated a desire to work exc1us1ve1y in the area of counseling upon

benng graduated from Dallas Theological.

After adm1n1ster1ng the RHETSEN sca1e to this group of men, the1r scores

 were comp;red to those of twenty-one comparably aged graduate students from

-a wide variety of academic disciplines. ‘BeCause we were afraid that the

pastora1 counselors m1ght score we11 on the sca1e because of their ostensibly

conservative viewpo1nts--and not because of their profess1ona1 concern for

sensitively communicating with others--we took pains to insure that our

viewed themseTves as being po11t1ca11y conservative and admiring of organ1zed
re11g1on (by employing the Likert scales alluded to earlier). As expected, the
pastoral counse1ors scored significantly h1gher on the. RHETSEN scale (t = 2; 31

p £ 01) than did the comparison group of qraduate students.

Our caricature of the rhetor1ca11y sensitive individual, therefore,

seems to have moved apace. Such individuals appear to have certain traits

which both naive and trained observors are able to discern rather well.

Too, if future research bears bnt the findings reported herein, we might

expect to find individuals in the "people professions” to be’especia11y

taken with the postu1ates of rhetorical Sensitivity. Unfortunately, the
vicissitndes of scale deveTopnent'and va1iaation being what they are, no attempt

has yet been made to ascertain exactly why the rhetorically sensitive person

is seen as distinctive. However, some understanding of rheterically




‘sensitive behaviors might‘denive from our better understaﬁdingAthe con-

stellation of attitudes seemingly possessed by the rhetodica]]y sensitive

person. It is to justvsuch‘mattefs that we shall now turn. . .

The rhetorically sensitive person appears to resist excessive self-

centeredness as well as excessive other-centeredness. Despite its dis-

tinguished history in western scholarship, the "rhetoricaIvvfewpoiﬁt" has often

been roundly misinterpreted (by popularists, and by scholars who should know - |
'4better): All too often, the "rhetorical perspective" has been Tikened to
either sly man1pu1at1veness or rampant megolomania. That such characterizations
possess no substantive h1stor1ca1, ‘theoretical, or ph11osoph1ca1 basis has
B not deterred some from 1eve11ng'attacks at the.rhetor1ca1 11fe~sty1e, In
'-cenérast,‘the wisest de]iﬁeations of the rhetorical position have argued that
T such a” perspect1ve is crucial whenever 1nter-persona1 re1at10nsh1ps hang §n~ T
‘the commun1cat1ve balance. ﬁ
‘Nevertheless, it quickly became c]ear to us when deve10p1ng the RHETSEN
Hsca]e that a renewed, data-based 1nvest1gat1on wou]d be necessary before the
sehsifivity ofvwhich we'spoke could be appropriately termed rhetﬁricai, and
befqre‘detractoks of the rhetorical viewpoint could be humbled. Accordingly, -
it became our task to (1) isolate standardized measures which tapped portions
‘bf the "theoretical-space" shared {and not shared) by rhetorical sensitivity
and (2) compare the scores of persons taking the RHETSEN scale with the
- responses they made to such comparative 1nstru*ents. In ghort, we sought
to establish the criterion yalidity of the RHETSEN scale.
Concern_for Self~ o

A centra] rhetorical tenet is that everyday human interactions require

us (as communicators) to adjust our-selves to these w1tH,wh0m we are

-
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: 1nteract1ng. Cnpcom1tant1y, the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve att1tude recom-'

mends that weinot'be:so conCerned w1th Se]f that we fa11 to‘observe and to

E adJust to the vagar1es of the. Other To test the v1ab111ty of such theo—
retlcal postu1ates, we compared students scores on the RHETSEN sca1e w1th
. thelr scores on the fo110w1ng measures

1.' Snyder s (1974) Self- mon1tor1ng Sca]e wh1ch est1mates a .
‘ ,person s-ability to guage accurately the ‘impact that he or she
s hav1ng in a situation 1nvo]v1ng 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on

2. »Hens]ey and Batty's (1974) S ch Anxiety. Sca]e ‘which. measures
“a person's relative d1scomfort during: commun1cat1ve interactions.
As Phillips (1968) cogently observes, the speech anxious. person
s 1nord1nate1y concerned w1th Self.. . _ .

