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th discussions are summary lists of recommendations for they
profession. The 22.recommendatsions .include the following: (1) there
should be more research on th:hgﬁhjcdlrpractices of communication
researchers; (2) researchers’ decry the deception in the practice
of research should develop and express these views in some publi
forum; (3) a course in the ethics of social science ressarch sho§§d~
be required ¢f all.aspiring researchers; (4) a panel should meet™.
annually to discuss, ethical problems encountéred during fthe previous
year in communication research; (5) the term "subjects“‘tﬁould be
replaced with the term"participants”; (6) research met
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should be developed that embody sound communication principles; (7).

. there should be efforts. to/ summarize and synthesize thé existing
" knowledge in the field, and to-articulate explicitly the practical

implications of that knowledge;. (8) there should be an.additional -
section in research reports that identifies the practical |
imptications of the findings;_ (9) standards of relevance should be
developed ‘by which to assess research efforts; (10) career ‘
advancement within a university should be based not on quantity of
publicatiogs but on quality and relevance; and (11) there 'should be
training for young researchers in multimethod approaches within
single ‘studies. (HTH) ‘ '
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. In exblbring the role and status of the ethics that &
. govern communication research, the twq parts of this paper examine

odologies -
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ETHICS OF COMMUNICATION RESEARCH: .
. 'TREATMENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS,
AND RESPONSIBILITY TO S6fIETY .
~ 3 - ‘ (/_
e B ) '
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, ’ . ]
> ' 'Abstréct R e
. - ':‘ -’ " e,
- . A
Twenty-two recommenidations-. are’ advanced,

¢

I

. three of the m6§e major'qb follows: (1) e ‘need
to mo?é “fully’ reéearch the ethical prqctiégs bff
. qéﬁmuniéation researchers :(25 We ﬁééd to déVelop
;résearchv methodologies that embodyl sound M&wo—wéy
communication principies "and that could - be
introduced to the social ‘sciences ;n géneral (3)

We. need to develop criteria for assessing the

relevance Qf our research to human nefds.

.
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Reese and Fremouw (1984) have classified ethics in the behavioral sciences

: | into thrée'maiﬁ'céiagorigs: (1) ethiési ‘the collection and analysis of data,.
(2)'ethics of the treatment of researéh participants, apd (3) ethics of responsi-

o 3 blllt§‘t0 socigfy.‘ The fzrst of these categorles deals with such matters as'a -

- researcher elimxnatlng tro iesome data from a research report, or 1nventing data‘

l
-~ "

that do_not in fact exist. while it has been'guggestedithgt unethical behaviors

'. o of this variety are perhap4 more common in sdience than Ge Qould like té‘believe

- -

(Gould 1978), this category will not he our - concern here. Thoughts will be offered

S on the second and third catagories, the ethics of the treatment of research partici—

pan;s.and.the ethics of,respongibility‘to qogiety, within the context,of human ’

r
communication research.

- . . =

I. Treatment of Research Pafticiggnts

o ( N Under this category I have been invited by Professor Todd-Mancillas to

‘especiglly address my thoughts te the role of '6ecaption Ln communication research,r

*

-;This_I will do, a;png witg.shafing thoughts -on our relationship with research

w - A T
-~

participants in general.
s Deception. The term “qeceptién” is usually used gé mean either the deiiberati o

withholding‘of'significant information, or the providih&pof misinformation to one's
- . ‘ :

researcﬁ pafficipants, or both .(Reese and Fremouw; 1984). Interéstingly, little is

o known about the rola of deception in speech communication research. . , In a recent

.

search of DIALOG {PSYCINFO ‘and ERIC) databases combining the descriptors 'Deccption,‘

"Resesarch Ethics,” "Moral Responsibility,” “Experimcntal Ethics," "Social Responsi-

bility" with "Speech"™ and 'Comnuhication;" oniy two references were located that

-

clearly attended io dnc.ption'and broader cthical-issues in communication. research
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(Gordon, 1983; Hocpheimer,41983). Only a few additional relevant references were .

-

\

located through cher-sourcgs,uessenéiaLiy within the inéercultural research context
(e.g.,'Asun;iqn—Lande’fl§f§). Mgny studie; we;é lbcééed,that ﬁave examinedi qh
the other hqﬁd, deceptionﬁis human cohﬁu&icatign in general. Data have been 1A
gathered, %Or instance, identifying the cues t?at'receiveré use to detect messdge
sourcéén deceptions, includihg'péﬁch changeé, Qord_cgpices; speech errors:;télk tinw, f
rate of speeéBﬁ réépdhse latemcy, leg ané foot and haﬁd,movements; poSturﬁi 1&55 4
-and shifts, eye contact, and smiling (Hopper and Bel%?v1984). wheﬁ_it cdmes‘to

examining our own qse’of'débep;ion.wit&in the research context itself, however, it

¢ . .

would ‘not be an ovefstagement to say ghat we have for the most part i&néged such
. - _ | )

inquxfy. o ) : L - : T

' . CNL ' { . \ . ;

why have we avoided discussion ‘and examination of ghe role of decéptig? in

-

' the relationship between communication researchers and the participants:in this

ecarern ‘ Ay

research? . o &

P

¥

v

It may be that we Haveé so taken for granted the seemihgjnécessity of deception

-

in our research that we- have nothing to say on the mattér. Indeed, nearly 70 percent
of the communication researchers in one small (N=80) survey believed.that misleading

—

or misinforming subjects' is ‘acceptable behavior in an’ experimental context, when

debriefing occurs afterwards. Only 14 "nt of the respondents believed that

e { - . I ) . - - .

such deééptive.pfactices are not acceptable. Furthér?LSS percent of ;hésé respondents
said that communication research does not depend too heavily on deception, whilé

-

- 31 pe;cent*expreséed neutralit?, and only 14 percent be'lieved that our research
overuses déceptive prac%ices'(Gordéh, 1983). ' “ ’ .

Let's face 1&, we live in a wo;ld‘of aeceptbon,'a world "of "w@ite lig§."
In one siudy, 45 percent of u.s. Tvlviewers said they think most or all TV adyer-
_tising is.aeceptive éBoddewyn & lhrtin( 19784 . In a stﬁay of deception in‘naturéi
cdqyeréatidn,'reépondents};on§ideréd ébout 60 percen£ of their own ‘statements to
T ' ‘ : \

. . L .
B - - .
. . -
. . b
L .

RS
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; (~‘pevdeceptiVe (Turner, Edgely, and Olmstead, 1975). It -is not surprising that in

: ' S " L I .

a "white lie world" our researchers, -and our research participants (Gerdes, 1979), \ )

{ , ] ' o ) .
might come to accept deception as a gecéssary part of life, especially when perceived

- ] -
.

‘as being in the Service of a greater gocd. ) .o
) eoditionéllyl-our research topics are perhaps less volégile than many of those -

in sister disciplines, en& this might have minimized our perception of the need for

self—scrutiny from the perspective'of ethics.

