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Multﬁdimensional'Communication in
Youth Adult ReTat1onsh1ps

by Jud1th Bose" and W1111am Poppen

At~ﬁi£§- g]anre 1t would appear that - effect.ve commun1tat1on between .
L

teachers and students should not bé a difficult task to achieve. Teaéhers

are usually interested in yoUth; are of average or better 1ntelligence

and are college graduates. 'Thereﬁore by show1ng some attent1veness and.

at lTeast a little common sense they shoqu ‘be able to communicate with

their. stuoents Untortunately what wou]d appear to“be easy is not!
! ¢

] Teachers frequently complain about how d1ff1cu1t it is to have a good

/‘ ‘ ) o

/ re]at1onsh1p with some stuoents even though they say they have tr1ed

/ " everything 1mag1nab1e with them. | Students alsp common]y report to schoo] Lo
. 4r o

"

counselors concern about 1neffect1ve re]at1onsh1ps w1th teachers Teachers °*

¢

. are c1ted as a reason many students don't like schoo] (Bee11ck, 1973).
\and as being less warm and kind than other adu]ts (Thompson, 1975). .Mijs- §l- :

understand1ng between students and teachers apparently is the order of

‘the day! S
g Why does the m1sunderstand1ng/ex1st7 Those who have stud1ed teacher-
studemt commun1cat1on have found that re]at1onsh1ps are not eas11y im-
'.,proved Procedures 1ntended to mod1fy relationships are only occa51ona1]y -
’ he]pfu] and then only for a short wh11e ‘ For example, simply befr1end1ng
the student does not have a genera]ly positive effect oh student behav1or
u'(Hawle/, 1978). One general conc]usjon drawn from an extensive 1iteratureﬂ

N review is that teacher-studen; communication patterns are extremely com-

-

-~




.plex: No one theory about teacher student reTat1onsh1ps woqu seem_ to
_be: suff1c1ent, even thoug h each theory offers someth1ng unique. It is
" no wonder psychoTog1sts wr1te books‘and art1cTes&ent1tTed Love Is Not

Enough or Benav1or1sm Is Not Eno;gh they are express1ng what was shown

b& the- T1terature review -- one psychoTog1caT theory is- 1nadequate to
exp]a1n complex 1nterpersonaT reTat1onsh1ps Further support for this
idea can be ‘gathered - from the surveys which show. that a Targe percentage
of psychotherap1sts admit to being, in practice,. eclectic (D1mond 1978).
."_ Many'thepries and 1deas about teacher student reTat1onsh1ﬁs ex1st
“Each theory,conta1ns assumpt1ons.wh1ch translate into prescr1pt1ons about

how teachers should act towards students' Almost w1thout except1on the-
A - . {
-prescr1pt1ons for teachers or1g1nated as sk1TTs for psychotherap1sts to

'use w1th patnents and usually w1th aduTt pat1ents What waSgprescr1bed_

s\ P

was usuaTTy that teachers talk in a sbec1f1c manner. .Examples of verbal

1nteract1ons (d1aTogs) betweenigeachers and students_were found in all
) ) | o _
- of the wr1t1ngs rev1ewed Some studies would lead one to question whether

-~

or not the behav1ors prOposed for . therap1sts to use w1th aduTt pat1ents
( K ‘or -
are equally appropr1ate for teachers to use with students (Re1sman and

“Yamokosk1, 1974, Venzor, G1TT1s and BeaT 1976) : : (i )
| The T1terature rev1ew resuTted in a comp11at1on of various ways
authorities adygcate that aduTts s‘oth commun1cate with youth. The

v g
f1nd1ngs ‘of the T1terature r€v1ew pTus some bas1c assumptions about

“teacher- student reTat1onsh1ps Jled to the deveTopment of a muTt1d1mens1onaT

model of communication for adults and youth. The modeT 1ncTudes seven

et

basic verbal interaction roles for adults to use with youth."