;3." Hol1and and Ba1rd s (1968) Interpersona1 Competency Sca1e wh1ch
assesses the extent to which a person sees himself or herse]f
as soctiable, popu1ar persuas1ve and energet1c

v‘f éﬂ’4;“R1ng and Wallston's (1968) "p scale (of their Performance Sty]es T '

Test). which isolates those who are restive and 111 -at- ease when«
'they cannot "be themse1ves

_Sﬁi Jourard S (1964) Se]f D1sc1osure Quest1onna1re which est1mates

the extent to which a person feels free to talk about himself,
his att1tudes and oan1ons, his tastes. and 1nterests, etc

' 6.-’Rokeach S (1960) Dogmat1sm Sca1e which measures menta1 r1g1d1ty,
: 1nto1erance and authortar1an1sm

,’0ur pred1ct1ons were that the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve ‘person would be' an

efficient se1f-mon1tor (s1nce he or she is consc1ous of ‘the 1nterface .

betWeen Self and Other), but wou]d not be overly anxious about the com-
munjcative'experienCe (since'he or she is not'excessiveleconcerned-about

i”the role the Self plays during 1nteractJon) Furthermore we felt that

the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve person wou]d not be 11ke1y to embrace the "Nob]e

'Se]f" att1tudes be1ng measured by Ring and wa115ton s "P*I sca1e nor
" would he or she be;tempted by :the brand of ”1nterpersona1 competency"

“uiseryed.upvby.Ho}1and and Baird (Who;are,'in effect,fmeaSUring perSOnal?

<

~_ -




o
' e

26

: hcompetencyfsince their twenty—item-scaie contains not one item designed to
h assess the Rest-taker's attitudes toward-other peop1e') Finally, we

o reasonedf the consciousness of s1tuationa11sm“ which earmarks the rhetori-.

>

: ca11y senSitive 1nd1v1dua1 wou1d prohibit him or- her from hav1ng any »

cons1stent1y high needs:in the areas of self- d1sciosure and dogmatism

‘dividual is incsf

»

: Our testing procedures were as follows: dur1ng the W1nter term of 1975,
fifty-51x undergraduate students at 0h10 Un1vers1ty were administered the
RHETSEN, Seif—Disciosure, and Dogmatism scales. A]though»no s1gn1f1cant
correlations resu1ted (for Se1f—d1sciosure, r = 11, p<< 21, “for Dogmatisn,‘

15, p'< 13), we wanted to 1nsure that the 1ack of corre1ation was not '

L

artifactuait Therefore, using the med1an sp11t techn1que, "high" and "Tow"

r

" rhetoricaliy sens1t1ve 1nd1v1dua1s were designated (on the ba51s of the1r ;

* ";;,.RHETSEN‘scores) and t- tests were run between the two oroup S Se1f Disciosure'*

and DogmatismVscores._ As: expected no 31qn1ficant differences obtained (forg
Se1f Disciosure, = 84, p ~< .41 and for Dogmatism, t = 1 19 p <  24)
between the."high“ and "Tow" groups, suggesting that the rhetor1ca11y

sensitive 1nd1v1dua1 possesses no special need for making d1sc10sures to others‘

.}( such matters always being a function of s1tuationa11y based decisions for

hiw or her.) Also, the rhetorically sensitiVe person appears not to be

L4

characteristichiy dogmatic, although this is not to say thatvsuch an in-

e of maintaining firm positions on occasion..

