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-m(19 dasgrihé and elarifg ‘the nature of empathy, (2) investigate the

A :evieu of cannunicatian research vas: caﬂducted to

construct of aspertiveness, (3) posit a possible relationship between
enpathy and assg¥rtiveness, and (4) provide possible suggestions for
future research. The literature indicates that cengeptua;;zatians_af

‘empathy primatily stress an orientation toward othets, while

assertive communication most often places an emphasis upon the self.

‘?_iltheugh first analyses indicate a negative relation between the two

_.constructs, émpathy and assertiveness do share some essential

. defining characteristics. Both constructs are conceptualized as ways
 to facilitate human understanding, both entail recognition of another
"individual’s thoughts and feelings, and both involve the notion of

appropriateness and flexibility in maniiesting empathic and assertive

- _communicaticn. Some research even offers "empathic assertion" as a
“specific type of assertiveneéss to be used in appropriate situations.

It appears that a_ threshold might exist whereby assertiveness and
empathy are related linearly up to a point, after which highly

empathic individuals lose sight of their own goals and exhibit
nonassertive behaviors. Continued research.into this relationship, as

~ wekl as a curriculum in assertiveness and empathic caring for others’

‘rights, may effectively improve some of the problens besetting
caﬂtemparary scciety. (RL]
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-ihaé Eaan nca;vea as a majar caﬂpanent in tha var

and\Huelle;

skill, and it

- -:(Langau 1989) asg wall as
, . one’ has J&th ‘others (Dymand 194Ei‘ ‘Lack af'

cause of inaccurate salfsperc gti ns and the abillty to cgmmunicate

// adequately with others (cattrell and Dymand, i94§) E;nally, emgath;c cammuni-»

. f’[ ;‘ Tt ) . . .
" cat;an is ragcgnlzed as essantxal within thaydattor-gatlent felat;ansh;g - i

; (Fried@ang 973), is SLinf;cantly relatéd tn marital adjustmént (Hobart and ;

kiétéﬁér, 1959); and "has become the gencegm af.practiticners in rehabiliﬁa—m{ o

'ticn :entersg half-way houses, crisis ccntrél pragrams, and other cammun;ty ST ‘

¥

graje;tsvwhere-t,e empath;zlng pgacess ;sxaﬂ;;ntegral;pgrt cf ccnstruétive

- | .
Eémmfmlcatlan" {

Althcugh “émpathy" has -‘been ccnceptually ahd agerat;anally def;nea in a

:thause, 1277, p: 176)

tgass an

wariety af ways, the varicus-def;n;t;ans , ,athn gewa:d cthers

as the P:imary cr;tar;pn of the ¢onstﬁ%E . ' A construct with an'aPParent
it s : -

ant;thet;eal s;;te:;an is that of asse:t;veness. In’ céntrast ta emgathy, an 'gff

amphasis upon ﬁhe self is then primar? in charactérlzatigns cf asse:t;ve7

2 :behav1ér. In its brcadest sernse, asse:t;ve Eammunicat;ﬂn refers to "all
saélally accggtﬁble resslans of rlghts aﬁd feellngs (Lazafus, l971, p- 39{

and has been canceptual;zed as a way ta baisté: self—esteem\}?helps and

i = o

Austin, 1975) and Eérgcnal power (A;bggt; and Ermons, 197;};Avﬂaﬂual Smith

!

. * B ¥ o ¢ T
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51;975) w:itas Ehat a PiLsan has the “right ta he iﬁdagen eﬁt af Eha gcadwiil

‘and asséit’ve‘céﬁmunicat;@n; Sur@r151ngly; this ta_k

!’
\\- A

Of athers befara eaping wiﬁh them [because] no mattgr wha

\

(p 59) Althaugh Lange ana Jakubawaki (1978) 5tress thaq asse:tive eammuni=

,;;'ietary-

befare Easltlng a ;elatlanshlp between these t

natu:e of gmpathy

éanstructs, it ;g nece sa:y to ;nvest;gate and Expli a;e the

g qu;ta\cémplex. )

¥

»

