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ABSTRACT , _ ,
) . In recent years, communication research has examined
the patterns of communicative behavior that manifest themselves
normally across populations and situaticns. This study explered the
‘'relationship between tﬁo of these patterns, indiwvidual (trait) and
situational (state) conditicns cf suppcrtive and -defensive
compunication. Subjects were 120 university undergraduate students,
selected according to scores on an A-E scale that rated tikea as |
either problea solving cr dogmatic. A surpqrtive~defensive instrument
was then administered uhereby pagrs cf students discussed perceptions
of eight personality profiles. After the discussion, subjects rated
their own percepticn of the situaticn c¢n a suppcrtive-defensive
scale. Analysis of the data support 'the followding conclusions: a .
supportive or a defensive style can be attributed to certain
characteristic modes of behavior; proklem solving pairs tended to
establish supportive climatés while dcgmatic pairs tended to
establish defensive climates; and attempts to €liminate alternative
options within the situation produced significant increases of

defensive communication. (Based on the findings, the fpaper Froposes.

‘and discusses four questions for future research.) (MAI) -
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', DEFENSIVE COMMUNICATION 48 TRAIT AND ST},TE.. _ ) S

[ ! . .~ av-’ . “
-

" 5 » In recent years, there has been a certain amount of interest in: studying
conmmicative "types," that is, patterns of oomnunicative behavior which
manifesat themselves normally across populations and situations.~ Exa.mples

of this interest have been the studies of rhetorical sensitivity -(Hart ard

Burks, 1972, Hart, Eadie and Carlson, 1975), reticence (Phillips and Metzger,
. ‘ 1973), a.nd comminication apprehensiom 19723 McCroskey, in press)
Eepecially with regard t6 the last "type" research has identified stable

v . distributions of both individual and situational characteristics which will,

affect, the manifestation of apprehensive behavior. These conditions have

been.labeled by McCroskey (in press) as being "trait" and "state. : ~
P oo
I's

igated the trait and state manifestations of another

I3 «

well-k‘nown‘but little-stud commnication phenomenon, that 'whic}r.ﬁ“r::' S

presented by a coptinuum with'one pole bein& labeled "defensive connmmication"

and the Bther pole being 1abeled "supportive communication. " Thé purpOse

-of the research was to see 1if conmmicators could be identified whose general

style of message-making could be. called "supportive" or ':defensive" as well

o s - ‘as to investigale some of the cond.itions under which supportive or defensive

L communication would be exhibited. ' -. ) -
a The ‘paradigm under which the study was conducted was first suggested 1 .

) by Giffin (1969) in a review of the literature on' interpersonal trusts f T

;,. o ” Gii‘fin, who equated supportive communication with the comnunicative outcomes

® L <4 " of interpersbnal trust, wrote that trist was influencecLby three general

v
v
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factorss (1) the perrsonnlities of the participants, (2) *the»situation in .7

" which the participants £ind themselves, and (3) the interpersonal perception.s

the participants generﬁte throu;gh their mutual interaction.. . T i

.

There has been’ little investigation of defensive or supportive conm~

nnmication as result'ﬁ(g from individual traits. There have been, however, .

o
*© some suggestions that- researchers have recognize.d such t;pes while con— .
) ducting thegir ob_ ations. Stephenson and D'Angelo (1973), for exanple,
e expressed their frustration at being unsuccessml in fully manipulating an
"empathic" or "evaluative" listening _situation by recommending that con- | N

E

"betwesn defensiveness and defensive commmication,

federates be "type cast" for future research of this nature, Moreover, in

a review of cooperative and competitive behavior as functiom of tz;ust in

_the égming situation, Kﬁlley and Stahelsld. (1970) came to three conclusions? .
)

(1) There uﬁ two stable types of* individuals which may be, described —

approximately as cooperative and competitive personalities. (Tnis could !

be put ‘more accurately, perhaps, by referenoe to stable individual o !
*differences along a dimension from -coopération, to competition, buf the .
terminology of "types" greatly simplifies the exposition of tiis’ ’

(2) These two types have different: views’ of their ‘worlds,

» argument. ) Wt
‘.

oy ke

specifically of what other people are 1ike witb» respect to this

(3) These. different views can e accounted for

! >

most simply in tem of the differential experience of tthe two types -

typology or dimens ion.