Necessity forced us to adm1n1ster the rema1nder of the comparison measures

: separate]y (and’ at various times) during»the Spring, 1975 semester. In all

cases, SubJects were Purdue University undergraduates enroiied'in required

Speech communication courses Resu1ts obtained from the one hundred and

- seven students who took both*the RHETSEN test and the “P" sca1e of the

R

. : (B3
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| Performance Styles Test were not surpr1s1ng—-the test scores. corre1ated
_ negat1ve1y (r == 19 P -< 03), 1nd1cat1ng that the rhetor1ca1]y sens1t1Ve .'%h
Aperson is rather nonp1ussed by the r1g1d self—centeredness of R1ng and
' -‘Ha11ston s “P" archetype._ Such a not1on was corroborated by the f1fty ~-three
'Purdue students who ‘took both the RHETSEN sca]es and Ho11and and Ba1rd S f"‘dfﬂ
| professed]y se1f~centered Interpersona1 (s1c) Competency Sca1e The resu1ts-‘ f .
I‘.here (r~~ 31 p-nO]) strong]y supported our conceptua11zat1on that the R
rhetor1ca11y sensitive 1nd1v1dua1 1s not one who cou1d comfortab]y 11ve.an
'adaptat1on free 11fe sty]e | | '
‘ Nor, apparent1y, is the rhetor1caT1y sens1t1ve person SO preoccup1ed = {
_ w1th Se1f that he or - she is uncommon]y anxious about’ 1nterpersona1 encounters
At 1east the f1fty-one Purdue undergraduates who ‘took both the RHETSEN
A._.‘ and Speech Anx1ety sca]es revea1ed to US tnat 1nteract1on consc1ousness does‘ “r"
-not, perforce, mandate excess1ve concern for one s 1nterpersona1 behav1or |
(r-- 19, p<.09) Nhen th1s ﬁndlng is coupled wﬂ:h our d1scovery ‘that -
rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve 1nd1v1dua1s moni tor the1r own: 1nterbersonal behav1or
w1th some degree of perceptnon (RHETSEN: Se1f~Mon1tor1_ng; 21, p ‘.08,
N= 49) it appears that such persons recogn{ze‘their 1nterpersona1 needs
..but recogn1ze too, that those needs must ‘be met w1th tact and in the

A

fPresence of Spec1f1c Others. o - B Co

Concern for Other - ,v';fm - e fv A
HaV1ng noted the rhetor1ca11y Sens1t1ve 1nd1v1dua1 s apparent non-
wse1f-centeredness we have not yet dealt with the other side of the coin:

if the rhetor1ca11v sens1t1ve person is not over1y Se]f-consc1ous does

this. 1mp1y that he ore she is espec1a11y Other consc1ous7 From the data .

- We have been able to gather, the answer seems to be a rathervabrupt no.

N
b
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~3»  To discover the attitudes of the rhetorically sensitive person toward
" his or her. fellow interactants, we compared scores on the RHETSEN scale
~to thOse derived from the fo11oWing measures: ’

(1) Cr1st1e and Geis's (1970) Machiavellianism Scale, which assesses -
- one's tendencies to p1acate others SO as to rece1ve 1nter—
- personal rewards. : 5 _

. (2) Crowne and Mar1owe s (1964) SoC1a1 Des1rab111ty Scale, the responses
to which indicate the intensity of one's desire to be thouqht neat,
kind, thorough, Toyal, energetic, and courageous. = oy

(3) Budner's (1962) Intolerance of Ambiguity Test wh1ch estimates the
- éxtent to which a person perce1ves amb1guous s1tuat1ons as sources
of threat. .

-

Our pred1ct1ons here took advantage of the specu1atlons or1g1na11y offered
by Hart and Burks (1) that rhetor1ca1 sen51t1v1ty need not (indeed, should
rnot) result in our ‘adopting a chame]eon Tike posture when relat1ng o others
(thus, we expected to find s1gn1ficant1y negat1ve re]at1onsh1ps between RHETSEN
.f scores and Mach1ave1]1an scores) (2) that the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve 1nd1v1dua1
- had no spec1a1aor universal need to be thiught a social paragon by. others
(thus, we anticipated that no s1gn1f1cant re1at1onsh1p wou]d be” d1scerned
between the Soc1a1 Desirability results and those emanat1ng from our ad--
miniStratton of the RHETSEN scale); (3) that the rhetorically sensitive per-
“son would not be upset by amb1guous ‘situations since, as Hart and Burks
| note, "While the individual himse]f is comp1ex, an even higher order of
oomp1eXity, and heiice uncertainty, results when two or‘more communicators
come together in an interpersona1 transaction. In an interaotion the maze
of selves which make us up are 1ntroduced to the unknown and 1ntr1cate
: wor]d of the Other. ..." {H/B, p. 79) Knowing this, we: predicted thab one's
" - . rhetorical sensitivity in particular would be positively related to one's v fa

,to1eranoe for. ambiguity in deneral.