:anfusign, often resultlng in an lncamParablllty _f résearch flndlngs. The

b -

‘ term iﬁself has bééﬁ used 1n ﬁhe literaturé withﬁa‘variety-af méaﬂ;ngs g

Q

.various studies has b&en attrlhuﬁéd ta the :la ation of different asééGEé*

of Lnterperscnal behaV1§: {Haba;t and Fahlbérgg%lgéﬁ)ij The study of eméa;hy

has generally been a;ch@tcmlzed 1nta twa dist;nct areas: a “ccgnit;ye",aQPraach

\ -

"in which one ean ;maglnatlv&ly take the :blé aE another in:order to recégn;ze
SRR f

and understand the ather's thaughts and Eeelingé,,gnd an "affective" ag§ra§¢h,
' T o . \

in which one expériencés, feels, and/or responds to another's emotions . ' °

! ' Ty ' "~ T

(Mehfablan and’ Epste;n, 1972). These tﬁﬂ approaches have Eéén :ééagﬁigga

and laheled as-:l) ccgn;tlve/emct;anal. 2) understandlng/feellng, and 3) EEE*

;éanvgerceptiﬂn/avicariégs faspanse!(Mehggblan and Epstg;n, 1972; Keefe, 1976;
‘Hoffman, 1977). ) _,_f :{-g_* R

It is apPrggriate to ga;nt cut that while maﬂy resear:hers havé4ut;ilsed
, the’“ccgnitive/affestive"'dich@ﬁémgvas mutgally exclusive, Qﬁe één-never treét

K

& ygu'gz Ifééi someone .

o+

T o




ffsr.afféctive grgperties“ (feeling. amatianal agqusal,,physinlagical gaspgq—

!
- ¥ : \ i_‘

sés)aas fully saparate and distinct., JUEt as emcticnal statas can galcr

ane s thinklng, the definitiqg;ané 1abeling af’a!fective p;aparﬁies invalves :
,;‘i tcagn;t;ve Er@cesses. Egrk& (1978) has wr‘tten that Piageﬁ éanEELVEd af _;f};i*

affeatlve acts as. ﬂqyer-tntally de oid f éamp;éhenslcn and 1ntelle:tual
. S .
S aeég 8 nevar uaaffeatéd by emetlun; DaViﬁg (1959) has Stateﬂ Ehat-

.1".
H .

3 = 124 i :
i L

grualhccgnitive p£a¢25535 dre’ iﬂvalved in ematlgnai

o ﬁ:exﬁgrienges, Ehus cuntzad;cting the use af thearetical ; ji';fz_an,él,f s ;fi‘fgﬁn

b - Loa | |
. diEhQE%EEES_SHGh as thinking Yersus feel;ng;;cagnit;an T

= . H : . E s N ®
vé:sus?afﬁegt,'af raﬁianal'vexsus emotional. .. It seemg more B
' B - k . -

- reasanable Ea view “percégtual-cagn;tlve processes asg part of

. . %

perceptual-aggn ge fun:tlanlng are Er@bably lndep%ﬂﬂéﬂt of .
s [ ; i .
emétién and certain a p 5 of emotion are llkely ta be
¥

1ndég3ndent of pézceptual cagnit;ve funet;an;ng (Ep lESﬂ;ES) -_i‘

¥

I'cancgnd'thht tha complete d;gthcti@n betwéan tagn;tive and affectlve

Y
i

campaneﬁts that undérly empath;c cofmunication is spurlaus. ;P esearch has

3

tended ta ccngéptual;ze empathy as CQHSlStlng of élthér understand;ng thaughts

=
)

,eand fEEllngE or dn emmtlanal experience af some sﬂrti Ugan deflﬁlng empathy A

as Elthér pflmarlly cognlt;ve or Prlmarlly affectlve, it sh@uld ba :emambeted

b
H

that “thg digtinction betwéen emotion and ;cgﬁltlgn as referrlng EQ tWo

| S = v ' -

:cleaflg d;fférént kinds of processes hardly‘seeps\téngble“ (Davitz,.lgéa),
L E ) . : ) B _:;i- £ o . V
p. 146, ‘ o e
‘Keefe (1976) writes that those who stress ‘per ’ptiéﬁsianaacagniﬁicns in "

# P ¥, . =
- N =

'defln;ng emEathy Eharaeterize its cgngt;tuenc cﬂmpcnénts as objeckivity,

daﬁashment, and analytié kncwledge-af angth2£’5rsaéial rcles@f This_kncwledge;

e o -

¢an be’ attained by 1maglnat1ve1y ﬁaklng thg r f thé éther (Dymana 1950)