-
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One ~assumption of the mu1t1d1mens1ona1 mﬁdel is that healthy per-
sona11t1es ‘are us ual]y pboducts of a ser1es of - fac111tat1ve re1at1onsh1ps
b -
and that d1sturbed perSOna11f1es are the resu]t of a sequence of negat1ve

,.relat1onsh1ps The teacher- student relat1onsh1p has the potential to
T
B be one of these s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps, a1be1t pos1t1ve or negative.
- v
0" I other words, teachens can make a real d1fference in the student s

P

deve]opment. o ‘ )

PR

» . Another assumpt1on is that all re1at1on$h1ps have s1gn1f1cant moments,
| . erhaps moments of conf11ct which present an” opportun1ty for. grouth or-
//VT a potent1a1 ‘for~ deter1orat1on Dur1ng these s1gn1f1cant moments how -
teachers ta1k to students can make an impact on the student: A further .
:'assumpt1on 1s that at these critical ‘times’ the mador reason a r°1at1onsh1p -
gets into- d1ff1cu]ty .is because the teacher responds consgstent1y in one-
. manner To respond pred1ctab1y is 1neffect1ve If be1ng cons1stent

f \‘worked the re]at1onsh1p would not have deve]oped prob]ems Not1c1ng the

. prob]em the- teacher may be tempted -to do ”more of the. same."™ The rationale

BN
-

of the teacher is, "If what I'm doing 1sn t.work1ng 1t is because I m
B .

» not do1ng enough of it Persisting in-a s1ngu1ar mode, the commun1cat1on

becomes progress1ve]y worse ‘because what is needed is more var1ety Ef- k\';
& .
'fect1vé”}nterpersona] re]at1onsh1ps appear to exh1b1t a var1ety of 1nter-

-act1ons Oor numerous fac1]1tat1ve 1nterchanges The good re]at1onsh1p 1s

' mu1t1d1mens1ona1' If we cou]d observe an effect1ve te%cher student re a-.- n

' A 7/

.t1onsh1p over an extended per1od we would not1ce that at t1mes the teacher o

&

responds pr1mar11y 'to the student wh11e at other times.- the teacher is an

'expressor who shareg h1s or ‘her own thoughts and: fee11ngs w1th the student




A
N

~The var1ety of:communication occurs as the teacher makes a dec1s1on about-

whether what 1s go1ng on . with the student is more impcrtant at that moment

‘e ot

u_than what is go1ng on w1th1n h1mse1f or herse]f The teacher may generabky

(“p]ace the student s needs fnrst in the reTat1onsh1p but may recogn1ze
38
t1mes when h1s or. her own needs. must be g1ven top pr1or1ty

The mu1t1d1mens1ona1 view of youth -adult re1at1onsh1ps is based also
Vd

upon the idea that the adult must be se1ect1ve in respond1ng to another

-~

person It s nearTy 1mposs1b1e to "read“vpeopTe "in toto" w1thout
Ichaintng together one's percept1ons of the other’ person 's behav1ors3
'.thoughts,:feeTings, and motfves Contrar{wﬁse when the adult is expre:sing'
N h1mse1f Or herself it is very d1ff1cu1t to separate one's own thoughts .
- from one's feel1ngs There 1s a naturaT tendency to be congruent. . Deceit
must be learned and pract1ced otherwise nonverbal cues give’ peopTe away .

The literature rev1ew and our assumpt1ons fit together Jnto an eclectic
mu1t1d1mens1ona1 model. w1th1n the 11terature there was - cons1derab]e "
:aqreement about/what not to de when ta1k1ng to youth NearTy every theory

advocated avo1d1ng put- downs, qu1ck adv1ce and demeaning or beT1ttT1ng
behav1ors D1sagreement was about what shoqu be done. Consequent]y the ; R
mu1t1d1mensrona] modeT 1nc1udes on]y p051t1ve or heTpfuT ways of taTk1ng |
'i to youth “The modeT purports that as a responder to youth the aduTtuﬁan
s focus- upon af/\east four aspects of the 'youth's commun1cat1on The teacher
S may attend tp the student s fee11ngs, “You' re*pretty scared about that "
- 0r, the focus might be upon the behavlor .of <the student . "What arg.you

-do1ng?“ A third dimension to respond to verbaTTy m1ght be the 1deas,

“thoughts or values of the student “tht do you th1nk about -

-
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Fourth]y, a. student s mot1ves or goa]s m1ght be ascerta1ned by gueSs1ng