 Further, the Aack of focus upen ethical conSiderations wzthin our field mig?
P N M N

be owing to the probebility that few. communication researchers themselves have had -

extensive coursegonk in etMical issues in social science research. Detecting

-

potential ethical issues is in part an acquired skill that gradua%e training has

'+ perhaps not attempted to- develop in§an§'systqpatic fashion. <
N ! / . ‘
In sum, there are two ma:or schools of thought in the ethics of research: the

o

utilitarian and the deontoiogical (May, 1290)., Those in the former view ecxentific ‘

-

'knowledge as a "good," worthy of jnstifyinq a variety*of~means. The deontologist,

-

by contrast, stresses imperative principles of "right" and "wrong" as spplied to

-

means. For-whatever reasons, it would‘seem that_communicetion researchers are more

/ ’ -
‘allied with the utilitarian position than any other. . ‘,"

Nevertheless, knowledge being something that we value, it would be stranqe lf

¢

-~

wepforever ignored bhoth gathering 1nformation about, and refle:ting upon, our research
. . ! } . PR . -
~ practices as viewed from an ethical perspective. There are many empirical questions |,

that could be asked: To“whetAextent'are deceptive practices employed in our research,

Rl

n-ET% senses of the word "deception"? To what extent is research participation
- . / -
‘ voluntary or compulsory? What percentage of our research efforts have first been

submitted to review boards for their consideration? What types of proposed studies
have not been granted approval by suéh review boards? 'To what extent do we use

methods that could entail physical or psychologicai "harm"? Dorwe always‘debriet'

o

-

o
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our research participants? To what extent do we expresq/concern for minimizing

potential negative consequences of research participation? To what degree do we

presérve confidentiality of informatioh? To what extent do 'we, in our journals,

‘include explicit information pertinent to an assessment bf the ethical conduct of

our research? To what degree .are our. graduate studenés,educated in ethics in the

-
{

research context? -These and other questions we do not currently have empiricél

Y

answers to, and this oversight is in need of remedy if we are to be a self-informed,

-

self-reflecting discipline.
‘ L

T

In advance of the emplrlcal work requlred to answer such questions, I w1ll go

~ ahead and.offer my own tentatlvely—held view that wQ)are probably reratlvely healthy

LY

+

among the social sciences in the ethical treatment of. human beings inm our research

.
L}

enterprises. : ‘ I ¢
_ . .

: For ekample, in an investigation of four prominent psycholégy journals,
Ve .
Journal of Personality and Social Psycho}.egy,L Journal of Educatlonal Psy;hology,

Journal of Applied Behav1or Analysis,’and Behavzor Therapy, Mcwamara and Woods (19?7}

@ - '

found that an average .of less than.5 percent of the -over 1400 experiments surveyed‘

o,

. . ) T . » 4 . ’ N{‘ .
mentioned informed consent procediures; 3% less than 5 percent of the‘?ftlcles in

each of three of these journals mentioned any sort of effort to debrief. 1In all of

the studies employing methods "that involved physicad'g} mental discomfort, harm,

or danger," including faradic shock, serious failure experiences;.and threat to self

‘

and others, less than 5 percent of even these studies mentioned informed consent, and

-

98.9 percent contained no statement by the_reseérchers of intention to detect and
R ’ -( . £ . o . . .
minimize potential undesirable short~ or long-term consequences. This figure Becomes .

T

significant especiaily in the JPSP sample, where approximately 20 percent of all

articles entailed procedures that could coﬁceivably'precipitate "discomfort, -harm)
. ’ +

or danger" to mind and/br body. The authors add that while it mightvbé~commoniy

believed that when ethical ,safeguards are not mentioned in a published report they .
“ : ) .

are in fact carried out, there are little or no data upon which to base this



. . - ‘ . .
@ ‘ . - ‘ . - . ¢

N conclusion. They then conjecture that inadequate graduate trainingﬂfor'resechhérs
in the ethical‘espects of*re§éarch with humans might have resulted in their placing
a'Jow priority upon ethical considerations both in print and practice.

Do 20 percent of;the experiments in any’ of our communication journals use

methods that could be said, even by someone embracing a deontological outloock, to

e involve‘ph&sical cr'mental "diecomforé; harm ar danger“?‘ I think not. We havé .
nothing coﬁparable to :héfseries of bystander iﬂterﬁention s;udies thaﬁdseek to :\
£ind outﬁfo}‘instance;‘wheéher a simslated repe ;illfegcke creeter‘interventieh - A
‘depencfng upon whether the yeli of‘“Fire{" or the cryﬁfgelpe Rape!" or the biowinq'

f

;:f; a whistle is used (Beamon, 1980).

L

.

- I am also reminded of another intervention study, this one intended to clarify
N - ‘\. ' : . - '

o . the effects of previous participatdion in a'bystander intervention experiment and

»

subsequent helping behavior (Schwartz and Gottlieb, 1950). Nearly 100 persons who‘

had been in bystander intervention studies from 6 to 21 .months earlierrwexe again ‘
subjected to anjinterventidn situation. In the original studies "participants had -
. i ‘ : . - ) - &
“ watched a Violent attack on a male subject over closed-cxrcuxt TV while presum&bly

. - . '

engaged in a study of extrasensory perception,”. In the follow-up xnvestlgatlon,

. s

each partlclpant uporr leaV1ng an 1nterv1ew encountered a male confederate dlrectly
in. thelr path. Schwartz and Gottlzeb (p. 166) write that "He wore a neck brace and

crouched motlonless on the flobr clutching a bannister with one hand. He‘appeared

N

to have collepsed in pain'and'to be unable to rise, though thé precieE nature of his
' } \ ‘. ) . ) .. . .
. distress was unclear.” One of the findings of the study was that 64 percent of the

-

participants initiated confact with the victim. It was also found that subjects

’ d o . . 4 .
who_remembered having participated in an intervention experiment within the previous
6-10 months were less helpful than controls, though this effect was not found for

those in the‘ll-zl'month period.- What is more intereSting;than these\findings,J

.

however, is this statement.by the experimenters (p. 166): "We did not brief subjects

3 . , .« Is

-----
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immediately because we were concerned lest we cause them to feel that they were \

S

- . -

caught up in a web,of experimental deceptions in their everyday lives. We regret

s ’ a -

¢ ! 4 ‘ ' £ . :
this decision. now, wiewing it as less ethically agceptable than a full debriefing.
We succééded in locating 15 subjects by phone 12 or more months later” 15 other

- . 4

words, over B0 peré&nt of the participants were never debriefed. One could“clea;ly
charge_that "involuntary Selffknowledge".(Holdep,“IQ?Q) might have beén inflicted <

- .

. .
upon some of the 36 percent of the\persons who did not 1n1tiate contact with the - i

‘A
-
-

.
L

victim. One can also not help but be taken aback by, the expenment rationale
) it

for not initially debrleflng thexr subjects. The fact islﬂhat these persons were '

' e

caught up in a web cg_experxmental deceptzon§ " The most ironic element of all is; -.

, - that this study was d951gned to help prov1de good answers for critical colleagues .-

- and inquiring ethics commxtetees“ as to the behavioral effects o&involvement in-

Byétandqr intervention @ﬁperimentation, and includes the word "ethical" in its title.

~

By contrast, let us look at thetexperiment &hat apparedtly resulted (according

. ~

' to Greene ind Sparks, 1984) in the edltors of Communlcatxon Quarterly deciding to

adopt a formal pq}xcy statement that is now printed on the’ insxde front cover of

each ‘edition of CQ (and which reads, "Articles reporting on use of human subjects
..' - » ' , ﬂ ’ ' -~ * ‘ )

must give evidence that experiments were in compliance with ail requlations of the )
] .- X e “ ‘ S . .‘.m .