_and/cr making inferencés bout the th@ughts and feel;gs of - the éth%; based

g | - | . R =l. N . :



tﬁjeetive“ ana “aﬁagtiva. Prnjegtive empaﬁhy setg the viewar in tb

_:ugilized] as, an attemgt to, unqustana the ccnd;tian gf the ether“'(p 208)

w
A

Aéaptive amgathy enta;ls adaptlng already established behav;er on thé part

Qf the c:i;herts,P with@ut inte;?reting hcw he/she wauld Eeel in 11ke ci;cumstan—

ces, Ehm;elewski and Wolf- (LB?E) def;ne emgathy in %grmaxaf Prsject;an or

3 X . I .‘_‘ , 4 -

-“the ablllty ta 1maglna anesslf’expez;énclng the eveﬁtéihappéning to.another

/
.Eers:n“ (p E) ln’tEEL: attempt to assess. the reliabillgg af a scale tc

meagu:§ rclé taking ahll;ty. Dn the athér hand Dymand (1950) chara:terizes

'~Frcjectlan as antlthetlcal to empathy 51nze "the ﬁhﬂughts ana feellngs cf thé

N

-;magine 21the: ‘how the ‘other persa is fe eling or._ haw ha hlmself wauld feel

'self are attrlbuted ta the DthéF :ather than thcsé cf Eha gthe:’being

-exgerienaéd“ (gi 344) ‘Dymand (1949) characterlzas empathy as adcpt;ve or

lthe ;maginat;ve t;ansEcslng of anéself inta tha thinking, fEéllﬁg, and .
aetlng of anathér“f(p 127) in creat;ﬁg ‘a scale for the. measuréﬁent cf
mpath;c ab;llty. Eange (1986) fe:agnizes bath types-when hé.félatés ﬁhaﬁ

- the a:hlevemant cf empathy is due tn the tentative adaptlah ana pfa; ction of

"erspectivasi' similarly, Statlan& Sherman and Shaver (l§7l) re&agnlze Eqﬁh

typés in the;r resea:ch on 1mag1nat;ve se,f=;nvalvém2ﬁﬁ and Emgathy =iﬁ_was'

faund thai; an Qbserver g aby 1j.1;y to empa ,:;ze increases whe,n mstru:tea to

%

#

'»in the athgf_pérgan s ppslﬁlcn;* Parella (1971) suggests that much of - h,

1.

~ confusion’surrounding thaiﬁeaning of empathy apgears to bé_the résult of

the failure to’identify whether one is engaging in projective Qr:éé@ptivéf

Rz



»

, _athers bgsgd upan/

ranather's behaviar ané his nk her ﬂun

in which a Ea;sen ia able ta make ingerences abaut fhe intarnal states cE

,Pargaptién“ is cha;aeterise%rﬁé a epgnigiva Er@cass.:,

Emgathy as . “aaé,il

cannmmicatian and Lnterpretatlgn af similarities between

Brafenbzenner, Harding, ana Gall ey

l

;(1958) have emglcyed t@is app;a h-in ths studylﬁf strangersr‘pzedietiaﬁsi"

"gvabaut

':h char afﬁgr a sha:t inte;'ctian. Sim;larly, Gagg (1952)~has

’ 7‘.quastigns aftgr an init;al highlysstzuctureé interactian.v

'studied preéiétian af stzangers regarding each ethers fEEEQﬂSES tg variauS'

Berlé (1965) has

=
=]

can:eivea af emgathy as inV§IV1ng bath types Qf :agn;tlve“ pra cesses:

h s

'ghs We play the rgle éi angther, wa cambine the inferénce and

-  “:¢1e—Eaking paints of view_ When we :ale—play, we actually e

PathEm certa;n}gehaV1ars. From thes¥, ~we can ‘infer our own

3,

whlsh are Eertlnent to. the ‘behavior ﬁf anathaf We.then use . -
these 1nférencés in taklng the role af anpthér (p 53) .