. v, . | | .}‘3_04,
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vin'each'case; our predfctions were‘borne out. Corre1at1ons run between -
ERHETSEN and Mach1ave111an1sm scores revealed that a negative re1at1onsh1p
_was perceived between those two 1nd1c1es by the f1fty SiX 0h1o Un1vers1ty
“istudents who took both tests ( -e.ao,,p5-<.01). These same students aTso B
breveaTed that rhetor1ca1 sens1t1vity'and Social”Desirab111ty_bore no s1gn1—‘
'_f1cant re1at1onsh1p to one other (r = TO,‘p.-f 22); a findino which a1so -
}he1ps to doeument the "non 0bv1ousness" of the RHETSEN 1nstrument .Finai]y,"
“although the-negat1ve correlation found between the RHETSEN and Intolerance - .
Aof Amb1gu1ty scores was not qu1te as stronq as predicted (r =- 23 p < .06), .
the ninety-five Purdue students who comp1eted both forms qenera]]y behaved
- as expected ' | - '.” ) '5' . o
) Our matr1x of f1nd1ngs is thus comp1ete weyhave observed that those
. persons who score h1gh1y on the RHETSEN 1nstrument are ne1ther except1ona11y
:iSe1f-centered nor are ‘they over1y des1rous of 1nve1g11ng others, even though
they appear to be we11 aware of ‘the roles p]ayed by the Se1f and the Other )
during an 1nterpersona1 transaction. The conc1us1on we der1ve from these '

‘ data is that rhetor1ca11y sensitive 1nd1v1dua1s are 1nteract1on conscious '

“and areJW1111ng to,adJust sens1t1ve1y to the-highly s1tuat1onaT demands

" placed upon them during their encounters with other people.

Imp11cat1ons of Rhetorical Sens1t1v1ty
Both in deswgn and in execution, this study has been rather amb1t1ous.

Hopefu]]y, we have added to the theoret1ca1 substructure of rhetorical

sens1tiv1ty, conf1rm1ng 1n many cases the conceptua11zat1ons f1rst set out '
“by Hart and Burks. The "conservat1ve tone" -of rhetor1ca1 sensitivity, its

1ndependence of s1mp11st1c causal roots, its- man1festat1ons in everyday

Fe . -
% T
%__,_,_,“‘N“) €

commun1cative behav1or, as we11 ‘as its conceptual sp1r1t—-1 e. 1nteract1onr
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-~ of speech commun1cat1on would have something that it has rare1y had in ithe =

consc1OUsness--haVe a11 been ]ent some emp1r1ca1 support in th1s study

Natura1Ty, these initial probes in the area.cannot,.jn and_of themselves,

document wdth‘finality either'the substance or the utility of the construct.

~ Much more research is needed before the heur1st1c worth ofrrhetor1cal sens1t1~"1

| vity can be estab11shed and before the RHETSEN 1nstrument 1tse1f can be -

Lregarded favorab]y St111 our foray does suggost a p1ethora of quest1ons ;‘/

which m1ght be posed by the- enterpr151ng researcher.e

The Quest1on of Competency-~0ne of the most exc1t1ng poss1b111t1es o) '

research stems from the f1e]dus burgeon1ng interest 1n.commun1cat1ve comj{

' petence.’ If the validity and reliability of the'RHETSEN scale are contﬂhuinQ]y

-

affirmed and-if necessary‘refinements'in the scale are made, the disc1p1ine

5, -

past—-a usefu1 measur1ng 1nstrument whose conceptua] roots grow out of 1ts .

own," histor1ca]1y sanct1oned, theoret1ca1 concerns. A1though psycho1og1ca1 .

tests'and‘socioTogica1 protoco1s oftenvbear fruit for the COmpetence~minded

' researcher, all too often such tests—-and the1r attendant theoret1ca1 stances-~

are transported unw1se1y 1nto the arena of Speech commun1cat1on concerns. E
The RHETSEN scale, on the other hand, can trace its roots d1rect1y to a
unique and important theoret1ca1 heritage, one which squarely focuses on
spoken transactions.

