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* LISTENING BEHAVIOR IN COORIENTATIONAL STATES

ABSTRACT -

Unllke restrlctlvely "psychologlcal" explanatlons of selectivity in

- :communlcatlon the Stamm-Pearce process model of coorientation descrlbes'

~ - both 1ntrapersonal (1nformat10nal) and 1nterpersona1 {social) relatlonshlpst

Previous studles have demonstrated that sub;ects in various coorlentatlonal'

- states glve and Seek'lnformatlon dlfferently This study tested the hypothesis

'that 51m11ar dlfferences would occur. in llstenlng behavior, 11? subjeots read

-.4 synopses of legal cases and compared verdicts. with those rendered by the

Judge Coorlentatlon states were induced by creatlng expectatlons of agreee
.rment or dlsagreement w1th the Judge s verdlct then provldlng a confirm1ng or
'drsconflrmlng dlser;mlnatlon of those expectatlons 1lsten1ng behavior was
‘neasuredlhy'esking sﬁbjects to identify whether a series of five statements
_were or were not dncluded'in an audio taned'playback of the judge's rationele-
for his dec1510n.; Partly supporting the.hypothesis subjects.in the state of

' epredlcted agreement conflrmed listened significantly more poorly than those 1n'
"the other coor1entat10na1 states. Impllcatlons of this flndlng fbr an _under-':

f.standlngqu coorlentatlon and.commnnication are discussed.
LISTENING BEHAVIOR IN COORIENTATIONAL STATES

Select1v1ty 1s.one of the best documented but most- poorly understood
1phen0mena_;n communlcetlon (Freedman and’ Sears, 1965). Ample ev1dence attests
_the oocurence of Selectivity both in the message-making and messegejlnterpretlng
':phases of communication: individuals do not address.an equal number of:messages
to equally acce551b1e persons, nor do they expose themselves or attend equally

to messeges equally avellable to them, Attempts to explaln select1v1ty, however,




_have been unsatisfactory.
'Freedman'and Sears (1965) concluded with a "paradox": individuals are‘

J_disproportionately exposed to "supportlve" rather than ”non-supportive" in-

o formation but. there is no ev1dence that they "prefer" or "seek" supportive

'-_and/or ”av01d“ non-supportive information. On this basis, they suggested that

~ future research abandon ”questions dealing primarily with the selective ex-

}posure hypothe51s" in favor of those dealing w1th voluntary exposure and modes
_-of coping with persua51ve messages
| The hypotheses to which Freedman and Sears referred however were
psychological“ 1n the most restrlctive meaning of the term They described
'dlnd1V1duals as 1f they were 1solated from several contexts and focused on
lilntrapersonal relations between cognitions and 1nformat10n An alternatlve
conceptual approach to selectivity focuses on social relationships. _Newcomb
:(1953) proposed that communication be studied as a function of the simuitaneous
rlentation of communicators toward mutually relevant objects in the env1ron~-
'Wment and toward each other. Newcomb s paradigm has been adapted in a number of
:ways (McLeod, 1971), including the StammePearce process nodel of coorientation.
. (Stamm and Pearce, 1971; Pearce and Stamm, 1973). - | |
‘The Stamm-Pearce coorientational model assumes the perspective of a
‘oart1c1pant in communicatlon and describes the Ju%%p051tion of two cognitions
_'The first cognition is the communicator s expectation of agreement or disagree—
o ment w1th the other about a mutually relevant tOplC.: The second cognltion 1s
.the communicator S discrimination of whether this expectatlon was correct or
fincorrect. The model 1dent1f1es four states predicted agreement confirmed
-hi(PAC)} predicted agreement disconflrmed (PAD) ; predicted disagreement_confirmed
| “‘;(PDéj;‘ and predlcted disagreement disconfirmed (PDD) . o

The theoretlc prdnciple underlying this model derives directly from
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rNewcomb;tbcommunication behavior is understood to vary as a function of both
intrapersonal balance (a'preference for information which confirms expectations)
and intéIperSonal balance.(a preference for symmetrical interpersonal relation-

:ships). bBach_offthe coorientational states may be interpretated in terms of
'_inter- and intra- personal balan¢e and communication behavior by'sobjects in

. dlfferent coor1entat10nal states is expected to be dlfferent

— Recent studles (Stamm and Pearce 1971 Pearce and Stamm, 1973) have shown

- 'that message-mak1ng does 1n fact differ among. subJects who are in different

-jcoorlentatlonal states. These studies have not, however, explored dlfferences

-b'ln subjects' message rece1V1ng behav1or Weaver's (1972) analysis of listening
idemonstrates that message receptlon is not a pa551ve affalr dependent solely on
“the phy51ca1 proximity of an audltory stimulus and an unobstructed ear. Rather,
listening depends on a variety of motivational and attentional factors. It is

reasonable to assume that listening behavior, Jike message-making, will vary as

a function of coorientationai states. |

This study tested the hipothesis-that listening behavior would differ bet-

. ween subjects in the four coorientational states. The predicted direction of

":T;flrmed (PAC), and both 1nterpersonal and 1ntrapersona1 1mbalance occur in pre-

"_ ffbe greatest between PAC and PAD w1th PDC and PDD somewhere between these extremes. i

-dlfferences wa's based on an analysis of the meaning of each coorlentatlonal state,

Both 1nterpersona1 and 1ntrapersona1 balance occur in predlcted agreement con-

_'dlcted agreement dlsconflrmed (PAC). The other coorientational states combine one

.form of balance'and one of'1mbalance. Predicted disagreement confirmed (PDC) is

_ blntrapersonally balanced (the person is not surprlsed by his’ dlscrlmlnatlon) but
1nterpersona11y 1mba1anced (they do. not agree). Predicted d1sagreement dlsconflrmed
"~(PDD) is 1ntrapersona11y 1mbalanced (the person is surprlsed by hls dlscrlmlnatlon),