While rnla taklng and social per eptlcn énta;l dlffg:ent egn:eptual

ﬂéfLﬂ;tlQnS, bath have been deflned pefatlanally as “pred;ct;ve accurae
Y

(Dymand. 1949 Brz:tnfénbrermer et al. , 1958; Ht:bart and Klausner, 195‘3)

" various. Lnstruments exist. fcr the measuremant,af pred;at;ve acéuyracy, basad

‘upon psgghalagica} diméns;ans such as “abilitiés, adjustment, apgreciaﬁlaﬁsp~
apﬁi:udgsg attiﬁudes c%gracte:, aga—lnvalvémant, ;déals, lns;ghb,_;nterestg,

marale, ma:ality, mores, mQthE, snﬂlal distan ce, saalal sensitivity, anaé

&
i

tastés“ (Gompertz, 1960, p-fSSQ)_ These tests iﬁciudg the ‘Wechsler,

B Y

. ] i m Lt L R L
RQISQhaﬁh, the TAT, and the California Ecénggenﬁrlsm&test; ag.well as tasts

dééighéd exclusively for the méésurameﬁt'af’émpathy ., The Truax A:cdraﬁe

k]

Emgathy Scale (AES) is basad upon va:;aus ﬁstagés af émpathy," and the



%

% eanst;u;t is meagureﬂ an a nine—gaint cantinuum. Whilg Ehe validity and -

' réliability af this seale has bean questicned. chklin and Hunt (1§ED) ;epart

<

unaerstandingﬁ) ana,ﬂline s (1960) Inég;pérsanal Perceptlan Films tt can
'-be used ta measufe gredi:tive accuracy R ;

Y . p,

Jus ‘as "empathy as :agnitian“ enta;ls :encéptual cenfus;cn,
as affect“'a;sa is beset with inﬁansisténcies. Emgathy as affect
taebsarver assuming an emntian;liﬁype'expe:ignGEZL; thE'athé:.baséd on a'variety

R ¢

i 1 - . -- A N o _'_
of cues, "and’ this-gercép ion 1 an Emﬁtl@ﬁal resp@nse on the obgerver's

;paztg Statland (1973) lllustrates this affective cam%anenﬁ with thé‘éﬁémpie

;'Qf an gbservé: who :éacts gmétianallyp because he or shé;%érce;ves that anothér

£, e . ,

. is EKPEIlEnEﬂHQ or ahout to expérience an- emotion, Th;s SQHCEPtuallgatlﬂn

. ’ b i ’ :
allows .for ﬁhe péss;blllty of any tygg af fespﬂnaing ématlgn in the absérver.

o

For instance} an @bserv&r’s fééliﬂg‘@f 3 y as a response to a rival' s satraw

would be an accaptable em@athie raspansa w1thin the pa:ameter% cf thls cancepff

) tualizatlén. ;Stctlané labéls th;s process as. “c@ntrast" am§athy and comparég
_ R

it to "s;mple"_émpathy, whereby one matéhés the perze;ved ematlén mf thé gther.'

-The'fasea::he;5:
and admlts tﬁ'%e iz not much labg:atéry éVldéhCE fsr contrast ém@athy

':Haffman 5 (15%7) characte ization of empathy as an “avzcaz;gus,vafféctivé

response to é iers" (p. 169) is also prablemat;c. According to tﬁis‘Lie%} a

feeling towards another. ;nd;vldual (not necessarily in response to another's

emotion) may e conceptualized as empathy. Similarly, Barnett, Matthews,
; ' o L , ~ ., -
and Howard (lg;aL:define‘empathy as the ability to "experiénce the emotions

of gnpther.individual“ {p. 211). On the surface, it appears that the

another's emat;ans _may clash w;th an affe:tlva ras,anserta

,;_ - : ; .

8

=

cognizes thg P;cblems'inharent within this c@nce@tualizati@n’_-l-



anathar ggzsan ar anath%% pérsan 's. amntiané,gand Ba:nett fails ta elabnrataf
--Hfiugan thig :eneaptualisazian. Spitsbarg (ISEQ) ineluﬂes bath typaa af v.*
1.affective ampathy wheﬂ he writ§5 Ehat “emgﬂthy is%ﬂn emntianal reactian to, :
.a;r lagffeet;\re gxpa;‘ienéé af anatlher".s iematignal state“-:(p.- -5) . -

':Q: ‘ wnile g:éﬁizﬁiva aecuracy is used t%AFeasu;e “gegnitive empathy "