This is not to say, of.course;"'?-that_s'Speech conmunic'ation researchers

should be about the business of t11t{ng mindlessly at provincial, dis-

, c1p11nary w1ndm111s. It is to say, however, (1) that the attitudes which

people br1ng to the1r communicative exchanqes must be understood (2) that
these attitudes toward encod1ng are every bit as 1mportant as the behaviors
enacted during such exchanges, and (3) that some attitudes toward

communication are better able to insure effective human interaction than
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are others, As Johnson (1975) has percept1ve1y argued no set of commun1-
cative behav1ors can be understood sat1sfactor11y unt11 the observor has
reckoned with the attitude-set {(or, as Johnson would have it, the "1mp]1c1t

,:commun1cat1on theory") under1y1nq such behav1ors. In short,'it is essentia1

. to ask To what extent, 1f at a11. is the rhetor1ca11y sens1t1ve att1tude

toward 1nteract1on a necessary feature of competent commun1catwon?

The Behav1ora1 Quest1on--A1though this study has made its strwdes the <

exact behavioral corre]ates of rhetor1ca1 sens1t1v1ty are, as yet, unknown -

~ to us. By'emp1oy1ng systematic observations ObeHETSEN-designated sensitive
and non?sensitive communicators, however,,researohers‘couid determine how, |
U at a11; the rhetorically sensitive attitude is manifested in day-te-day
1nteract10ns. If the resu]ts of such 1nvest1gat1ons co1nc1de with the
"behav1ora1 hints" conta1ned in th1s essay, the construct of rhetor1ea1

sens1t1v1ty wou1d be qreat1y enr1ched

The Deve1opmenta1 Questlon--An espec1a11y intriguing set of quest1ons o

centers. on the "ascerta1nment" of the rhetor1ca11y sensitive att1tude
When does such an attitude toward communication first become operatwnaﬂ"l
Why do some children embrace the attitude during their formative years while
others 11ve their entire 11ves seem1ng]y devo1d of rnetorical sensitivity?

To what extent does the process of maturation include d1fferent1a1 Wearntnq :
| of the rhetorical factsvof 1ife? Is one's perceived "maturity” related to
one's rhetorical viewpoint? Does the prooessvof aginq gradually desenSitize

some of us to rhetorical perspectives? Naturally, before any such ‘auestitns

can be answered meaingfu11y, a much greater range of normative data must be

obtained for the RHETSEN scale. N
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The Pedggog1ca1 Quest1on-~0f fundamental 1mportance is the matter of

how rhetorical sens1t1v1ty is Tearned. Do we learn 1t didactically at our f
parents' knees or is it acquired in the knockabout worid'of everyday human
interaction? Does speech communicat1on tra1n1ng typica11y foster rhetor1ca11y |
sensitive attitudes? Nhat sorts of teaching strateg1es best 1ncu1cate rhetor1ca1
attitudes ‘toward communicat1ve encounters? .On a very different front, do ‘
DaTe Carnegie-s intellectual heirs supp1y us with more than our share of o
Rhetorica1 Reflectors? And what of encounter groups and sensitivity
" training? Do such experiences nourish non-rhetorica] attitudes, or have
Hart and Burks been too simplistic in constructing their expressive/instru- .
mental dichotomy? Conceivabiy,.answers_to such quest1ons could tell us much

about the interplay between‘pedagogy and existential communicative behavior.

The Personality Question--Foiiowing the tack taken in th1s study, .

. other researchers might well investigate the universe of att1tudes possessed
by ‘the highly sensitive person. For ‘example, by corre]at1ng scores on the
RHETSEN scale with those derived from a 1arge, multifaceted persona11ty o
test (such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Persona11ty Inventory), a greater
understanding of the rhetor1ca]1y sensitive individual might emerge. Too,
we might ask if rhetorica1 sensitivity~is appropriated differentially by
people because of certain persona11ty traits they possess. Is it possible :
that one's relative needs for extroversion or authoritarian1sm or SOC1a]

dominance are related in some way.to one's attitude toward encoding com- _

munications? While such questions are complex ones; their answers might

ue11 shed Tight on ‘the ontogeny of rhetorical sensitivity. .