« -

via a "could 1t be" response 2 ¢ s L e

‘ -
s,

R
N ro]e, shar1ng or, self. vlsclosure may be made through a. statem;yt te]?1ng

~\\;ﬁf.°l \Bb \The adu]t m1ght dec1de to respond to h1mse]f ar herself rather than‘

e youth. When do1ng o) the teacher becomes an expressor One expressor

--the student what the adult th1nks or be]1eves The shar1ng genera]]y is

enre}ated to the youth s behav1or and 1s not an attempt to convert the

youth to the adu]t s way of th1nk1ng The two other expressor ro]es 1n-\

-

clude one which is- pos1t1ve and one wh1ch is- negat1ve The adu]t may

. 7

{ | - '_.feel a need to encounter the youth by say1ng, ”T 11ke you. “. .Or, the con- .
frontat1on may: be used to share,-“ 'm upset about what you are do1ng . ‘
These are the seven verba] 1nteract1on ‘roles 1ncorporated into the

; mu]t1d1mens1ona] mode] "No one theory which was rev1ewed Ync]uded a]]
seven ro]es, and most theor1es proposed one or more- var1at1ons of the .«
seven response ro]es S '

' S . -Q' - | )
Clearly stated the model of 1nterpersona] commun1cat1on consists of

seven response ro]es--three wh1ch cou]d be c]ass1f1ed as’ "seﬂf“ roles and .
four "other” rofés The re]at1onsh1p between the seven response ro]es in/

" the mode1 and some of the current theor1sts who havévproposed the1r use in

-

'educat1on g shown uelow

§elffw Sharing: f_-; ’ ,l Amidon; 1972; Jourardi 19;1; Raths,
-/ T Harmid, ™% sinon, 1066 L
: Qonfrontation: :: '. Ginott, 1972; Gordon, 19%4
o " Encounter/ ;.: '& - o o . .f
e L [Encouragement: . .Dreikurs, Greenwald & Pepper,.1971;¢

S . Ginott, 1972; Rogers, 1974.-

Q . - _ . o ‘.7
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; , .
‘ .'chgg fFeelings{. , ’ Carkhuff & P1erce, 1976 G1nqtt 1972;
- A ' S Gordon, 1974 |
Thoughts;. ’ _ . _ Glasser, 1969; Paths, Harm1n & Simon, 196b
o '; Behavior: B o G]asser, 1969
Motiyes' ' S | Dreikurs, Greenwa]d & Pepoer 1971

The encounter role, as app11ed to eduCat1on, has been expanded to in-
_'c]ude encouragement ‘which frequently aprears n educat1on']Tterature‘- wh11e
the original mode] (Poppen, 1975) aTsc ,ncluded an eighth role (problem-
-so1v1ng) it was om1tted in the student t acher stud1es s1nce ;t encompas-
sed more than one of- the other ro]es and seemed to be a compos1te of them
. %‘ ,
'Cohpleted Research
s :-&xﬁpi C

-°Data are ava11ab1e from four stud1es wh1ch ‘have 1nvestTgated the usé

of the response roles 1n good and poor. re]ataonsh1ps between youth and adults

A]though the stud1es d1ffer, some conc]us1ons can be drawn

e \ " ¢ T

3

. 3 .EHETE?EenteAdult.Relatjonshigszl

~

-~

' F1fty undergraduate un1vers1ty students @nro]]ed 1n a. fam1]y stud1es

course\were the subJects for -the f1rst Study (Poppen- & Wh1te, 1976) . SubJects

n
_rated the cowmun1cat1on behavior of two adu]ts \ one w1th whom they had .had

a near]y ideal re1at1onsh1p and one w1th whom they had had a poor re]at1onsh1p

(\ o
Y . +

J(exclud1ng parents) S : : <, .
) Subjects were asked to wr1te a. paragraph descr1bvng an adu1t w1th whom
" :they had had one of the two types of re1at1onsh1ps * They theh responded to
-.an 1nstrument cons1st1ng of 32 wr1tten statements, four represent1ng each .
of the e1qht commun1cat1on ro}gs 1n the or1g1na1 mode] thoughts, fee11ngs,

[ - . .o '
. . \




- \% , , _
motiyesfabehavior, confronting, encountering,‘sharing, and probTem solving.