Department of Health and Human Services regarding voluntary participation, informed

a ~ ‘ ’ ! ' 1

consent, deception and debrieftpg. The editor reserves the right to regquest certifi-
cation of‘complianoe from authors¥). This study (Greene. and sparks} 1983) was

inténded to test the main hypothesis that degree of expevted success/failure in a

< !

communication situation will be :-predictor of communicator anxiety.  The participants-

.in " this study had'a}fingerﬁclip attached’ to the middle finger of one haﬁd for é.total
_ - ) . 1 b

“

of pbout six minutes, while‘expecting}to engage in either a debate.or a conversation
| .

with another partiqggant who would supposedly join them in a matter of; minutes, In

“Bctuality, no other participant would be conversing or~debating with these persons.

) , ] ] - ) ‘ , ’
The experimenters were instead interested in creating the anticipation of such an



.
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"event, to determine the impact of positive/negative outcome expectations on heart

~ » N

rate, and on a state measure of,anxiety. It was found; as one might‘predict, that
. s . . e ; - p
expected success was a predictor of state anxiety (though heart rate data were not

+

affectédhby‘expectation.of’suqcessﬂ and did not'support‘anféxpectation—based

-

hypothesis)}' // T C ‘ ' N

yﬂ The deception in this study seems to have been prlmarlly the mlslnformatlon'

glven to respondents as o what would happen next in the study. An inérease in

anxiety was dellberately apticipated by the experiﬁenters throuéh the use of this
) ]

Il

»misinformation. I think it speaks well for the discipline that one of- our major

"
~

journals would strongly react to such a minor and relatlvely innocuous deceptlon.

«
- ~

That this study was found to be questlonable on ethlcal grounds, and stlmulatxve

.

of a journal pollcy statement, says much about our relatively h;gh standards in

~ -

.

the treatment of researchvpaxticipants.

[

’

In social psychblogicél experiments, p§rticipants are routinely subjected to-

2 A »
£

such conditions as félseuGSR fegdbaék ﬁb manipulateJSﬁlpre;beptiom, false infor-

L

mationwthat one is losing in & competitive gaming situation, false information about
’ ‘ g-‘ > )

anothér's’negqtive attitude toward oneself, false information as to an emergency
crisis, and so on (Gerdes, 1979). 1In fact, a siqulé portion of the stﬁdies that
are considered classics in out sister social sciénces are the very studieéhthét could

be most questioned from ‘the standpoint of deceptive practices (Hessler and Galliher,

N

1983) . This seems not to be the case in speech communicatiop research.
N 3 . . . )

1f "deception" is defined as "éhe presence of misinforqation,? the occurrence
of decgpti&h in our studies is ﬁhdoubtédly\}bwer iﬁ.percentage than i%‘fdeception"
is defined ag ''the withholding of’inforﬁgtion.ﬂ 'Defineéliﬂ this latte: way, most
of our Quaﬁtitative reséaﬁch involvés "deception," since fewvresea;qhers divulge

their ggimér§ research questions or hypotheses to their research participants.

Using either meaning of the term "deception," my own preliminary view is that swe
L4 " ’
S ) ’ : N

¥,
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in‘speech commﬁnication do not appear to be perpetrating fraud upon the public,

dangérous.fabrications: Most of our research, instead, seems reasonably straight-

forward, involviog the s?atistical manipulation of participants’ responses to ;
paper~and-pencil measures rather than the manipulation of participants theméeives.o o
- . . . -» .

J . I hasten to add that this is of course one observer's ihformally-derived overall

4 impreSSion, and is not based upon a 'solid bady of research. While questions of

-

/.
: morals are not amenabfb to direct empirical inquiry, questions of research practice
, ¥ :
are, and investigation in this area is glaringly absent, And overdue. .
. | Researcher-Participant Relationship. Our "sin” in communication research is .’
o - . A s T ,
not one of commission as much as one of omission. The problem is not one of

-abusing subjects, but of not using ‘them enouéh; ‘It might be that although we are

~

not deceiving our research participants in major ways, we'ere too often deci ving.

ourselves by assuming we have obtained meximelly meaningful data. Neerly o decades
ago Sidhey Jourard (1968) spoke of. the neeé for "mutyal_disclosure" and\"reciprocal

dialogue" within the research environment, if the most meaningful, valid infotmatioq,

bl

{'s to be obtained. Although-the cdncept of'”diaioque" (JohanneeeQ 1971)\}&115

.solidly w:.thin our purview, it does not appear t.hat we We extenﬁ this, or related

,m\
-

-

concepts, into the relationship between researcher and researchee. We have not yet
- & -

¢

begun. to explore the possibility of a higher qualiﬁy communication relationship with

; u
- Ve / .
“

i oo | /
our researchvpartLCipaqts. . ; Y,

/
/
A *

;“ Ruth Anne Clark (19}9) has suggestee that‘ke‘not only collect easily codable
responses froﬁ our researcgparticipants, but that:we also gither supplementery date
that mightfnot always bhe systematicaiiy coded, but that clerifies reasons for, and _
meao;ﬁgs of, obtaihedvreeponses. ‘In the research on empathy development in children,

for instance, the literature is confused in part "because researchers have failed

to ask chiidren why they respoﬁd as they do." Could it not be said of the vast

.
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ma;orlty of our reseanch excursxons that we have fa;led ta ask our respondents why

" they respond as they do'J Even though in our undergraduate classrooms we teach the

-

A

notion that "meanings are in people, not in words,"‘we,neglect to implement our
. \ . o .

®

understanding of this basic,communlcation prinb{ple ﬁndmost'of our research. Ro
we akk our participants how they perceived our attempts at inquiry, how they

L]
- -

interpreted fand defined the sztuat:.on9 Do we ask them how they perceived us, the

P
s . .

researchers, and our intentions and manner? Do we ask them to comment on their

A <

‘ L] . o . . ‘ M ) J ‘ .
perceptions of our measurlng instruments? Do we, in short, foster two-way communi-

- - ~

cation dutingj0ur data collection, and during debriefing? My image is that even

s

though we are clearly aware of ‘the sﬁperio?lty af two-way vs.‘one;way communication
. - - ' . ',. ) ' . \ .

-~

in the creation of understanding, we behave in our research as if we had no ap-
> : : e :

.
r

preciation of this fact."Perhaps we need to practice that which we know tQ be

PR » 8

true and importanti Without this ap lzcatlon in the research settlnq, we violate
P

r s.u M
commum.cation theory ‘in our attempt tg build communlcatlon theory.

Julla Wood (1982) has recently noted ES’£ in order to best study communlcatlon

@
.q, s ay

in human relatlonships, not only ylll we need to’go beyond our relxance on college4

*

sophomores and lanoratory“eXPeriments, but we-will also‘have to more frequently~

-

draw upon free~response data, data that cannot be fit into imposed researcher-defined

- ;
AN . ~ <y

categories. Also, a series of ‘interviews over an extended time~frame should play a
larger part in our data acquisition methods, according to Wood. No longer can we

be content to snatch a“pass of data at a s1ngle p01nt in- tlme The secu;ing of

written descrlptlons or arratlves will also become ‘more common as our research

-

methodology evolves.. In sum, Wood (p. 82) concludes, “Thus, the sine qpa non for
' _

study of human relationships must be methods that respedt~the;symbolic,;Cognitive.