The Environmenta1:Question~-As a. counterpart of the "personaiity'

. question," researchers might investigate the sorts of social atmospheres

N
\
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which help to foster (or inhibitutne acquiring of) rhetoricai‘pensoectfves.
Although we have cautiously suggested here that institutional" or "cu1ture1"
:environments maywbe re1ated in some way to one's rhetortca1 sensitiyity, our

| 1nt1mations amount to 11tt1e more than educated guess work. A good deéi
,of SOphisticated research cou1d be done, however,- in prec1se1y th1s area.

‘.Do certain kinds of familial sett1ngs encourage the adopt:ng and maintaining.
of the rhetor1ca11y sen51tive perspect1ve? Is such an attitude systemat1ca11y
rewarded in some soc1a1 group1ngs and pun1shed severe1y in others? To what

‘-extent is the adolescent's peer group typ1ca11y one which chokes off the
tendency to deal with others rhetor1ca11y7 Are there certain occupational
environments from wh1ch the rhetor1ca11y sensitive person is routinely
excluded or within wh1ch he or she funct1ons optlma11y7 For research of th1s
sort to be conducted will demand that investigators acquire both the pat1ence
of Job and’ sophist1cated research techniques S0 comp1ex are the quest1ons.

TheDemographic . Question--Because the present study has been Timited

in its. demographic perspect1ve, much more st111 remains to be 1earned about
“the rhetorically sensit1ve individual. Is 1t true that the rhetor1ca1 mind-
set is not the exc]us1ve property of one sex, age, or educat1ona1 Tevel? -
What effects do ethnic background, geographical cons1derations, or sub- |

cultural factors have on rhetorical sensitivity? 1Is it possible that an

1nternai1y consistent religious and/or political profile can be composed for
the rhetorically sensitive individual? If, as seems Tikely, no simple

set of demographic variables adequately accounts for the variance associated

will adequately describe the rhetorically sensitive person to us? Answers

|

|

| | | | |
with scores on the RHETSEN scale, what sort of purely demographic matrix , |
|

e 1
to such questions would be fascinating indeed. |
. _ |

\
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~The Taxonomical Question--If the rhetorically sensitive individual is,

in fact, a prototype, is it true that other inoiViduals'gain their dis—
tinctiveness from the attitudes they bring to communicative encounters7
7 Is the world of human interaction r _ggllx,popu]ated by "Noble Selves" and |
Rhetorical Reflectors"? Another way of asking this question would be ‘to o S

inquire more deep]y into the nature of rhetorica11y insensitive persons. |

| Who are they and why are they non-plussed or repelled by the rhetoricaily
1sensitive.attitude? An even more basic question would be- does it make any

_sense to conceive of such prototypes at all, or-does such a 5rocedure reify

| the world of human interaotion unnecessariTy? :Hhatever particular form the
taxonomical question takes, however, future reéearch‘musticoncern itself

_ with carving out the theoretical space presumab]y occupied by rhetorical sen-

5 !

-

sitivity.

" The Phi1osophica1‘Question-;Tied to the taxonomical question is a
specuiative‘one: fwhat philosophical presuppositionsv(as opposed to psycholo~- |
gical or sociological predispositions) are necessary if one is‘to—emhrate
'fnlly a rhetorically sensitive berspective? Nhat sorts of assumptions does
the rhetorically sensitive individual makedabout‘the world and how do
these assumptions relate to his or her sensitiVity? What must a person
beiieve in general before he or she can emhrace adaptation, interaction cons-.
¢iousness, and the complexity of self in pérticular’ Moreover, are there
certain ideological poles--whether social, poiigical or re]igious 1n origin-~ *

about which sen51t1ve and non-sensitive individuals raliy? That these

‘questions are themselves primiiive suggests how. ]ittle we currently know

1'\

about the various philosophical underpinnings of ordinary human interactants.