ﬁ;.; T Phyaialagical indiﬂatars and self—repart measures -are usad tn éifferent ate.
'“|f » v.levels éf'empathic'Emﬂtiana; respbnsei These physialagiéar'indisatqzs incluée

'vthg measure af‘basncunstrietian &ﬂd GSR instrumants. ,Hﬁwever;fﬂehraﬁian éhd

TPPRPR N -l =0

;;_._u}7‘EEste;n-(1972) relate\that~the:e-is a lack of cansisténey bétﬁeén,se;fi;egart
o measures af amgathy, palmar sweating, and vasacanst:;ct;an, dﬁé to an

~ 1¥"3;-inaée§ua:y of the.Physiglaqical measures that dlffezent;ate bsﬁweeﬂ various’
facets af emgt;anal exper;ences.ASée APEéndicés A and E for canceptnal Eelatlan—
!Sh;ps cf :cgnltlve and affective empathy) |

T - It Es QEVLaus that the canﬁegtual and aperat;@nal definlt;ansvaf.empathy
_a;e extremely d;verse and aften ﬂantradlctafy,- Gémgeftzx(lasa) w:;tgs that

¢ the cagcegt:af.emgaﬁhy%neads an ugambiguaus asgégll as standardized definitién;.
Clark (1983) maintaiﬁs that the availablé 1i€ezéture reéardiné empathy neglects =

[} -

clear deflnltlﬂn and camprehens;ve thaaret;eal appraaeh, Whilé the study of -

E |

',,athy has usuall focused upan e;the; the yuﬂdérstanding" or "feellng
Y :

ap’:Qash.iréséazahé:s'have‘cambineé bcth agg;saches in order to serve
various other functions:. Buckley, Siegal,iaﬁd Ness (1979) write that

Ee:specﬁlve taklng and émpathy comprise altruist;c béhav;or. Sp;tzberg (198@)

=

elaims that raIEEEaklng and eﬁgathlc ablllties ::Qntrlb to the 1nterpérsc:nal
: "‘%55‘_

(1978) rEPD:t that when

empathy is ﬂéf;ned solely in cagﬁ;tlf 2xms, th 'Cﬂnstruet has littlé theo-=

atical ut;l ty heyand that ccntrlbut 4 by the cagnl ive functians themselvég.

‘HL

=

on the ather hand, if. émpathy merely refers to “sama kind. af motor m;m;cry

‘,(sgltzbe:g, 198@ P S), the. capacity to understand and pred;ct an@the: ] ,




: therapist must . sense tha élient 's warld as; if it were his or her own. A

Vtive ané/ar aéapt;ve Empathy as well as. social percept;an) and vaffactive™

i

thaughts ana !aglings is-ﬁinimal at bagt.i

Tk

REgéEE (195%} w:ites that in ardar ta achieve ampathié Q?égfstanding, a {,

Etharagist must- alsa sense ths cliant‘s angar, £ear, or’ eanfusian withaut

gett;ng beund up in it-d This sancegutalizatisn ing;udes both tha "under-

- standing ané “feeling“ t@mpanentsj In additian, Brenfenbrenner et al

(1958) eall int@ questian the nétian éf a single generalized\?bility in

)y . \
\

I malnta;n thaE a cancaptual def;n;ticn including “cagnitlve“ (pragez—

N =
=

'-(resgending téféxperieneing anqthgr:s afféctlvevstata),cgmpanents will;

A clear delineation of the precise interpersonal behavior being measured

. , o e e
=S S F LRI ) .
(e.g., role-taking vs. social perception, adoption vs. p%ajécticn, etc.) will

help alleviate the conceptual and'égefgti@nal confusion regarding tijis

',éanst:uct,

a2

‘An understandlng of the behavlgf%l ge ﬁts of empathy is helgfur in
cagtu:ing the essence’ cf its various EQnCEPtualizatlQﬁs. Thase who cammunis
cate. ampathlcally have a hlgh degree af llstenlng ablllty (Shuster, 1979).
Cagacit;es undgr;ymg er@athy include in’tell;.gence and "cue-sens itivi‘éy“s'_

a high capacity to “listén“'tc feelings, m@ads, and HQIQS‘(WElEEEEiﬂg'lgégl
P ?53;)- Active 1iétenin§.as iﬁéigitgd by héad néﬂs, as well as verbal
IEEPQDEEE, aantributé to empathic sommunlcatian (Wiemann, 1977) . 'Empathic

pécple have been characterized as “ematlgnally exgregiéva, Dutg ing, opti-

mlstig, warm people who have a strong interast in othérs. They are flexible

‘ peagie . = . [whc] find they can éstablish rewarding affégtianaté‘}elapiéhs

with @thers" (Cottrell and Dymond, 1949).