. .
-
~ . D -

ures imposed by actors to define and direct experience.”

. «

Goodall {1984) has claimed in his recent review of organigational cgmmunication

4 -
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% : : -

N ' : ’ o : e < ' a
‘4 - . . I“ ‘ . ._ - i e ‘ ! . . & L o . . ) ,
’~,personal feelinge of our squects," ,He says'that "o . . in the end we sacrifice

& . " :

Il
s

the meanxng of the forest for the uerlflable, QuAntlflable presence of the trees,“ .

- -~ A,

and that "Examlnlng 'the thing ltsélf' should be the, guldlng pr;nczple of a new
,&. .

' generatloﬁ of orgahizational communicatxon research and theo:y bu1ld1ng." .Goodall

RN e~ .
L) "

dnt;c;pateszphet,commun;cation reéea;ch might soon move away from the desire to .
o 4 : < - - D :

.cdmmand.&e;éhgnd toward the desire to understand it, and sees the evolution of
S A . * S - o : ' A
organizational research as moving toward studies focused on participants'’ meanings.
. ) ‘ . . K,- -~ ' - N
~, . N . Pl R . o 7 -~
Casmir (1984) has charged, that "a generation of scholars in human communication

. has been tedghf to be more concerned with handling correétly its instruments'and'

.méthods than with'experiencing the world we live in and the human beings living |
in it." He calls for a new paradigm in which we enter the study of communic on

. ) i . ll- : " 2 ) '_ ] )
as discoverers standing within the events studied, rather than pretending t¢ stand -

-

“~

.« r . . ~ -~

R osite” the event,'“cbjeétively",observing it from the outside., No one that I . ,
a‘ ) s . <
% ' | R
fhave read, however, has expressed thxs general posxtzon more compellingly than

William McGuire (1973) "All ‘too often the sclentific psycholoqlst is observzng

not mxnd or behavior but summed data and computer pr;ntout. .He_zs,thus a self—

13
»

1ncarcerated prxsoner in a-platonic cave, where he'hascplaced'hioself with his back ..

to the outside‘world, watching its shadows on the walls, There may be a time to

. | | . '_ =
watch shadows, but not to the exclusion of the real thing." Communication research,

- , . . : ¢ .

< .
‘too, has its idols of the cave,

- -~

It may bé that we have been too strongly influenced by the “machismo factor"

(\

(Barnard, 1973) in our communicatlon research, and have become what Sampson (1978)

‘hée called a "hard" scxence, mérked,by the,tradxt al positivxst paradlgm and a

male-dominatedtcognﬁtive style. The natural expansion, from this contraction, would
 be to a "softer" SCiencé,‘besed upon more relational research methodolog;es.

wDiana<Bauorind (1980) laments that many complek concepts have been treated‘gs
though they have been thorodghly explored by the trivial opefations with which they

. . . : - : § -
- .
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. ' have been Measured, ‘Baumrin& (p. 646) has“observed that~i£ the physical sciences’ |
".«‘ . . ? : -

remaxn as the prototype for the social sc1ences, "the methods can sxmply be. adopted

.

{vand humans .treated lzke other physical object§.' She notes how infrequently we- R
' ‘ . . ] . - . .-

- ask respondents to examlne their own experience, since their verbal reports are

. @ . : - - . N
‘ - : o - * [

thdught\to be irreleVant or ﬁnteliable,'or both. Baumrind contends that as females——ibk,

4. -~
»

begxn to assume positions of 1eadership as researchers, theoretlcxans, and journal

0

edxtors, we can expect Paradigm 2, or "soft" sczence, to ascend in amportance. This

{
paradlqm recognizes that when respondents perceptions and intentions are understood

e

thelr responses to our research taeks can be better understood. While thie line of . <

thlnkinguxs no doubt oversimplified dt Just might be ‘that there is truth to it, and

‘Y Sty - Al

that we wzll develop highar quality communication relationsh;ps with the people in

~

our studies in 1ncfaasing degree as ‘our cgmmunication science becomes more. developad

in ite "aofter” aspect.' It may be women . who bring this about, it may be men, it\
_doesn t mucn matter,' The important thing is that we do have a contribution to make

to the soczalrsczences in genaral in ways of ereating higher quality communication

-
Ly

) relatiOnshxps between researchers and their research participants.

« - I -

: White (1979) has gaid that ”If the haalth of ouyx Western science is: to be

+

maintained into the deeper future, we naed new kinds of communication between

-

'scientlsts and the rest of us, and communicatxcn in a rf?LQEOd " It may be that
if ;m are to gain maxxmally clear and valid data, and at thé same trme contribute '

to the future,security_and racognition of our communication'reaearch, we will need
- ’ ‘ , . / ‘ l . | s .
“to communicate'in a "new mood” with our participants. As,Jick-(lQ?B) notes,Jgraduate

¢

schoollng most often trains us to use one method pr anothex, as appropriate, ‘but not

to "trzangulate" effectively, to co‘bine a number of methods within the same inves-

“

tigation. The tezm "triangulation“;gomes from navigation; ghich uses multzple ..
. Y ‘ - B N t ‘ . . . -
reference points‘to locate the exact position of something; "It may be that we

could know the "exact positions” of our researcH participants even more fully than

is'currently the cade,

+

14 | o
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What if wo begﬁk-to recOngtrue3th§ role of the persons in our expéfiménts,
moré'often finding out what the_impl;catiogsggre oé elevating our"subjects" ﬁo
‘fthg status of opaitioipating co—fésearohers"? What if we begin to examine'such .
’oooentiql.concep£s as ﬁfesegréh ciimote}“ and “teséarchér'communication_effoctive¥

.ness"? In our-field "research climate" has ‘not receiVedﬁsufficient'attentiop as

e

N . . ¢

a‘variable in the knOwledgeegotherinq process, yet ﬁhiswclimate £s<posgibly a key S
element in what ‘communication researchers are allowed. to learn.. One area we have |

8 is the

. concept ‘of "resesarcher communication affec?iveness," in both source a

‘capacities. But vastly more important than just'studying such'variables,‘what‘
. Lt & . - - . - - e~

. ‘“nif we could learn how toloreate high-quality two-way communication conditioié

¥ thhln the researqﬁ'context? What if. we ‘became methodological traxlhlazers,

constructing usefsl models and methods for the establishment of a’ researcher—

partlcipant relationship that would lead to a posxtzve yield not’ only for com=

- -

mun;catlon theo;y,,but for the social scxences in general? I bel;eve that as a

dlSClpline we could make'substant;ax contributionswin this way, and secure some

e . ~ - - ( . . ' . . : b' . ‘
. ‘»

of the recoqpitioh*an&'respec; from othgr'disciplihes that we ﬁovo so long sought.

-

Our gxpertise -is human communication, and human communication is the foundation T

hich social science knowledge is based. - We have not yet lived up.to oums
' . T ‘ ‘ v ' . " o
capacity to contribute to the development of social science research methodology.
- R J ~ ' ' - ) " . » . -
The opportunity to do exqctly-thag'is upon us. The invention of new‘apgroaches

E% —

to the social science researcher/"subject" interface i needed, and our understanding

ey

of, and sensitivity to, human cdmmunication processes could serve us well in this
i . kd . P . - .. N ) .

. an +
- direction.