Tyl
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The.Relotional Question?QFinally, a veritable bevy of relationship-
-oriented questionS‘remain to be.answered.' With whom'does the rhetoricelly
_ sensitive indiViduai-strike op interpersonal re]ationshios7 Does.sueh an
indiyidual's .attitude toward communication fac11itate or hinder the estabiish- |
ment of such bonds? Nhat is the connection, if any, between 1nterpersona1
~attractidn and one's attitude toward encoding messages? Is it true, as . o
Phi11ips and Metzger (1§76) héVe suggested, that a rhetoriéa] mind-set is a A'

fundamental prerequisite for the successfu1 establishment and maintainence off

'intimate relationships? Do rhetor1ca11y sensitive indiv1duals have a
”naturaimattroction" for one another or do rhetorical opposites attract? |
Is one'sAoopulenity in a fork-related or social group associated,with‘one's'

‘relative endorsement of the "rhetoricailposition"?~ In an era of the "instant
relationship" and of sundry. other social maladies, such queries are ooiiousiy ’

" not without their significance. | o

While all of these questions are important, ano‘while every effort
should be made to answer them, it-cannot be forgotten that the rhetorically
sensitive position may never be a popular one. Such a perspective demands

a great dea1 from us as commun1cators~-the ability to Judge carefu]iy, the

willingness to be qu1et occasionally, the capacity to tolerate ambiguity,
and most important of all, a distaste for communicative bromides. A]thouqh
‘Pace, Boren, and Peterson (1975) may flatly claim that “Interpersonai “ ,
re]ationships tend to improve when both parties communicate what is happening

w in their private worlds through seif-disciosure," (p. 27) most of us find out

In the long run, the ultimate value of rhetorical sensitivity may be its

capacity to provide ‘an alternative to the expressivism-run-wild of whith

x

4 1

sooner or later exactly how partial and potentiaily vapid is their advice. * 1
1

|
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|
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“Thomas Cottle (1975) has spoken so moQiﬁg]y:-

It's pecu]iar, this psytho]oéica]Ipart of America's sociat
revolution. It seemed to surface quietly enough, but gradually,
amidst a great deal of hubbub about the importance of free

36

expression, the release of the repressed, the necessity to be open

to everyone and to every experience, came a new cry: let it

all hang out! To have private thoughts, private emotions, was .
deemed as pathological as owning land, a cotton factory dnd company
store ‘while others went hungry, unclothed, unsheltered. Now at
these professional meetings where everybody agreed on the evils of
capitalism, they were speaking of the importance of spilling guts,
baring souls, opening up fully to one another.

New businesses developed from all of this, and a new
professional cadre was born, seemingly overnight, to help the
rest of us uptight folks become downright loose. They were telling
us, this new cadre, that even if it meant taking lessons or _
traveling Tong distances to special resorts and expensive retreats,
it was essential that we learn to get those inner’feelings, the
easy to tell secrets, then. the hard to tell secrets, then the
entire inner self. And when all this stuff had been exposed and -
we were just about psychologically everted, the-reality of psy-
chological private property would be obliterated and we would be

free, or equal, or renewed, or something. (p. 19)
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" , - FOOTNOTES
¢ : ' ,

, ]A1though the expressivist position has been articulated in many ways
by many persons, the interested reader is referred to the following volumes,
~. .should he or she wish to discover how that position has been interpreted

_ recently by speech communication scholars: C. Rossiter and W. B. Pearce,
Communicating Personally {New York: 1975) and J.'SteWart and G. D'Angelo,
Together: Communicating Interpersonally (Reading,gMa§s.: 1975). - .

2In this paper, all citations and qubtations from Harf—Burks' article
will be designated parenthetically and in the following manner: (H/B, p. 000).