‘5 - . . v

(p. 66) . SRR :

I o5 ~

The potential identit‘ication of supportive and defensive connnunicators

in theilr social interacti.ons.

Ve

, has been somewhat hampered by a faulty assumption-about. the relationship
» v . . ¢ -

B v

researchers have.smployed instruments such as the NRepm:e“ssion-_}Sensi'tization

PN

4

A number of ’psycholog'icnla o
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' mod ;’or approva.l.

’ and precision, while devaluing the importance of trust in

/ . . . . "

Scale (Byrne, Barry and Nelson, 1963) as measures of defensive style, y

The problem with such measurement\ is that the opposite end pf the scale . \
identifies a somwhat malleable sort of individual, a-type having a high

D‘arnell and Brockreide '(197,6) have ]:abeled this person

the "rhetorical re’flector,;' and this individual's eomunicative style 'is

-
not at all likely to be supportive. In fact, what these researchers may-. °

v

actually be measuring is social attitudinal rigidity, which could be one,

‘but~not the only, cause of defensive eomuni_.cation..

[

Consequently, a pro=-

. ‘ . . Y
clivity toward defensiveness might manifest itself as defensive commnication,

)

but its opposite might not be a reliable trait predictor of supportive com-

minication. What would be needed, therefore, would be%a measure that would

.

predict both defensive and. supportive conmmication behavior.

~

- Such a measure appeared to be ‘an instrument called the A-B Scale. First

developed by Whitehorn and Betz (1954) as a discriminator of t}yrapist style,
\ .
the behavioral corre‘lates of the two types identified by the scale closely

match those typically described as_belongirig on a supportivé=defensive con-
tinunm. In reviewing these correlates,.Razin .(1971) noted that "A". indivi-
duals tended to be problem-solvers (as ,opposed to regulators or controllers),
while "B" individuale tended to be more dogmatic, to see situations in "black-

1]

A's valued self-determination over obedience, while B's

N

valued conformity, deference, rigidity, mechanicalness, rule~of=thunb approaches,

and-white" terms.

lationships.

A slsoemed to enjoy spontaneity and evoked more interaction with othexfs than
did B's. They were aleo more other-oriented, ondogmatic, and empathic, .
whi,le Bis were mnore self-oriented, dogmatic, conoerned with rules and pro- ’

cedgres, and judgmental. It seemed, therefore, that the A-B SBale snowed

- - e : : . v
.
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* promise as an indicater of supportive and defensive communicators. .

If such tvpes could .be identified, it seemed 'logical‘..,to conclude that,

given a eituation in which either style might be an appropriate one, such

’ differences" would be perceivable. Moﬁeover, following Kelley and Stahelski'
(1970) secoy conclusion, one might reasona’bly predict that the two types
‘would differ in terms of ‘how they perceived each other and their si'guations

safumtionoftype, . / i . YL .

The characteristics of supportive and defensive Vc,ommtmication situations
have been described conceptually, though little empirica.l evidence has been
generated' from these descriptions. Glob (1961) offered the most. comp‘lete
situational description when he asserted that one or moresof six dichotomous
behaviors could lead to the perception of t ‘& situation as being supportive -

; or defensive., These behavior pairs weres- descriptionfe\?aluation, pnoblem-

orien'eation/ control, spontaneity/strategy, empat)w/neutrality, equality/

-~

superiority, and provisionalism/ certainty. Rogerg (1962) achoed some of
= these descriptors when he described a "helping" situation as cons“isting of -

congruence, unconditional positive regard, and empathy,

-~

+In a later article, Gibb (1964) laid the blame for failure to achieve

~

supportive eommunication upon the uses‘ of "persuasion" as opposed to "par-.

ticipation" in interaction.s with others. Gibb's definition of "persuasion"

was vague, however, and he dleft unclear how "participation" did not involve

A

the use of interpersOnal inﬂuence.