S




L " P . S o S B
" Low . C ' . ' ot “ . *
T - . ' ' ’ ‘—13n i o ." "'. ' P | ‘v
- ' ' z . . ' . - ’ i - .
h . - - ~ . . | 8
. | . LA o L
+ . - N v - i ~
hd A . . 1 .

Summary Recomméndations.; To draw together some of what'hasvbeen said so'

far, and to go a bit beycnd the follow&ng rechmendatxons are offeted-
BN ' .

1. First, more research is needeé on thh ethical practxcés of communlcatlon

v
~resea;chers. ‘Becker (1983)'has,asked'tbat as a discipline "we affirm

our commitment‘to-pré?antioﬁ.of an Orwellian '1984' in.this or'any_
other year." Even though at initial glance we apﬁear totbe'ethically

" respectable as a research discipline, it seems - unwise to assume this
N _»'__,S . . ‘ » ' . ] !

v in too uncriticai a manner.

2. We tend to

»
4

de§ report informatién iq'the "Procedures“ section of

Y

. o onr repordS that wculd‘allow for an assegsment of our ethical e _cerﬁs. _°
! More e icitngss”is-ih order,.. . .; o R _.;4"
| §; Those diséént%ng rgseafchers'who b‘lieye'that'ﬁg obexnfely upon
, deceptioqlsﬁculd beéhcouraged te ex§%es§ and de#eiop these views -
thraugh_some publip fgrui. : fl‘ | o “ ‘ | - r
- 4. A course iﬁtéhe ethics of SOciai gcien;o teséhrchfsgéﬁld5pexha§s‘be
._\;requiied'of all.aspirdng r;searqhers. Qne'cha§£er'in a:tégt §111  T
not sufficeT | | o
Lo . , £ o ' N «. ‘_' .
- ‘ 5. ,Hoqhheimgr {1983) has suggested an anpual panel‘op ethical problgms

-

encountered during the previoué year .in communication research.

6. Use of :he.term "gubjeéts“Asﬁould be used with decreasing ﬁrequenéy,
andAge?laced by a_term such as‘"ﬁa‘fiéiéants." ‘This éemaaéié change
should bejaccoméaﬁied'$Y’re¢9nstruiﬁg in new Wways "the rol§ cf‘the/”
participants in our research.

7. As g discipline it should 5ecomé one of.ouf priorities to develop
research méthodolqgies'thag egbédy-éoﬁnd communication principles

. & ,
(e.g., two-way communication), and that we can introduce to the social

’sciences in generél.l) | : .

.-
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. I;Q Ethical Responsibility to Sociefy R

Usually appeals fiom‘within our élscipiine to apply our communiCatibn,theorf

’ and reséarch to real-life prohlems are based upon the argument:that theory benefits
;from being tested in applled settinge, whxle practice 1n turn benefits from sound

theory (e. g., M;ller and. Sunnafrenk, 1984; Eedxe, 1982). ?It is possible,‘howeverﬂ
to make such an_ﬁppeal from ethical grounds of "rightness" and wrongness.“

Skolimcwski (1973) has obsexved that voluhe of sblentlfid‘ihformation does
_ ; not mean an increase in{;alue to-the human species. He chdrges the; "All knowledge
* . . . 5 -
. must serve the humen specxes end is only justified insofar as it a;ds the species
.,‘gggn signlflcant ways. Know&edge which does not aid the SpeCleS in the process of

L ~

‘tverall‘survival-and whxch does not contribute to the betterment of man is defective

: _ A _ )
' knowledge.“' Employzng these.criteria, to what extenﬁ is our knowledge of com-

munlcatzon "defecthe"? "Bevan (1980) says that after ”preachlng the qospel of
' sc}fnce . . . for thirty years ‘he has come to the conclusxon that a sociel .
,science which avoids ics'reeponéibility'to,provide practical benefits to soeiety

"is neither humane nor realistie." To what degree is oyr communication reéeerch”

~

“"humane"? Years ago Morton Deutsch (1951) espoused the view that‘“The social

v N

scientist has a responsibillty, not merely to further hxs own esthetic and intel-

‘Iectual pleasure in the course of research but also to contribute to the solution

~
-~

:ef'iqportant social problems." Are we in commuﬁiéatioﬁ*research.fuifglling such .
a responsibility? Do Qe eeidence "wisdom" (Eubanks, 1980) in‘our"utilization of
communication'research,‘meaniﬁé "the good (or pioeefy use of knowledge”? Are we
accepting 100 pereenp‘of”the responsibiiity (ﬁndersen, 1984).that‘is ou;s in the

_communication of our knowledge to promote human welfare? Have we yet realized how

€

"ou:5roles as researchers relate to our largér responsibilities as citizens (Bevan,

1976)? | I BN

-



© (1982) observes that the social sclencessnm a direct outgrowth of efforts to under -
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-
.

'5\ decede ago a national survey of graduate students and professor:/in academic

nsychology 1ndicated‘thet while oyver QO percent of the graduate students and 80

- - ’

percent of the faculty believed,that\scademic psychology should be concerneofyitn
. P ‘ ) . : . ) . . Y . . ! '
contemporary social problems, there was nearly unanimous agreement that academic

psychology was&in fact not%making a contribution'to the solution of such problens'
L ' ' ""'"“" - - : . :
A ‘ . . ) . , ) . . i . . Lt " ‘ -
(Lipsey, 1974). It was concluded that ?There was a rather striking gspibetween the _

'ought'<and‘the.’is' ‘e . If our communicetion reseerch reports were reted for
‘/ . N } . ~ : N

"usefulness" on seVen-point sc¢ales by people fec1nq‘communication-related challenges,
: : - / T
what percentage of our efforts would receive an eveluative raﬁinq above the midpoint?

P

Lee Theyer (1983), in a. recent scathing indictment of communication reseerchers,

L3 f

portrays us as being obsessed by concerns of career self-interest Qnd socialization i

e 3 . - .

into the "ecademic—research establishmopt.” Meanwhiie, our research is "trivial,”

I
-

"irrelevant,” and, at best, ”excessively-equivocol " Thayer {p. 83) asks: "Is

there a theory of something or othér that stands in- spite of repeated challengeS? g

Are those in the esteblishment eny closer to their 'scientific! goals than they

. ]
k - y]

were thirty years ago? Is there‘a‘clearer pictureiof exactly when and how we are’

going to 'errive'? Why is the path so seemingly endless? ’How,did it'happen.that

the means came to displace the'ends as the basis for ‘judgment. of va;ue? Would an
. ‘ . . )

oL
o

L )

'inventory' of findings today be more definitive, or merely lerger in size? Whetu

is the end of this ceaseless inquiry . . . for whom is this research relevant?”

15’1982 it was said that there were "stirrings of“unrest‘. ./ . within our.

\ of . o y , o
discipIine as to. the proper relation between theoria and praxis" (Gordon, 1982).

A4 -
‘ -

These stirrings have greatly increased since that time, and I*believe we can .

antzczpate an escalation of discontent and further ettempts at re-direction. Durnn

-

(3

, stand and .alleviate practical problems and that the social sciences were initially‘

more ‘practice~driven than knowledge-driven. Dunn laments that "We are therefore

18
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confronted by a paradox: THose véry sciences that owe their origins‘to'practice
rarely produce knowledge whicli‘enlarges our capdcity to improve that practice,"

-
~
.