. 3He]pfu1 though the construct has been to some, uther commentators have
suggested that all is not right within the world of rhetorical sensitivity.
Sillars (1974), for example, has taken rather pronounced exception to_the
expressive-rhetorical dichotomy erected by Hart and Burks. Ostensibly,
Sillars sees a significant amount of overlap between rhetorical sensitivity
*and . humanistic psychology ‘(a marriage proposal which leaves these- authors
vaguely unsettled). In an otherwise interesting piece, Poulakos (1974) U
rather roundly misinterprets the idea of rhetorical sensitivity by likening 1t
to Martin Buber's concept of "seeming" rather than to Poulakos' own under-
standing of the "between." - ' e

, QThis study could not have been completed without yeoman service being
provided by numerous individuals. The authors would Tike to single out the
following persons for special thanks: Professors John Baird, John Bittner,
Timothy Choy, Richard Crable, Barbara Doolittle, Robeért Doolittle, Donna Feld,
Paul Friedman, Michael Hagan, Harriet Harral, Laurie Hayes, Gary Hunt,

Corwin King, Charlotte Lewis, Duane Litfin, Stephen Lucas, James Measell,

Alan Segrist, Michael Turchin, Robert Voael, and Stephen Young,

‘5The authors are especially indebted to Profeséor Robert Goyer of Ohio
University who provided us with wise and helpful counsel at many points
during the study on this very issue. :
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Instruct1ons, Items Scoring Key, and ?1fficu1ty X\
' Index for the RHETSEN Scale R

_ Item and Scor1ng Key2 » -':Difticulty'-
_ Peop]e shouldn t always be frank and spontaneous 1n S v‘;‘
conyersation.(AyB) -~ - = 29
. The.first thing that comes to m1nd is the best th1ng e
- to say.(C/D) R

-~ e In social s1tuat1ons, I rare1y'"speak-my p1ece W - _
. ‘ /D) - .2
. .- Usually, the facts speak for themse1ves (C/D) .46

.
2.
3.
1.
o 5. 1 tell it 1ike it is, no matter what the consequences.f
6
7.
- 8;
-9

(c/p): CoLe7
. It is best to hide one's true feelings in order to A )
“avoid hurting others.(C/D) - L -4 T
I often,keep .quiet rather than say someth1ng wh1ch o : R
will a11enate others.(A/B) : .34
It is important to me that I make an issue out of i o
-+ major disagreements I have with others.(C/D) - 7
. For me, a constructive relationship is poss1b1e with -
peop1e 1 dislike.(A/B) : A7
The only way to. be honest is to say what you th1nk . L
- (C/D) SN -} O
“ 114 Some th1n§s Just shou1d not: be sa1d under a1most any S
v' “circumstance, A/B .26
12 When I'm sure I' m-r1ght, I press my po1nt unt11 I win - C e
. an argument.(C/D) . .46 R
-~ 13.. When angry, I say'noth1n rather than say. someth1ng ' L R
~." T I'1T be. sorry for Taters %C/D) .51
. -14. Teenagers 11v1ng at home should’ watch their Tanguage - - 3
9/ o carefully in order to avo1d angering their parents. ,
R V) I S 2
N 15. I am not always cons1stent in the way 1 behave to- , o . e
L S ‘ward others.(A/B) Co23 e
" 16. "Look before you leap” is the most 1mportant ru1e to . o
" "fallow when talking to others.(A/B) - .20
17. 1 find it necessary to follgw all of the social ru1esv SR

in conversat1on (c/D) o 18,

()

1 Instructions for the RHETSEN scale were: ‘“Listed below are a number of -
~ statements to which we would:like your reactions. Please respond to
L each statement individua]ly - and be assured that there are no absolutely
-1 .- . 'right nor absolutely wrong answers. . For each statement, please 1nd1cate
‘ your opinion by marking one of the fo11ow1ng responses on the answer card:
- A = agree; B = unsure, but probab]y agree"C = unsure, but probab]y d1s-
' agree; D = disagree."” .
. 2 TItems keyed~in the direction of the rhetorically. sens1t1ve response. -
3 Proportion of individuals not responding. in the RS-keyed direction.
: - (Because the item-— total correlations for some of the items are current]y
: . low, we are presently deve]op1nq a new version of RHETSEN wh1ch will.

Q o L. :
EMC S e]tmmate such d1ff1cu1t1es ) 42

4
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D1str1but1on oﬁ\RHETSEN Scores for 832 Co]]ege Students at

S1xteen Inst1tut1ons 1n the Midwest

bl

~ Score*

',Percént

W B, N TV W

100
SR

‘  112_,' .

13

14
15
T
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° = 11.907, s.d.
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