‘The students responded to each state ent us1ng a 5-point Likert" response

rormat (1 Strong]y Agree; 5= Strong]' Disagree) 1nd1cat1ng to what extent

_ the commun1cation behav1or describld in the statement was character1st1c

of the person they had descr1bed . (Th1s was, the on]y study which’ 1nc1uded

the probPem solving role.) . . = C
In add1t1on to descr1b1ng and rating the communication behav1or of one

type of re]at1onsh1p, ‘the student fol]owed the same;process of writing a

descr1ptﬁon and report1ng thd commun1cat1on behav1or of an adu]t with whom

the student had had the other type of relat1onsh1p Half of the students

;descr1bed a near]y 1dea] re]at1onsh1ps first wh11e the other ha]f began

.w1th‘a poor re]at1onshjp. L "._ 'Z', g

Totais'uere cdmputed for each of the eﬁght'ro]es separately for near]y.
ideal and poor re]at1onsh1ps by addﬂng the rat1ngs of the four items for
.that ro]e In compar13g the mean scores for each. ro]e of ideal with poor
re]at1onsh1ps, t test§/conf1rmed that the adu]ts in nearly ideal re]at1on-
<§h1ps used each of the response. roles to a s1gn1f1cant1y greater extent than

did the adults- 1n poor re]at1onsh1ps In_add1t1on, even the role used

' 1east in near1y ideal re]at1onsh1ps (motives) fiad a higher mean than the

ro]e used most 4n poor re]at1onsh1ps (confrontang).

1 ’

Best and Poorest.Junior High School Student;Teacher ReTatiOnships

‘., )1 e LY

In the second study, 109 ninth grade students were asked to report

]

their: percept1ons of the commun1cat1on behav1or of the teacher with whom
-they had had the best student teacher re]at1onsh1p in Jun1or high schoo]

grades (7-9) and the teacher with whom they had had the poorest re]at1onsh1p

e o

(Boser & P0ppen, 1978)

¢

» . . 9 -



“As 'in the prev1ous study, students wrote descr1pt1ons of the two teachers.
, After all students had wr1tten the1r f1rst descr1pt1on (haf% of ‘the students
.were se]ected randomly to descr1be the poorest re1at1onsh1p f1rst while the
other ha]f began with the best re]at1onsh1p) the students were shown a
,ser1es of videotape- v1gnettes in which a student and a teacher demonstraféd\\%
each response role. .The v1deotape script had been developed by f1nd1ng <ng/ ]
Togues in current literdture representat1ve of the response roles. After
each response ro]e was demonstrated the subJects 1nd1cated how frequent]y the
teacher had used that particular type of communication with them on a 5-point
scale (l—VeryVOften; 2=0ften; 3=Somet1mes; 4=Se1dom; 5=Never) B

A Wilcoxon signed-ranks* test was used to compare the frequency with
.wh1ch each role was used in the best and poorest re]at1onsh1ps While
most- response ro]es were used significantly more (p (_0001 in best re]at1on«
ships than in poorest (fee11ngs, thoughts, encounter/enCouragement, shar1ng,
mot1ves), one of tne response roles (confrontat1on) was used s1gn1f1cant1y -
more in poorest relat1onsh1ps, contTary to the f1nd1ngs of the first study.
The behav1or ‘role was also. used more. in poorest re1at1onsh1ps but the dif-

.ference was not s1qn1f1cant

e

E]ementary Schoot Teachers' Perceptions _ _ \
. o ‘ . w ) ‘.