‘It has been‘che}ged'that this is indeedvthe case in-our own field (Rochner, 1978;
oo 7 ‘ . . ‘ . ' hY . ' 3 .
» - Phillips, 1981). | S e

-

gulia wood (1984) hqs’recentlyrshared her impressions Sfter,surveyihg_the \

previous five years' worth of research 1nto small group communzcation processes., _7

A\J .
.
'She bemoans the absence of answers to such important guestions as these. "How can’
I get a group to move on to the next’ issue whe people have become embrolied 1n o
the. topzc?" "How can I encourage widespread involvement so that a handful~of L s 7{1

s

members don't wind Jdp running the whole show?" "How can I curtaxl dlscussion

ir without seeming authoritarien?“ WOod (PP 4~5) concludes that "Questions of thxs
type are probably more urgent to practic1ng groﬁp membeif than are querxes about

,tﬁe.relatlve merits of soc;al.deciszon schemes versus valence dastrcbut#ons;"- Is

rd

4
-

~ this neglecﬁ”"right"? _ . | - R : o

N

What a commentary it is that from the time systematlo desensitlzatlon was

bréﬁght from psychology 1ntc our fxeld as a means for reducing communlcsixcn
¢ [ ,

apprehensxon (McCroskey, 1972), a half dozen years passed before the flrst study ,pﬁ'

- .
» « : S

was done that measured the hehavioral effects resulting £rom the use of¢tnis
technlque 1n a university settlng (Goss, Thompson, and Olds, 1978) Even ﬁ&'théjg

s
-~ '
h R

present day we know little about this ox other methods of apprehension reductzon:

LI "s.

(Glasser, 1981) ' Yet we do.know (through others'’ research,~not'through Our own)’
that public communicatlon anxiety is the number one fear of the general public, v\*‘

" more highly feared than illness or even daath Is this neglect "right"? o .

-

Is it not rather ‘amazing that'until 1981 (Clevinger & Todd-~Mancillds, i981)
% o : ) . - ' ‘ ’ - .
we neglected to research somethiny as basic as a measure for the eva}uation of our

T3

communication coursework? Or -is it not hard to believe that we have almost ‘com~

T . : b. ’ ! : . “1 . .
pletely ignored the systematic study of;ﬁ*nderstanding,“ a concept central to our -

Q ‘ j ‘ b‘ | ' ”_159




-] - ) e .

oy

entire discipline (Cehn 1984; Gordon, 1983 b; Sillars, 1984)7 The best treatment
of thet gopic is still left to Mehrabian and Reed (1968) in psychology, neerly two
‘decades ago. Over a half dozen yeers ago Hecht (1978) noted that we hed neglected
tne‘study cf the measurement of‘“communicetion satisfaction,‘ and that‘"research_‘

of the most basic-rature is necesdary." Little has been done fn this key ared’ .

.

sincé* that time. "Empathy" has baep . idenfified in some studies ds the‘most crucia% ‘
' aspe®™t of coé;unication competence (e.g., Wiemann, 1977), yet what do we know about
, N X . - s .

how-to increase communicetors"gﬁpathic abilities and tendencies? Employment ‘-

~ -

'interviewnng ls a mejor communication event for most people, of extreme importance,
\y * - - .

“?ﬂ. yet very littie has been done in this erea by speech communication researchers
L P

(Goodall end Goodell, Jr., 1982). ' There hes been but a single investige;ion of‘

”

.5f‘o the effects of an intercultural communicetion workshop s effects on perticipents'
.communicetionfhehavior (Hemmer,‘l984)._ The entire field of communication educetion
has been under-studied, a situatioxn ';.xm: is almost diféicult to believe (Galvin
end Cooper, 1981) One could go on, but suffice it to say that we in communicetion ;‘
research too often appear to/heve an eversion to studying anything that might hqve
immediate practical implication. As Warren {1982) has put it, we may be'“too busx

o ¢ . i

making a science rather):nan‘discoveries." . :
Since its earliest days in America; academic science has been ruled'by the’
Cartesian model of science as set forth by Rene Descertes in his Discourse on .
‘Method. ?The seerch for truth,,in this model, is the thing‘(Bevan, 1980} . The dis-
semirfation of this knowledge outside of the acedemy is not a primary objective.
In facti “tHe public is most often an intrusion, better servxng as a patron than
‘aﬂythlng else. In the Beconien model of science,~on the other hangd, science is

Y N

bound by an altruietic commitment to human walfe:e. Beneficiel application is" what
gives science ite value, in thiS'model. ‘Science for science’s jsake is not enough.
Xidd s Seks (1980) note that in an attempt to become "scientificelly res-

pectable,” sociel psychology, in the:lQQO's, SO's,‘end'sofs, adopted the smell-ecele,

20
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hi§hLy‘contrived_labéra;cry ‘experiment: "Few, if any, of the findings produced

during this era were ggheralizable beyond the walls of the lab, and only a few

4 A - ~

were directly relevant.to the solution of pressing. social issves." In the late

-~

60's, in response to the tenor of the times," there was a split withih social

psychology, with some researchers moving'into.ﬁhe field,‘and‘othgrs retreating

even furthgr into the’laﬁofatory. In-ﬁodern,aress,-still the Cafteéian/EaConign;
polarity. épeethclge iééglf.becom;A;scientifically resp@ctable," identiiied with
the-Cartesian'Qing of social pgydhology, and als; moved further ;nto'the lab and
Mtoward theo;y~ﬁocused;;ather than préblem—fecused research. We wen£'on éo borrqg

from thisﬁwingtofsocéal p§ycholdgyjnea:ly gVery concept and theory welﬁave since
'resé;rched, ‘ every metﬁod wé‘have used.
fhgrg, asfheen ; maédr o@efsight on our pait, how;vgr. WNe have faile§ to
o also_bérrow frém the~g£;ﬁd:mastqr§ within social psyéhology wh& for the past
) . ~ ‘ - - :

fifseen or so years have been critiquing the increasingly obvious limitations of

the concerns and methods-tbere..-Some of the same social psychologists whose lines
of resedrch have most infused our own discipline afe among those who have more
recentlf spoken the loudest. 'The cast of characters that generated "the crisis

I

in social psychologyé reads like a Who's ﬁho.of soaial science'feseqrch: Gecgée

Millér, Irving Janis, glan‘Elms, Paul Secor&, KennethnGergen, Ch&ries‘&iesle?,'

Harry friandis,TMorton Deutsch, Ralph Rgsﬁow, Danigl Kétz,)Joseph Matarazzo, these
"arehipst a few df‘those who attemgted’éé re-orient social psychelogy into research

’,' Lo . N ) - ) . \ 4 g ; ¢ .
that will allow science's responsibility to society to be met wit) greater reqularity.

1

Most recently, WilliAm‘Bevan, iﬁ his 1982 APA presidential addres$ (Bevan,
1982), suggesﬁs-that psxchﬁlogy muét make "a gincere\mcral colunitment to issues

of transcendent national impoitance that fall within its sphere of competence."”