The behavioral constituents of. assertive communication have also been

together provide the‘mﬂét.aicﬁratékgﬁédicgigns and most thérough understanding;»

.o

e
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ii“;s idsntifisd by a vsristy sf rssssrshars. Elﬁhsﬁgﬁ-ths ssnstrssﬁ*sfxasssrt;ﬁs—f-

; nsss is nsﬁ as ssncsptuslly csnfusing as smgsthy, {ts snmmunicstivs msnifssss—
- i--i- ; . ‘j"

tisns slss aid in its understanding and msrigé inspsctisn. '

1

L]

'The study of assertiveness is quits :scsnE, but it is 'i dly sxpsndiﬁg

2

srss (Hsll, 1977)_ Jskuhswski and Lsngs (1973) shasastsriss séssrtiVE

e csmmusisstisn as sntsiling mutual rsspsst snd interaction hassd on squslity

(ss spgsssd tc ststus, sgs, sex diffsssnsss, sts ) *!ﬁs ssssrtivs individusl
-t

et ésgs not. mslign ashsrs or dsny thELI sights [but is] spsn and flsxisls,

gsnuinsly ssncsrnsd w'th the rights of sths:s, yet at ths same tims able Es
. sstabli;h very wsll his own rights" (Albsrti snd Emmong, 1974, p. 4).¢

i : | Wh;ls nﬂnssssrtivs csmnun;satlsn allsws gathsrs ts ts}cs sdvan!:sgs sf us,

- “and sggrsssivs sshmuniésﬁicn lssds sthsrs to become guardsd-snd withdraw frsm.s

N B 7" i : : : . N ,7 ) .
us, assertive communication allows one to dewelop caring, honest, ‘and accept-

' ing rslssicﬁshi;s.wisn others (Jakubowski and Lamge, '1978).

]

Aslds from the’ “dis stinguishing fdature of respecting another's needs and

i %

'a wsnts, asssrtlvs communication is slss'sha:ssﬁsiiésd as "flexibla." In other -
wsfds,,ssssrtivs behavior. doces not entail sspssssiﬁg one's opinion or standing
up for one's rights in each and eversy situation. Jakubowski and Lange (i??ak

*write that "responsible ssmmunisss&bn fits the demands of a particular context"

G(§3v27),isnﬂ Alberti and Emmons (1970) write that "now and then you may choose

not to be assertive bsssuss you notice that the person is having diffisufﬁy

s [sr] ths:s :sn be. sxﬁenust;ng sir;umstsnsss (p. 50). FAsss:tivs communica=-
tion involves the ability to shssss an spprspristsiwsy to act in a particular
¥ . . : * * ) .
context, ‘rather than being limited to a single response (Adler, 1977).-
I . 5 '

Assertiveness has-had a wide variety of conceptualizations (e.g.,-the
expression of pssitivs and negative feelings, refusal bshsvisr,‘ghs ability

: : o B 7 : 7 _

to ask for favors and make demands, and the ability to initiate and ‘continue
-. . N & ir _ ‘- ~ . .

conversations),. and it can be assessed as either a personality trait or

“ . . L . '

.ﬁd
s
-]
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‘ness Test) {Hall, 1977)

' understanding.

‘a situation beégmes; the more 1;kély and eas;er it 1S‘féf an lndlv;dual‘ta as-

’ P o ?}i _#'. .
cantext-sggcific stata. Tﬁis hasg}ead té a? a:iety af maasu:es that study ’
ﬁ =

i agsertivg eammunicatian., Theie ine;ude sglﬂtrating and selg—regaﬁt invén- e

.

i (e g.g Ehe Eehaviaral Rﬂle-Playing Assertian T-it and the Eehavigral Assertlve—

. . w et
¥
¥ R ¥
. ]