¢

Depart1ng from the perceptlons of students, the th1rd study foczsed on- ,
e]ementary schoo] teachers' percept1ons of their own behaV1or with students
w1th whom they. had. had good and poor re]atwonsh1ps {Boser & Poppen 1979) |
Twenty four e1ementary school teachers who were enrolled in a Un1vers1ty

graduate course in Educat1ona] Psycho]ogy and Gu1dance were the subJects

. 2y
-~ 'S

b
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, | The teachers_followed.a procedure similar to.that of the junior‘high school K\
students in the second study, differing only in that: 1) the teachers de- , =
scribed the students_with whom they.had-had the good and poor relationships,

. and;2) after watching each videotape dia]ogue.the:teachers indicated how fre-
quently’they, themselves, had used that type of communication with the student
rather than reporttng'on the behavior of the other person (student)]Q |

The results of using a’wilcoxon signed-ranks test for each ro]e,.eohparing
thezfreduency ratings in good and poor netationsh?ps, showed that sharing (p=[055)
= was the only role not used.signifioantfytmore in one type of relationship than |
in the other (p<.05). ~Encounter[enpouragement, feelings, and thoughts were

used more in good relationships while confrontation, behavior, and motives were

o

more characteristic of poorlrelationsh{ps . The videotape‘scenes 1n-which the
latter three roles were demonstrated showed situations ar1s1ng frém student m1s—'
_behav1or The teachers did not see themselves respond1ng to m1sbehav1or 1n these
. :ways as frequently in good as in' poor re1at1onsh1ps, possibly because there were
| fewer 1nc1dences of student m1sbehav1or in gooed re]at1onsh1ps as def1ned by the

teacher or because the teacher responded 1n a d1fferent anner to the m1sbehav1or

of: students w1th whom. they felt they had good re]at1onsh1ps

Comparison of Two GoOd Student-Teacher Relatdonships

'Ninety'ninth grade students Foliowed the same’procedures as had the ninth
grade students in the second study except that instead of -describing the best
and poorest student teacher re]at1onsh1ps they had had in junior h1gh schoo] s |
grades, they descr1bed two good re]at1onsh1ps (Boser, 1981). The purpose of
this study was to determine whether 'students tended to form good re1at1onsh1ps
_with- teachers who exh1b1ted the ‘same type of behav1or toward them or whether
they sought 2 variety of types of response through re]ationships with different
téachersj - . ; | .1

et
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The genera1 procedure was the same as that of the two prev1ous student-

+

teacher relattonsh1p studies with two additions. First, after descr1b1ng a -

re]at1onsh1p, the student rated the overall qua11ty of the re]at1onsh1p on a

v i

1-7 scale, and second, after the v1deotape was, shown and the student had reported .

e

the frequency of teacher use of each response ro]e the student ranked the three
/ /ro]es used most in the re]at1onsh1p so that 1t was poss1b1e to 1dent1fy the one
7 ro]e used most in each re1at1onsh1p The’ maJor focus. of interest was on’ com-
VA paring the. ro]e used most by the" second teacher w1th that used most by the f1rst
. teacher to see whether they were the same or -different ‘for that student.
The frequency w1th whrich each response role was ‘used most for the two teachers
-:f was tabu]ated Each role was used most often by some teachers in good relation-‘
ships. The question to be answered was’ whether the same role predominated for

A both teachers described by a student.

-

pr——
-~

A conditional binomial probab111ty model was used, 1ead1ng to the conclu-
s1on that students did tend to’ re]ate to teachers who commun1cated with them in
ithe same way " The total of 34 matches (same role ranked first for both teachers
descr1bed by the student) for the 90 subjects was significant p<: 05): ’}n - -
other words, students had a construct which 1nc1uded the dom1nant type of teacher

commyn1cat1on for teachers with whom they formed good re]at1onsh1ps

“ Discussion,of Research,and Conclusions

. Thene are some inconsistencies in the research findings, but‘these may -
s1mp1y prov1de d1fferent p1eces to fit into the puzz]e of interpersonal relation-
ships s1nce dhfferent research quest1on§ were asked and different types of
subJects were used F1rst of a]] three\of the stud1es were restricted to

- student- teacher re1at1onsh1ps while the other had an almost unrestr1cted range °

of - adults~(exc1ud1ng parents) w1th whom the students might have deve]oped re-

\

;1" . o ) ) D . ) . 1 12
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lationships.