-

Bevan specifically mentions treatment of the aged, public education, erime, violence,

.

child health, and world peace. He ialls for'activation of the APA's newly created

/

® ' ' -
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National Institute of Psychological Policy Studies, and the development™of an
| . q‘. . R ) ¢ 4 s N o ..
agenda for action in the public policy arena. Bevan uses the metdphor of psychology
. 3 ‘ B ﬂ 3 "
as a house of many mansigns, and says ". . . our Survival as a social institution - .
~ A [} ) ) § . .
depends upon our occupying not only the room ¢talled basic science but the other

rooms as well. ' Most empﬁatically_I amiinsi5£ing that we must establish f our-

selves an effective qirc@latiqh pattern among the rooms and a collectiveilife'

within them." - Bevan {p. 1313% goes on to,say that fTﬁoéeeof,ﬁs who'hdve beee

Cartesian in owr view of psychology have hurt its progress not ‘because -we have
beenlihdifferent to questions of applicetion but'because we have ectively'die-

’

‘couraged consideratien ef such\questions on the ground that we weuld compromise

\, -
‘e

“the purity of our science. The Cartesian attitude in this day and age is a_“

romantic self-indulgence that can doom us." ; mgst#alsc quote Bevan-s ccncIuding

N

words (p. 1320-21). ”I have now come full circle. The critical unresolved

question of the world in which we live is still whether its inhabitants can control

a

théir own destiny - prevent a nuclear war; pfeserve peacé'on a significantvscale;
~ -

master the ecowgmy; achieve economic and social justice: conserve scarce ?atural
resources; cope with globel ovg;population; congquer. famine and disease; in short,
prese;ve and improve Fhe quality of eur liqesrtogether. No one can aﬁswer such a
question with cenfidence, but.cf one‘thing we can be éeftaie. It'is too importenﬁ,
a matter to the politiCians, to the busxness community and to the generals."
/ .

It is my belief that in our own discipline, the study of human communication,.

‘as many of us as possible need te vigorously dedicate ourselves to the discovery

g
- of effectivg ethical communication\principles tha:\will encourage and allow the

human family to communicete within itself in a productive fashion. To distance
ourselves'from being of more direct service to humankind is to abuse the power that
lies at the heart of our central subject matter. £ach of us is fascinated by a

complex and compelling subject matter to which we are drawn with force. Yet the

human mind is endlessly inquiSitive, and will alway. find new aspects with which

: | - | 22,.’"‘
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to become absorbed,. regardless of the extrinsic importance of. thie involvement.
) - S~
what if, in the same way thdﬁ’we have been critlcal of agtlon thhout theory, we

’

became 1ncreasingly critical of theory that lacks dlrect action potentxal° What ‘
if we began to more stridently ch511enge self«perpetuatzng knovledge-bu;ldfng that
.'leads nowhere outsxde itself? ,What if the sat;sfactxcn of emplqyment needs

(retentlon, tenure, promptlon) and personal recognltlon needs were vxewed as

’ " o - ~
. ’ : . e I
scant justifzcatxdh for research undertakings? . S

.

“the Suggeetion here Ys not that every piece cf research should ha{re“ﬁramaticS

- . [\ ' -
practical implications (Weick 1984). We do'need ‘however, to encourage ad‘.g

)

rexnforce-ourselves -and others who sexze research toplcs that bear dlrectly upon

L 2

-

‘ practxcal problems'and needs. We need fresh, creatlve vision {Gordon,’ 1985) .

:In our graduate schooling we are not taught how to be problem-finders and problem~ &

[

solvers. Instead we are taught how to hg hypothesis testers. Solving problems

has been derogated as less dignzfled, less scholarly than a,pursuit of "purer“

1
A -

knowledge.A fet tg "external truaths" that the "purer" social scientxst seeks to e

i

his

dlscover arefbexng increasingly seen as not so eternal after 511 (Koch, 1981;

L]

Cronbach, lé?é). The half-life of empirical propositions shortens in preportion

to the cpennesé of the systems studied. o ' ‘ \‘. ¢

-

When I was an undergraduate I was‘introduced to two questions that I was told

-
-

“are the mark of an educated person: the first is "“What do you mean?’ and the second

-

;s "How do yocu hnow?“' There is a third questlon I have since dlscovered that is
also rmportent: "So What?" Wwhat if rhis latter,question, "So What?"‘became the
._guidinchuestion behind our research’efforts?‘ Aside from the,worth of the research
| to its producer, and to other researchers 1nterested 1nvthe same 11ne of research, -

"S80 What?” There is a dlfference between knowledge‘and useful knowledge. An ]
A . * - . 4

appiicable communication theory is needed. Xnowledge-building that moves without’

L3

application is moving eff-ccurse. We can no longer afford to only search for "The

i , .
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* Truth.” What we need is a "useful truth," a truth that makes a,difference, a
fruth that ‘helps us selve a problem. L . -

My own belief is that we in speech communlqation have tremedous potentxal to

S .

be of value in today s world Our ama d brainpower, if directed toward real—life

]

concerns, could make substantial impact. We need‘only recognize‘onr potential‘
, greatness, and'theﬁ extend itVthrough our actions. The world is in troubléd times. .

I am hot Foing to ‘cite-gxamples that would dramatize this point--a look at the

S

daily newspaper or the.eyéning news is enough .to do that,- I believe that we can .

. "~ be of service to our fellow humanity in needed, significant, and beneficial ways .

' We do noﬁ}have;to fiddle as the world continually engages in conflictual rélgtioﬁs

with"itself. We can bring our intellects, our visions, our hope, our theories," -

our methcds to the task of making thls'world B place in which we. and our children

and their chlldren can evolve into more harmonious relations. We can help bring

this about. We need settle for nothzng less.f We have greatness at our cote.',We
have taken as part of our “"stated mission of the SCA . . . the applica@icn‘of the
L artistic, humanistig, apd’ sc1¢ntific principles of communicatiqn ' L7t us carry ,

L,
f ocut this mission as never before. We are needed as never before. Let us get on

with the work that will bring us into our finest selves. Le€ us inspire'curselveS‘
and one another\to makeJa difference to humanxty. This is th our, dxsc;pline4can
achieve’ maturlty, honor, wisdom.‘ It is within our capacity to master the art of ;
‘turniﬁg Lhéory into prac;ice. 'fﬁe’time is right--it is in the‘;ir-~let 's go for it.
But first, if we are not to bg rushin%ufo;th glindly, we‘need to look back )
and reflect. We need éo bring crdgrhout‘of the.chaos_that i; our field. iThis

-sprawling realm of activity needs to he biéught into greater coherence. We have

to understand where we have been, an& where we are. .¢nly then can we be sure that

+ where we are going is an important place to be going We have not‘ done enough of

.

-thls Meta-analyses (Rcsenthal, 1983) and intdgrative researcly ews (Cooper, 1982)
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and state-of-~the-art summaries are lacking in“our'field to a grea%er extept than - ‘
should be the case (Becker, 1980). We need to he regihded of what we. already know, ;

- -
. - . “

and, -equally important, what the implicatioﬁs are for practice; As Rosenthal

) hY : ‘ ’ “ €
(1983) has said, we are better at calling for further research than knowxng what
» L]

we already know, and as Varella (1977) has sald, we, already know more than we have

used intelligently. - - q g
I - ‘ ' PR
Secondly, while much attention has beefh paid to developing standards for

a _evaruating rigor in quantitative research, little attention has been paidhto devising‘

.
- ® N - . +
o . - .
- ‘ - A

- ' |

standards for asseifing relebance.' Thomas and Tymon (1982) have articulated five

‘criteria for judging the usefulness of research within the .area of organizational
. \ R e ¥ . . ) . '_

Al
-

- behavior: descriptive relevance, goal relevance, opqutiongl validity, nonvaioﬁﬁﬁéss \

and timeliness. Within”our.cﬁn disciplinge we will soon néed to develop ér§teria'

for the assessment of research relevance (e.g., Cusella, 1984). Then, we will need
' to conduct research that meets. these . criteria a reasonable amouﬁt‘of_thé tSUQ,ﬁ

~

As Jean Houston (1979) has observed, the human species might mot survive if '

humans continue to retain, their lethal habits of consumption, aggrandizeméﬁt and

’
-

manipulation: "It is time to educate ourselves to the web of kKinship and fellow .

feeling necessary on this endhngetedtﬁlanet -~ to awaken. all those_dormhng potentials -

¢

that were not necessary to man in his role as conqueror of nature and*other people.