A more recent °artic1e by Pearce (1974) has served to alleviate this
coni‘usion. According to Paarce, three characteristi,cs exist in "trusting"
situations. contingency, or potential fbr ccmuunicative risk; predictability,,

[ 4
in tems of both the situation andﬂ the other participants in it; and the
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porception ‘of alternative options for behavior mithih th situation.. If -
these charact}ristics exist s then perception of a source as being m'edible :
c;.n create a cognitive state of trust. This state can be translated into ‘
tpusting behavior through the exhibition of behaviozg which’ increases the
vulnerability of one person to the other. - In other‘ words), interpersonal

influence is an integral part of supportive communication except where .

one individual attempts to cut off the alternative options for behavior of

the others In fact, "persuasion," when employed in the’ former sense, could
-
conceivably lead to an increase in perceptions of supportiveness. . -If one‘i"

{ ¥
considers an act o‘cognitive realignment resulting from interpersonal - ' ‘I?

\

influ?: ,as being beha%rior which "incregses vulnerability to the o'l;her, ' 2;} R
then suth realignment could result in trusting behaﬂ’.or, which, in turn,.. '

could heighten perceptions of suoportiveness in the relationsbip. ('r 5, \
‘} . ‘. e)
To summarize, then, this study reasoned that perceptions af supportiven

and defensive communication could result ﬁ'om both trait and state conditlo

! ]
Specifically, the following four hypotheses were advanced' - ,.»" -

N

» .

\ Hl’ Persons identified as being type "A" individuals wil_l be perce ved
as, having a nore’ supportive style than persons identified as being
type "B" individuals when placed in a situation where either gup--
portive or defensive conmmns.cation could occpr', |

st nAn individua.ls and tpH individuale will have differing perceptions

of the relative supportiveness or defensiveness of their sit’uation

\

as a function of type

el

H3z The attempted elimination of alternative options within a situation

will result in an incrane in perceptions of defensiveness within -

0 4

that situation. ] S

<




H“_ Cognitive realignment with- regard to the tOpic -of discussion will .
result in'an. increase in perceptions of supportiveness within the

Ny [
. ' Vi - N B -
situation. - o
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METHOD . f T
| .’Sub;jectg. - ‘Sanpjects were 120 university students enrolled in the %.aasic
coﬁrse in speech comunicaticn. Subje"cts were sele,cted for the study "from
the overall populatioﬁ of the]ccurse.' '(.u;' 1833) through /scores.on the A-B
Scale. Al subjects received assigrment 'credit for participation in the

StU.dYo - ‘_ ,o- - . ‘ . / . .
Measures - The Schiffman, Carson, and Falkenberg (1967) version of the
A-B Scale was employed in this study. This* inst&'ument consisted of fourteen

items ﬁ'omAhe Strong Vocational Interest Blank, five items from the MM P. L.,

-and ope filler item. It was scored so that a low scoz:e signifies type "AM
and a high score signifies type wpr, A pilot study pitted the A-B 'Scale .
against the Repression-Sensitization Scale in an attenrpt to’ discover whether
any. rela’tionship eacisted betwsen the two, A correlational analysis of 33

sub,)ects' responses to both scales yielded a. coefficient of -.18. Clearly,

tt;e two scales are measures of different traits. The A-B Scale is included

as Table 1. ) : )

. Insert Table 1 about here
. ' Al - -l

- / ‘
A measure of defensive and supportive éommunication was constructed

pe . . Y 4

for this study by the resq,archsr. Tﬁi‘s instrument consisted of twelve
bipolar adjectdves modeled on the semintic different format.1 The

adjectives were selected from a pool formed through generating synonyms to
‘ . e

‘f ~

*« " . . -

1)




. ' L ’ :
| / . descriptive termj used in the Gibb (1961) article. A paqg&{‘ five judges

who were familia’with Gibb's formulations placed each adjedkive pair into

ons of Gibbls\six behavior categories. Ag!‘eement of three of the f}Ve

e

judges was considered sufficient for inclusion of the item in the /instrument.