*

. Similar ta emgathy, assertlveness has been cgmblnéd wiﬁh ather variables

=

i

i ta ‘'serve a variety cf EUnctians.f Far example, assertivenégi?is a. eentral

vcampanent af the c@nstruct of sag;al stylaa Sacial style refer s E; the ~ . 7/

LA -,

f gatterﬁs @f actions that aﬁhers can observe and‘agree upon whén describing

p son' s-behavier ’ Accarding‘té this.frame&a:k, people différ along the

n— #

adagtability) is sdid taxmédiate the c@nsequenéésséf social stylg.(ﬁissmi%}ez

-and Lockwodd, 1979).. An assertive individual emphasizes his/her ideas by a°

change'in tone OFf Vaiﬁé, éxhibits d@minant'statemencsi'makés statements more
\,.,
éften than asks quest;éns, and 1éts Gth ,naw “of h;s/her needs and wants

e

(Kna§§% 1978)i' Snafely (1980). ertés that the usagé af the construct af

saclal Ety;e may allow individuals to accurately de Sétlbé and adapt to the

sg@@uniéatiﬁn of Gthé:SfEiﬁh the goal of imp:QvEd‘ésmmgni:aticn and increased

_Assertiveness has also been studied in relation to various other construets,

In conceptualizing communication style as a method of managing one'self and the

environment, Bugental, Henker, and Whalen (1976) suggest that "individuals who

. percéive little personal cantrél cver:ﬁheir outcomes are more likely to

deﬂ@nstrate vary strong d;splays of assegtloﬁ than those who perce;ve high

personal causation" (p. 405) . Nesb;ét (l§7§) has found that th ‘more 1mpezscnal

[

= b

7]

ert himgelf. In addition, Green, Burkhart, and Harrison (1979) have found'




c
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that the more assertive the imdividual, the less impulsive he or she is as

) .

measured on the PRF-E paper-and-pencil test. The researchers suggest that-

‘ al life

- impulsiveness may be an important component of assertiveness in re

situations. /

‘At this point, it'appea:s as if empathy and assertiveness share some
similar features. Both'.constructs are conceptualized as a way to facilitate

human understanding, and both entail recognition of the othér individual's

i 5

3 3 -t .iiJ' ) : $ =
thoughts and feelings. In addition, both constructs inveolve the notion of

nicatidn. Interestingly enough, Lange and Jakubowski (1976) offer »

"..npathic assertion” as a specific type of assertiveness to be used in an

appropriate situation. Empathic assertiveness "involves making a statement

that conveys réCéqniQian of the other person's situation or feelings and ig
followed by another statemnet whiéh stands up for the speaker's rights"
(Léﬂge and Jakubowski, 1976, p. 15). gIt seems that the initially posited

] :
statement réqazﬂing the negative relationship between assertion and empathy

may be spurious. However, Bronfenbrenner et al. (1958) write that:

It is possible that the person who i3 highly perceptive of

other's feelings may pay a price in terms of realizing hi

OWT

L]

capacities for creative expression and forthright social behavior.

This possibility calls inte question the prevailing view that the

gg. "empathic" person is one who is effective in virtually all types of

l‘l

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

interpersonal situations (p. 1l06).
It is possible that a threshold exists; that ils, assertiveness and

empathy are related linearly up to a point, but after this point the highly
' LS

empathic individual loses sight of his or her own goals and exhibits what may

be characterized as nonassertive behavior.
Alberti and Emmons (1974) hint at this threshold effect when they write

)

g
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that when an lndivldual‘s “pallte restraint" is too well develnped he or

she may evéﬁﬁually became incapable of chac51ng to act assertively. Jakubowski

v

-and Langa (1978) also Lnfe: th;s felatianshlp when they write that "we often

make the error of assumlng that it is the other person's positive or negative
reactions that determine whether or not we have an assertive right in a
situation" (p. 57).