¢

We éregéhallenged, as never before, to achieve a new humanity and a new way of

nurturing the species in harmony with nature and each other." Equally eloquent is

- . .

Stagner's (1956) comment that is exponentially truer today than when. it was uttered
thirty years ago: "The physical sciences have now ‘achieved such success that it

is now possible for all men to die together. Relatively‘little is being done to
. - i T v ' ’ i ¢
make it possible for them to live together.”

-

)

'Thousandsaof research inquiries that bear directly on the human. communication

process have now been completed, so it would seem fair to ask: What do we know now’

r
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that we did Aot know earlier that will allcw us
national, and international problems all around

. )

_challenges facingiuS'as the inhabitants®of late

we know, and need tonyot“learn,'that will be of

L4

beinglcf,humanity? This is a question that the

What does our commuhioation theory and research

to help solve some of the local,

A}

us that are crying-out feor solutions?

.
¢

have to offer in response to the

- - -

fwentieth-century_earth? _What do

use for the sustainment and well-

conscientiou%.within bur-field\

must soon ask themselves if our fxnite supply of" humon energy*is to be most

J

effxcacxousﬂy and ethically expended Oux potentlal is great?.should we choose

-

to fully use it. IR .

-

Reoommendationsl Here are a few thoughts as’ to what we in communication .

1. We need to enoouraqe and-reinforce efforts to summarize and synthesize the

-~

L 3

.

existing §nowledge”in our #ield, and articulate ekplicitly €he practical

implications of that kﬁow;edée.

P4

2. We need to overview our various approaches to our resea¥ch within the various

specializations within the discipline, S0 we posseés~a more or&aréd view of

what we do, and where we might go ‘from here in terms of topics and methodologies

" (e.g., Ayres, 1984)

[ 3 -

- .

3. We need .to encourage our researchers to add one more section to their reports

in addition to the traditional "Results" and "Piscussion” sections.

]

" could do to more directly move toward carrying out our responsxbility to society.

This

‘section would identify‘the "Practical Implications” of the findings cobtained

(e.g., Richmond, Wagner, and McCroskey, 1983).

4. We need to author introductory speech communication textbooks that dirdctly

s

draw upon the research of our field, and.that transform findings into insights

~



@

7.

\:'8.

-’

9.

§

) N -
),\"

p;tentially leading to behevior change. This has been done in socral peychology
“{€.G., Hamechek, 1982: Aronson, 1984; Rubzn, 19?3; Wheeler, 1978), and we

‘shoula be able to achleve this elso.

A A .
i ~ PR

e ' . : S _ -

We need to develop standatds of - relevance by which to assess our reseéarch .
e o . | ' o Y o ‘
efforts (e g., Cueella, 1984). - Lo et

. .
! . £
L A ' ’ Y .

6. What if we fecused on specific existing real-lee groblems and did literature

) . ,

4

searches to find out whet we alreedy know that might bear on these sgecific'
giVen probiems? Yates end Aronson‘p1983y, for e&ample, recently surveyed the h“,

_social psyohology literature to xdentrfy those findings that have 1mplzcation

).,r
for decreasing our naﬁionaL«conSumption of energy resources.

. o7 -t X . ) N
~mf“/ e o . - _— . - . #

What 1f a certein portion of a journal's artrcle spaéeewere to be reserved

AL
for studxes that héﬁ clear implication for praotmce, for application (e 9. the
' : ’fu,"n‘ . ) o -

American Psycholcggg__seetion "Psychology 1n“Action )? . S
PP . ‘if' ' C ~ .

Nt

‘o .

What if inetead of an article summarizing a single etudy, it overviewed e- ..
: - ‘ - y ‘
serzes of studies done by the author and coclleaques, each study designed to

‘exceed the llmitations of (and to reepond to the questions raised by) the

previous studies? If this were to ‘be encouraged, quantity of publication
, would need to become lese rmportant ‘than judging a researcher 5 longer-term

LS . A :

programmetzc commitment to useful discovery.

‘Related to #7, what if‘each reseercher‘s career adrancement within a university

- .
were dependent not on absolute number of publications, but on the qualxty and

relevance of a certain fixed number of that researcher s output (Wachtel 1980)?

-

- .What if each reseercher were to submit only two or three pepers every two,years

- to the committees eValuating hig or her oontribution, and what -if the quality

and releyance of these fey papers became one sdvencement'criterion? I& has been

-

-
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11.

12.

14.

‘ What else ggn we do to direct our focus to constructive tarqet are\s?

.

What lf gregter training in graduate school were given 1n problem dxscovery,

. approaches within singla studies (Jick, 1979)2

T S

£ S - 0T .-

said that‘juagménts op the basis of frequency of éuSLica;ion is like trying to

¢ q ' . . ) -

* judge a parent on the basis of how man§ childréﬂ!fhe parent has.

e

. -

©

,problem-fxnding (Dillon, 1982)? What if instead of seaxchxng for a nock or ‘A

cranny~between,piece3'oﬁ/éxistang regggrch,,crea;ivity,in discoVerxng intetesting o

geal-life problems was.fostered? e o o ¢

-

- ~

‘What‘iﬁ‘our’gspir;ngvyoung‘reséarohe:s‘wefe also trained~in hﬁlti-mqthod

~

. /A

)

..What if opur graduate students wore-encouraged to take coursework in public_\ o

' policy, or what if we at loaat held wor&shops in how conmunication profalsionall o

can affoct policy decisions in various public arenas? !o t‘fﬁ' <

EM
s

,/.’" : . : -
" ‘.

Y ers, and let tham know what wa in

tht if we held seminars for science.
. q«

communication study, and how, and some of what we have found, and where we are

going (McCall and Stockinq, 1982)7 S I

-
.

-

ﬁhat if we oouqht and distribﬁtod udeful information on how to prépare prlss

releases and giVe interviawl to. members of th& media, and how to xnterface with

-~

the public in useful ways (McCall and Stocking, 1982)?

[ T o - .
. . - ) ) . B PR -

wnat lf we developed "Action Plans“ for dealing with national and,wor1d~rolevant

~ issues within the .SCR, in the way'that psychology is increasingly doing (Fishman ‘

and Neigher, 1982; Helmreich, 1983r? Our support, for inntancg, of thé National

Peace Academy is possibly one of our most constructivo actions as a discipline., ;

o

, . . : . N TR . . ; L .

. PR

el iherefié ﬁuch toebé‘done. There'isino doubt‘th&t‘wéﬂoan‘do‘it;ﬁiﬁuwo cﬁoosd;to,‘

. 7
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