:" > . ~ '

Another difference is in the age 1eve1 at which the student or youth ex- '
oerienced'the relationship. The teachers reported their,behavior with | ”
elementary schooT‘students whi]e\the two studies done.ﬁith students wereycon-
cerned with relationships during junior high school- years and the undergraduates
reported'on're]ationships when they were ado]escents Among the three student-
teacher re]at1onsh1p studies, two focused on student perceptions of the teacher's
behav1or while the th1rd cons15ted of self- report data obca1ned from thé teachers.

D1fferences in results may, therefore,/be a réflection of one or more of I
the following: _ : L
1. Nature.of the person reporting Se]f reports of teacher behavior may
differ from reports of students for the same teachers.
2. Type of reiat1onsh1ﬁ There may be’ d1fferences between what const1tutes
a good relationship with a teacher and w1th other adults
3. Age of the students As students grow from elementary school students @j;
to: ado]escents, the ways 1n~wh1ch they .relate to adu]ts may change,
thus chang1ng}the nature of the commun1cat1on.and the type of adu;t
communication inherent in good and poor relationships. Even within the
more 11m1ted Context of student- teacher relationships,. what const1tutes
v’a good re]at1onsh1p ‘may change as the student goes from e1ementary

.

"grades to junior high school, and this change is reflected in teacherv
: communication. i - . . S
" Quality of re]a 1onsh1p for youth or adult., A re1at1onsh1p might be

good from the adu]t s perspect1ve but not from that oF the youth. <L~,¢f””’/ﬂ’

’ ' o
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The comparison of the statistital:nesults obtained in the four studies
shown in Table 1 suggests the following conc]usions- ;
o &

1. Encounter/encouragement thoughts, and fee11ngs are used 51gn1f7cant1y
more in good thanA1n poor re]at1onsh1ps in elementary and Jun1or<n1dh

’ schoo] student teacher relationships and in adolescent-adult re1at1on-
ships. .

2. Sharind is used more frequently in‘good relationships than in poor
ones aithough not always to a significant extent. When students and‘
duo]escents report on.adult behdvior the difference is significant but

" not when tedchers,report their own behavior with elementary school
students. This may be a function of eitner the age of the students
or the person reporting.

3. Confrontatidn is used significantly mone'in poor student-teacher re-

" lationships but_significant]y more in godd adﬂ]escentfadult re]atidn-
ships. This.could be an indication of a difference in the type of re-
lationship since adolescents were free to, choose a good néi%tidnship

"with any adult. \&:i‘ . |

4. Behavior is also used more frequently in poor student-~teacher ne]atlon-
ships (s1gn1f1cant1y so in only one of the two stud1es however) but
‘significantly more.often in good relationships of adolescents w1th
adults- |

5. . Motives ts used significant]y_moreAin’poon student-teadher~re1ationships‘x ‘

‘with e]ementary school students but signiticant]y more in good junior

high sch001 student teacher re]at1onsh1ps and ado]escent adult re]at1on-

ships. Aga1n, as’ in the second instance, age of the youth or person

report1ng may account for the difference in resu]ts

- A
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- There seems to be 11tt]e doubt- that the tommun1cat1on 1n youth-adult re-'
'-1at1onsh1ps is mu]t1d1mens1ona] and that students and adu1ts can differentiate _
' between good and- poor re]at1onsh1ps w1th respect to the adult's use of the -
response roles. - Some roles are cons1stent1y used more in good re]at1onsh1ps

wh1]e at least one _is more character1st1c of poor relationships.

-

Insert Table 1 about here

In spite of differences such as age of the youth, type of re]ationshtp,. ©
. subject; and respdnse format some cdnsistencfes also occur in the rank orders
.iof the studies as can be observed in Table 2. o
1. 1In good re]at1onsh1ps n .-—§\~§"°*‘3
a. Shar1ng tends to be the predom1nant ro]e
b. Encounter/encouragement are also ]1ke1y to be used more than most
of the other response ro]es
C.- Mot1ves, behavior, and confrontat1on are usuallj used Ieast
d. Any one of the response roles could be the one used more for some
student. o
e. Students -develop good relationships with teachers who exhibit the
.sameg predominant %Bﬁﬁdnication roie toward them. |
2. 'in poor relationships:
a.- bonfrontation and behavior seem to be'used most/ often.
b. Thoughts are generally used least often.
3. In comparing good and poor re]ationships?
a. The most striking differences in ranking occurred with confrontation
d ' " and behayﬁor;which are among the roles used most in‘ poor re]ation-

’.

ships and least (along with motives) in good relationships.