&

‘ Five non-’evaluative filler items selected from a list p::ovided by Osgood, ‘
Succi, and Tannenbamn (1957) were also inc.luded ’ ” :
Procedg:es - The A-§ Scale was administered to the subject population
during the second class period of - the term. The distribution of. scores
r:mged from zero to nineteen and was approximately normai The mean score
was 9.297, and the standard. deviation was 3.298. The reliability (KR-ZO)
f the scale was- computed B0 ‘be .53& ' , . :
Persons scoring zero through three were classified as "A" subjects,
angd persons scoring fifteen through nimteer_urere classifietl as "B" subjects.\
From seagch of these available pools, sixty subjects were selected at random
to partici in H)e study. A single~blirx1 method of selection was employed F
80 that)the experimenter Was una\ware of which subjects were A's. and which 1
WI{ Bts. ‘ 4 \ )
"Once selected, subjects were randomly paired into, sixty dyads. 'Iglirty
dyads’ c’onsisted of same-type subjects (fifteen A-A dyads and fifteen B-B
A -dyads), and thirty dyads ¢ consis/ted of oppOsite-ty'pe dyads. Once formed,
' tWo thirds of each grouping were assigned to the experimental condition,

and one thirH were assigned to the cp?trol condition. By the- time the”%‘tldy\

actually took place, over ten weeks had passed since tﬁe A-B Sca.le had been
administered, Subjectg)e told that they had been selected for partici-

“pation on the basis of "interests.

-
+

In’order to create’ a situation in which contingency, predictability,

- N,

«—




. AN \ < )
."and alternative options woul'd dome into play, a discussion caee, "The
s qidney Machine Problem," (Ph‘eiffer and Jone’s, 1974) was employed. % .
. modified for this stugy the case presented "pe;sonality prof:L’Les" of
eight individuals who ne_eded\kj.dnéy mqhine treatment., 'Eadh profile con-
. tained both positive a.nd negative aspects ab%t individual, and all
., profiles weré about equally attractive. ‘In each case, the instructions N
" £ the dyad stipuletsd that: is ‘task was to dolact ofs of the individuals
for treatmant by the end of the total t:une alloted for interaction. This
e \situation provided contingency because the subjects we forced to disclos;
some of their values to each other in discussing thgir choices, it provided
predictability bécause e)ach subject started with the same information base,
. and it provided alternative options in terms of choices that could be advocated. )
All sub:]ects were instructed. to discuss the personality profiles for
. :,ten minutes without eliminating!arw of the individuals ’from consideration.
o .Foilov.ring the Tirst interaction pe'riod\the' pairs were< separ.at’ed, and each R
 subject rated their perceptions of the situation on the supportive-defensive :
scale. Following Laing, Phillipsen, and Lee\e (1966) theoretical formulations
' . regarding terpersonal perception, sub_jects completed each of the items
) for three conceptss "Myself, during the ht%en nnmutes," "My partner,
i dur:Lng the past ten minutes," and "What%my partner thinks of me." To con-
A trol for order effects, the items Wére randomly arranged fo each of the '
concepts. Subjects also completed a, preference measure on which the! eight Vv

.

. case choices were listed; eubjeote indicated in rank order their two most
¢ 4 /
acceptable and two least acoeptable choioee. - N :

At this point in the study, the experimental manipulation wag performed.