Obviously, this rélatianshigris purely conjectural, and-there is a need
for addigianal research to understand the Eassigle relationships invalvéd
between éséertive-gammunizatign and empathy. Dthéﬁ possible relationships can
be inferred from the literature. It was found that the components of social
style (assertiveness, responsiveness, and versat é ) allow one to adapt to
the communication of others. Since adaptiveness is a prominent characteristic
of empathy and assertiveness, it may be thaé individuals with highly édapﬁive
social styles will be more inclined to be empathic and/or assertive in a>
flexible manner than individuals with less adaptive social styles. In addition,
when recalling that assertive communication is easily and more~ likely to be
manifested in impersanalgsituatiéns, one can predict that the more personal a
situation becomes, the easier and mé:e likely it will be for an individual to
be empathic. There may be little risk in using assertive communication in an
impersonal situation, since no extant relationship with other individuals
involved may exist. However, in highly personal. situations, the relationship
may hé 50 well developed that the consequences of dssertive behavior can be
somewhat accurately predicted. Therefore, there may be less risk in displaying
assertive communication in highly imgersanal situations. Similarly, assertive-
ness may decrease to a certain painé’@r range and subsequently increase posi-
tively with increasés in the personal nature of the situation. Finally,
keegigqgin mind that the more assertive an individual tends to 52; the less

impulsive he or she tends to be, one can conjecture a similar relationship

]
[y
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between empathy and impulsiveness. It may be that inéréasing levels of .

/

empatly as well as incréasing levels of assertiveness are related to decreas-

ing levels of 1m§ulsiven ss. Taking the "time" g? aésert oneself and/or

. empathize with an@ther 1nd1vidual may inhibit ;m@ulslve tendencies.

Some of these relationships have already been implied. Far instance,’

Jakubowski and Lange (1978) write that taking a few moments to put oneself in

L3

another's shoes in order to understand his or her poift of view can reduce the

impulse for an immediate resporise. While the researchers link this assumpgion

to aggressive communication, taking the time to ascertain whether or not to

= s

' communicate assertively and/or trying to understand another's thoughts and |,

feelings may act to inhibit any sort of impulsive reséanSé. of course, further
thécretlzal and em@xr;:al research is needed in order to support or reject
these relationships.

The impgrtaﬁée of scﬁdyiﬂg these félatiénéhips is quite clear. Non-
asserters who do not express themselves pay for :his inhibition in several
waysi In a sﬁuéy of 800 university and hjgh school EEUéEﬂCE, Zimbardo (1977)
found that 82% described themselves as having shy sitions. These shy
people exhibited an inability to stand up for their rights and suffered a
sense of social isolation. Psychological tolls also exert themselves on
nonassertive people. "Inept communication,"” or the inability to express the
full range of faeliégs, leads some to take refuge in impersonal activities,
develop cynical attitudes, and despair at themselves. This despair can result
in depression, emotional breakdown, or even suicide (Bach and Goldberg, 1974).
Similarly, the aggressive person may léck a sense of self=-worth, and aggressive
communication can mask self-doubts and guilt (Alberti and Em@@nsi 1974). These

sensitivity to the thoughts and feelings of others. Vasconcellos (1974)

writes that the godl of self-esteem and questions of "humaness" are the most

=
od
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important issues in education today. If it is not possible to teach individuals -

to build self-esteem, increase self-understanding, and facilitate® honest and

_caring communication with others, "we simply aren't going to resolve our major

i

iii). A curriculum that teaches assertiveness and empathic caring for others!

rights may effectively improve same of the problems besetting today's society:.

\ ‘ ’
LY

o,
()

social problems: vialence,;d:ugs, racism, sexism, and war" (Vasconcellos, 1974,
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Appendix A

L "Cognitive" Empathy

y — emotions

™ Adoption

=%

‘ ’ . Cottrell & Dymond,
. - ) g 4 1949
NS ’ ' Dymond, 1949
o Dymond, 1950 N
Hobart & Fahlberg,
\ 1965 a7

4;

cognitions

L

5 ! 1 \
/ =5 . Role-Taking ‘[ emotions

Rggers; 1957
Borke, 1971
Lange, 1980

i

B

~) Projectidn

nha Chmielewski & Wolf,
1979

5, cognitions

L -

 Cognitive 7 """} emotions
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Klausner, 1959 7
Berlo, 1965 \

L, social
Perception -
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Appendix B

"affective" Empathy - ‘ ,

L3

) . S e S "~ Response to Emotion

‘Stotland et al., 1969 -

: P Reacting to
CL v| Perceived - ,
| Emotion

Stotland, 1971

'y Experience of Emotion

Barnett et al., l97§

Physiological i pre—"

H '

o |
Spgtwskerg, 1980 .

< 'Response to’ , !
Others ‘

Hoffman, 1977
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