: o i5
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Table 1

: Stqtistica] Results

Roles Used More in

‘Roles Used More in

2. Junior High
Student-Teacher

i

3. Elementary School

Student-Teacher

Fee]iﬁgsf**
Thoughts**x
Encounter/Encour;gement***
Sharing***

Motives***

Thoughts***

Fee]ingé**

Encounter/Encouragement*

- Sharing (n.s.)

Behavior* .

Study Good Relationships -« - Poor Relationships
1. .Adolescent- ™. Al1**
AduTt- s,

Confrontation* . - e

Behavior (n-S-)

Confrentation*

¥ .
Motives*

*p .05

**p .001
***p . .0001
o

v

e
.
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b. Motives respdnSes are"used fairly. infreqnent]y in.both relation-_
’Ships although otner roles may be used ]ess *There is not a great
deal of difference in the ;E]at1ve ranking of mot1ves responses in
the two re]at1onsh1ps | |

_¢c. In general, more commun1cat1on takes p]ace in good: re]at1onsh1ps

* than in poor ones with respect to the seven response roles.

e
i

> B Insert Table 2 about here .

-~

. e
ﬁit may/be that the pattern of use (relative frequenc1es or porportion of use)

‘of the responses is more 1mportant in the quality of the re]at1onsh1ps than the
overall frequency of any one role. It is 1mportant to remember that wh1]e the -

' stud1es cited were concerned with youth-adult relationships, the original
theoretical -model upon which they were based was not this limited in scope nor

are the applications of current theorists.

4

-
~3




L Table2 s oY

- Rank Order of Response figles by-Frequénqy of Usé in Good and Poor Relationships

. Study N
Re]atronsh1p Ado]es“cenfMdu]ta lJunier ltigh Student- Elementary Student~"  Junior | |1qh
T , ,r‘:' h : © " Teacher g ‘,- Teacher - (Good on y) |
': " Good o i- '1.‘ Sharjng 18,1b' L Shéring 2;198C' a 1,“ Encourivcer/Enc.,l.46C a 1. Sharing 7£d
o . Enéoﬁeter 05 2 Goomter/Ee, 2008 2. r'eeh'an o ‘ 2..' Encounter/Enc 5
o 3: Behavior 1.0 3. Feelings 2,228 | 3, Thougﬁfs 2 33(tie) a 3. Fee]ingss29 \
) Theughts 6.8 | : 1, Thoughts 2.564 4, ‘Sharing 2, 33(tre) o, Confrontation 19
5. Feelings 16.7 | | 5. Motives 3,069 g -gehavror 2, 875 T Thpughts 10(tie)
6. Confrontation 15.3 6, Befiavior 3.347 6 Confrontation 2.9 5. Motives lO(tie)
1. Hotives 14.1 | 7./-Coefrenta£ion 3.3% 7. Hotives 3.04 1., Behavior 8
Poor 1. Confrontation 13.6. i, Confrontation 1941 1, Encounter/Enc, 1,79 ,i ‘ |
2. Behavior 11,7 2. Behavior 3.0%9 | 2: Confrontatioh2.46ftie)m
3. Encounter 11,5 3. Sharing (Y 'Behavror 2, 46(t1e) :
4.. Sharing IL1 4, Motives 3,851 ok Feelrngs 2 58
5. Motives 0.7 5, Ercounter[Enc. 4,22 5, Sharrng.2.63 “
'., 6. Thoughts 10.1 6. Feelings 4.337 6. Motives 2,76 | 3 . E
7. Feelings éil 7. Thoughts 4,356 1. Thoughts 3.17 - - ;?A .
3 Range -20 o 15 | 1 - o |
' aProblem-sqrvingrrole deleted - A e - y
Hean: High nean denotes high frequency of use 9

j,\ CMOan Low mean denotes high frequency 0f use

'[;£S££%ota1 numher of tines role vas predomrnant role for both good re]atronsh1ps D ¢ |
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