-

In all dyadeq, one subject was left in the discussion room and one subjest

v e - - D,

. - : i . A v
R . S -




was vtaken out of ‘the room to complete the anestionnaire. In treatment dyads,
A B
' iment.er eollected theuquestionnaire set from the subject who had

\ ¢«

the experimegter had collected the questionnaire from the other dyad member. .
. Retu;'ning to the discussion room, the experimsnter pollected the other ”
S questionnaire, then told the subject that the "true" m\ture of “the study
was to dyetermihe how. the partner wéuld react during the next interaction,
period. The subject was then requested to adVocete one of the éight choices
las thie dyad's decision. While the experimenter appeared tb be Selecting
the choice to be advocated randomly, he actua.lly named the choice that the "
partner had indicated was next-to-least acqeptable. By so doing, it was
: reasoned that the alternative options portion “of the situation would be
se/#rerely limited for both connnun\i‘cators. In a1 cases, the subject agr.eed
) to carry out the "deception. " In the control condition, the dyad Was re-
formed and instructed to select their choice. A o : .
Y After the second ten-minute interaction period, was completed, subjects °
. :rere agai.g{ separated in tha same manner as previously and completed the

same instruments as previously. This time, the presentation of the thrée

4

| concepts to be rated was also randomly arranged. ‘Once the subjects had ‘com= o

L pleted the secord questionnaire, they were debriefed by the eocperimenter,
|

and their quest.ions about the study were answered fully. Subjects were also "

‘ given an opportunity to learn whether they had been classified as type "A"

| or type "B" after the study had been concluded' only one subjgt took

_advantage of this op,p_ortunity,. .
-S ‘ . N ; . / "o A

Je




. ' RESULTS . L -
* ) a ‘ . ' ‘o - ’ A ’
In orderto obtain a unidimensional scale for analysis, the ,éupportiVe.- {’

defensive instrummt was submitted to item analysis. Items which correlated ~
at less than «20 with total score were eliminated from mrther consigleration.2

The 'reliabil-?&y ('coefficient alpha) of the supportive-defensive instrundwt .
. . ’

was computed, to be .92. ' . b . b o

v
»*

Hypothesis one was tested by gomparing mitialz‘ interaction ratings of
Ats and B's by their partners by means of a ‘t-test. As-predicted, "A"
subjects were perceived to be significantly more supportive than were "BY

. subjects ("A" mean = 52,523 "B" mean = ’-&8,20 t = 2.9%, p<. 01, possible .

' range —'10-70) " K B ‘ S P

. Hybothes’is two was tpsted ,bry sunming across thé three' concepts and

. .
— -

. testing vie, a 2x2x2x2x 3 factorial "ANOVA \gith threa between and +two
“within dimensions. The extremely complex deﬁ.gn was employe\d 80 that dif-
ferences betweerngthe two admir!.strations of the questionnaire and . among the

thre@ concepts pbg rated could ‘be checkedK‘,mﬁe..three between d nsions o

weres: treatm\ent/control, type (A or B), and cognitive realignment (yes or

no).‘ For purposes of this study, cognit e yeall entid was defined as ,“
change (‘bxcept to least acceptable) of the next . o-l st

from the first questionnaire to the second. .

J ‘ b

. - ' Insert Table'2 'about here-

N L

Table 2 summarizes the main effects and kez( interactidns of this analysis.

/,
VT should be noted that despite the signif‘icant with:bn effects 'for testing ’ g

. and* for concepts, theré was no main effect fb‘r type, nor wQe ~there any

.- N
signifigant interactions betwsen typé and either o,f ‘the within factors. ..

Ye— . ? ‘ » °
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Though Hypothesis three cou‘ld havé been tested from theé individual

-

.Thus, Hypothesis two was not supported.

point of view, as depicted in Table 2, it is also instructive to look at '* -

it from the dyad point of view, In such an ahalysis, overall ratings ‘of

the second questionnai:re were summed across partners and entered into a

2 x 2 x 2 factorial analysis of covariance, with the ratings on the first

-,

questionnsire being held as.the covariate. That anslysis is predented in -
o /

X Tgble 3

N !

rd
-

Vv 'Insert Table 3 about here ‘\ )

~

As in the individual ratings, a strong o;;erall offect for treatment
“san be noticed. With a range of possible scores .from 61+ 448, the mean
for the treatment group was 280.33, a.nd the mean for the comtrol group
was 332.74. Consequently, ibrpothesis three was ;:.pportedf
In the case of Hypothesis four, support was or was not present depending
upon the, analysis selected. In the analysis of individual perceptions -
(Tableﬁ), no difference was noted. In the analysis of dyad perceptions -
(Table 35, however, where eo;nitiue realignment was considered to be present
- if either pa:rtner met the operational definition for such realigmnt, marginal
support was present (mean for realigned dyads = 304.26, n = 38 mean for _

nonrea.ligned dyads = 286.65; n = 22).- .

/ Insert Table U about here

. t ., )
' It is also interesting to examine the analysis of the concept, "my
pa.rtner,P during the past ten minutes" (Table 'L&),‘in which one finds sig-

nificant effects only for t{e tfeatment-testing interaction and a tlﬁu:ee--v.m.y~

k=
Cw
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v BT . o' L ' '
. interaction involving tieatment, realignment, and testing. Though a Newman-
Keuls test among the means found'no si
indicatiom are’ tantalizing. In the treatxﬁt condition, .sub:)ects who
realigned perceived their partners as being more defensive on the second

test “(first test mean ="5.29; second tost mean = b 75), while those who

@ .,

did not rea.lign did not shii?t their perceptions either (first test mean =

' %.]5, second test mean = 1&.69). In the control\condition, however, the

'opposite was true, with rea.ligners shifting in a supportive “direction

z/first test mean = U, 7’4-, second test mean = 5.05), while nonrealigners

~
remained steady (firs’c test mean = 5,19, second test mean = 5.22) As a
" pesult of these’ analyses, it would be safe to contend that Ity'pothesis four
was supported, albeit méinally. ' ] ' < - : ,
' . 'DISCISSION _ | N

From the evidence présented by the results of this study, we are led

N ' {
to conclude that supportive and defensive comnnmication can be manifested

4 \
through either "trait" or "state" conditions. Too, the nature of the results
provides us with some clues as to how supportive and defensive commnication

is m'eated.

The support for &yptathesis o'ne.suggests that a supportive or a defensive
- style can be attributed to certain chai‘acteristic _modes of behavior. In
{act, such modes are easily discernible; subjeots were able to make dis-
‘criminations with strangers based on only ten mimites of interaction.
The use of the A-B. Scale in its present form to make such trait pre~
dictions is somewhat problematic, however, due to that instrument's

L]

r@latively low internsl reliability.a While this diffdculty was overcome

/ : ~
A / A 4 )

ificant differences, tha directional




oj‘

. 13
in the present study by testing a large initial "group and selecting only

the axtreme cases for inclusion in ‘the research, the scale must be refined

" if it is to be of any use in predioting levels of supportive and defensive .

. commnisation behavior across situations.

"The total laok of support for Hypothesis two suggests that Kelley amd

. Stahelski®s (1970)- conclusion regarding cooperative/ and competitiveT indi-

viduals does not hold for persons who tend to be either defensive or sup-'
portive commmicators. Such a finding could indicate that att‘ribution theorists
a?'e mistaken when they claim that an irxlividuﬁl's temNency is to perceive
others as being similar to himself or herself, but the more dikely explanation
is that situational forces are stronger determinsnts of supportive or de- ’
fensjive commu.nication than are habitual style preferences. Indeed, dyad
pairings in the present, study tended to bear out such a conclusion, While

L
AR dyads did tend to establish supportive climates and while B=B dyads did

" tend to establish defensive climates, pairing alone was “mot a particularly

reliable predictor of the%ype of climate that was initially-established.
. What turned out to be thoroughly predictable, however, was the hypothesis
that attempts to eliminate alternative options within the situation would

produoe significant increases in perceptions of the dyad's.communication as

being more defens‘ive. While control subjects perceived their communication

as being more or less the same after the second ten mimites as after the

first ten minutes, those dyads in which advocacy of an undesireable alternative

acoompmied by a refusal to compromise occurred found that the level of
defensive communication escalated rapidly.
" The role of cognitive realigmment as a result of commicative behavior

within the situation seens to be an interveniug one in favor of counteracting

-~
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force's pushing the dyad towards defensive commmnications Yet,~ the natire
of how such an intervention oocurs remsins unclear from these data, It is
pOSSible that individuals realign in order to avoid the.threats of defen-
siveness. It is also possible that the perceptcual changes in the direction ’
of supportiveness come as the result of tension release following the
resolution of conflict (in this case, \deciding that “one alternative was

more desirable than had been originally thought) Previous perception of
the climate might also irfluence whether or not realignment will oceury- and
on what grounds it might occur. In the case of perceptions of the other,

it seems as tahough both those »who refused to shift under the treatment con-
dition and those who shifted under the’ control condition perceived their' {
partners, initially as being more defensive than did. any of the other sub,jects. f\
Such an awareness on the paxt of the other in the control condition might:

have ‘led to a change in strategy, setting up the reelignment\ In the treat-

’ment condition, such a change was not possible, and so, neither perceptions

nor cognitions changed. f .

ks

All ,of this speculation must, of course, lead to the inevitable call
for additional research, In this writer's mind, such research must focus
on the intaractions among trait, state, and the resultant perceptions ge-
nerated from such interactions.  The questions open to potential inveetiga.tion
might include the followings ' ' ‘

(1) f behavio Aividi tbe"t

MM_MM Recext: ressarch by Civikly;

Pace, "and Krause (1977) has found-several individual verbsl and nonverbal
&behaviors that, distinguished supportive from defensive portions of social

servioe interviews. While such research is bot"ﬁvaluable and needed, it
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does lit'hle to tell us how thase individual behaviors fit together to form
fthat st ‘{: impresssion of a commriicator as being supportive or defensive.
Additioml' res_earoh should probe these combinations and perm;x?.ations further.
| ‘(2)-_1)(; su opt o defengive o icgtors geek out or avo

situationg, ‘and ;ﬂz g0, what facg" g distinguish thege gitugtions from each
‘.oth'e;? I the tendency to be a supportive or a defensive commmnicator .

follows the patterns of other commnicative traits, it is 1ogical to con=
clude ﬁmt there are some situations that will be sought O‘Qt or avoided by
each "type." . Daly a.n:l McCroskey (1975), for example, found that individuals
.mt"b were high in comunication apprehension tended to favor certain oc-
cupations over others. .Too, the A-B Scale is in large part based on measures
oi‘ occupatioml preference. If defensive and supportive commmnicators-~gan

, be shown to prefer differing occx@a‘tional situations, an analysis of the

key differences in these situations might provide valuable insight into the
conditions under which each type is best able to cope. The same type of

analysis might be applied to interpersonal situations as well.

“« »

(3) 81 confronted with the game situation, are there systematic

has been done in this area to date, one anecdotal’piéce of evidence from

_the present study suggests’%hat supportive and defensive commmoators'do
concoct different strategies for dealigg with similar situations. In
o'bserving the interaction of treatment dyads through a one-way nr;.fror, the

. writer noted three fairly consi_stentrconnm.tni_.cative /s‘t:;ategies beingk emf:loyed -
by those who were cast in the advocacy role. O;e ’strategy, adopted by A's.' .

regardless of who was their partner, irvolved rapid exchange of interaction,

“ . e

deal with gitugtionsl exigences? Although the writér knows of no regearch that




Lart statements, and an argument-qounterargmnent pattern, 'l‘he second ' . 3 "~

. strategy was adopted B's who had A partners and consisted of the adeate
momkolizing the co sation, allowing little timo fo;- the par)hner to make
;- more than a brief fesponses Thé final® strategy, adopt,ed by B's with B .
St -«partngrs, Had the advocate sitting baok and allowing ‘the other to ‘talk, ) C -
though steering the conversation toward the advooated position «ith lejding o
questions. If this kind ‘of evidence could be gathered under more rigorous . ‘
conditions, it might bring us a long way toward. a greater '{mierstanding of | !

%

. the nature of defensive and supportive comzmmication.

v

(4) do inte o ble affect rceptions of communication

g being supportdye og defeggive The difficulty in interpreting the results
. with regard to cognitive realignment and its effect=on the perceptual process

within the dyad raises a complex and difficult issue. What variables inter-
vene in creating impressions of supportive or defensive communication? Are
, these variables situational or transituational? Are they dependent, inde~
¢ pendent, or interdependent with the perceptual process? At this point, it
. appesrs that a better understanding of trait and state qualities of defensive
and supportive commnication is needed before such questions can be tackled. s
) “In sumary, this paper has attempted to argue that s:epportive and
’defensive oomnunication as both individual and. situational characteristics.
Discovering the exact natire and relationships among these characteristics

s can provide fertile ground for .cultivation by commnication resehrchers.

-
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NOTES RN
1The twelve éairs weres EQUM/U@QU@, wmu/cop, orEmmED/chE-
MINDED, AGCEPTING/BLAMING, SPONTANSOUS/SCEMING, Nommyx.lum(mﬁl- |
PULATIVE, cé)?mm}jr:/mdymme, CARTNG/ INDIFFERENT, UNDERSTANDING/
JUDGING, COLLABGRATING/CONTROLLING, NOT STATUS-C&CIOUS/QTATUS-CQMCIOUS,
and CONCERNED/ UNCONCERNED. | ”
2,The eliminated pairs were NONMANIPULATIVE/MANIPULATIVE for sll three
concepts and NOT §ffA/TUS-CO}SCEEOUS/STATUS-CONSCIOUS‘i‘or the concept, "my

. \ 3
partner, during the past ten minutes.”
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~ i The A<B Scale
. v, ‘
’ R INS TRUCTIONS: qu each of the following items, please respond in "
_ terms of the deffree of interest you would have in eachof the relevaht .. *
activities, school subjects, or occupations by placing a mark in the
” : approp:riato column. Work rapidly. .
> . \ .
i Like Indifferent Dislike -
- - . N k
1. Ship Officer g(*) () ()
2, Méchagical enginder (*), « (*), © ()
. 3, Photoengraver L () (*) - ()
4, Toolmsker , ° E*; L. E"‘g E g
Se an a radio set - * *
- 6. Building contractor (*) / () ()
N 7. Looking at shop windows (*) () \ () !
8. Marine ‘€ngineer ) .(*) (%) () )
9. Mechanical drawing . (*) (" ()
10. Mamual training (military T ‘ ‘
Weapons,) (*) () ().
11. Adjusting a carburetgr (*). () ()
12, Cabinet making . v (*) C) (.)
- 13.,Carpenter (*) () () e
i Answer the following items as/truthfully ds possibl by markiﬁg the v
o appropriate column, .
‘ . N . _'\ N .Trb.e .False S E
a 1h. T think T would 1ike the kind of work - PR
a forest ranger does. (*) () -
o 15. I like mechapics magazines. (*) () ¥
16. In school, I was sometimes sent to the. e - ;
« _7" 7 principal for cutting up. (*) ()
. T 17. It does not bother me that I am not
: “better lookﬂ.ng (*) ()
o 18. People often disappoint me. () (*)
19¢ I have meShanidal ingemuity (inventiveness). (*). Q).
& . 20. I am'good &t finding my way around T~ A i
> unfa.miliar places.. ‘ ¢) ) :
. (. = indicates "B" response® - » e (-
S ,— . ~
5 d
P w ? - \\’ . / ~
; ‘t;-'x M * & « 4 -
’:‘. L o - ~
e v % ' : , * : "
v * Moo - “ . o
| " A -
Ve . o N (( e - o ¥ .
| 23
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A .
Between-within ANOVA of summed climate scores
- N ‘ 7 _' _ . *
© Source _defy  MesnSgugre  E
‘Treatment (A) - : 1 .25,066 " 10.920lx»
Type (B) i 3.482 ~1.5171
.  Cognitive realignment (C) 1 1.1 «5843
. © Error 112 2,295 _
Quest Lommatre ‘administrations (D) 1 _J5.560 549511%
AxD o 1 12,716 | 13,3942
Error R § V.4 JH9 .
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