-but 1nterpersona11y balanced (they agree) Differences in Ilstenlng behav1or should



PROCEDURE

Subjects ﬁeieiil7 students iﬁ Introduction to Public Speaking_ceurses

'itat the University of“Nerth Dakota during the Spiing semester; 1973;. Sixty-
Eeae_ﬁen,and_fifty-sixiwomen were included. | |

| -Coorieﬁtatienal states were induced between.each'Sueject.and the judge

.diof four 1egal cases _ The procedure used to create ‘the coorlentatlonal states

.‘“was 51m11ar to ‘Stamm and Pearce's (1971): 1) subjects read a synep51s'ef the |
eargumente\presented in each case and recorded the verdict they tﬁqughtawas_best;

'.]2):they iedicated ﬁhethef they eipected tHe judge toragreefor disagree[with
‘tﬁeif-tefdictfiand 3) an audioftaped recorded meesage was played. Thisrrecord-
"ing, whichTreaiistically purported'to'be the‘judge!e voiee; clearly anaounced

his dec151on ( in each case, the potential decisions were dlchotomous) and

":'summarlzed his reasonlng After a brlef 1nterval durlng whlch subjects wrote

a summary: of the ratlonale for thelr own verdlct they were asked a serles of -

| questlons about the Judge S statement,

'Listening'behavior was measufed'by.subject's ability'to.identify correctly
::whether each of the flve 1tems of 1nfbrmat10n was or was not’ 1nc1uded in the
Judge [ statement Subjects who 1dent1f1ed more of these statements correctly
'were sald to have llstened better The maximum posszble score for each item
”gwas 5; the_mlnlmum score, 0. |

"Thevcases used in the study were selected on the'basis of a pretest Twelve

-ld"You Be The Judge" features were. taken from The Saturday Evenlng Post and given

~ to 42 students in beglnnlng speech and English courses. The four cases used dur~ .

'1ng ‘the data—collectlng phase of the study were those most closely approx1mat1ng
these cr;terla. subJects -verdlcts were equally split between the alternatlves

‘and half of the,suhjects predicted that the actual judge in the case would dis-

"e'agree with them | These characterlstlcs ‘made it probable that the four coor1ent~

ﬁ'.fjatlonal states would occur w1th about equal frequency
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: A recurring problem in coorientation research is that of determining
whether subjects have a realistic basis-for predictihg either agreement or
_dlsagreement with the other 'In.this study, three trials were run before
_Zdata was collected. These preparatory trials simply consisted of the subjects.

peomparing'their verdicts with those. rendered by the Judge.
-RESULTS

”The.hyPothesis tested in this study predicted that subjects‘in varioos
pcoorientatioaai states would lieten differentiy. Because Weaver (1972) des-
'cribedzrdifferent listeniog_style-used_by men and women, responses'to the

4 llstenlng questlonnalre were analyzed in a 4 x 2 matrlx, with the four co-
'”_orlentatlonal states as one factor and the sex of the respondents as the
* other. There was no significant main or 1nteract10n-effect_for sex (F= 1.4;
pF {flf).JHOWever, there was a significant difference (F=7.5, df= 3, p £ .01)
“in llstenlng behavior between coorlentatlonal stateés. A Sheffe test of the
_51gn1f1cance of dlfferences between individual means was employed Subjects in -
}the state of predlcted agreement confirmed (PAC) 115tened 31gn1f1cant1y more

'*'poorly than those in any other state.
DISCUSSION

One form of select1v1ty, listening behavlor was studled in ‘the context"
'“:fof the process moder of coorlentatlon The reSults 1ndlcate that the Juxta—

'\posztlon of an expectatlon about agreement with another person and a d15cr1m1- ”

o fnatlon elther confirmlng or dlsconfirmlng that expectatlon does affect listen-

f.1ng behav1or Thls findlng lends support to an 1nterpretat10n of coorlentatlonalitgji

: "states as antecedent COﬂdlthﬂS of different types of communlcatlon behav1ors.'

The fact that llstenlng behavror in only one coor1entat10na1 state (PAC)
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h dlffered from that rn the others, however, has 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns.fbr the
theoret1ca1 basis of this approach. The process model dlfferentlates two

::forms of interpersonal balance (PAC and PDD) on the basis of whether they are

: Entrapersonally balanced and two forms of _ﬂtrgpersonal balance (PAC and PDC) on
”:the basis of whether they are Enterpersonally balanced.- In this study, the state

iWthh was balanced both 1nterpersona11y and intrapersonally (PAC) dlffered from

. 'Tjall others. We had orlglnally expected the state which was 1mba1anced both

i 1nterpersonally and 1ntrapersonally (PAD) to differ from PAC more than either

- PDC or‘PDD The fact that 1t did not may be explalned by postulatlng a "ce111ng"

= effect on the llstenlng questlonnalre (average scores in these three- -conditions

d ‘exceeded 4.0 out of a possible 5.0) or by a yet unexplored relatlonshlp between |
7dthese two-types of,balance. Several questions are suggested.c Do sub;ects per-.
- ceive aldifference between disagreement (whether'surprising or not) and a sure
-'prlslng d15cr1m1nat10n (whether they and another agree OT not)? Are 1nterpersonalr
-_iand 1ntrapersona1 imbalance discreet or addltlve (that is, is PAD really more '
1mba1anced that PDC or PDD)? Does the 51gn1f1cance of 1nterpersona1 or intra-
;;personal imbalance depend on aspects of the social context of the relat1onsh1p9
The answer to the last question is likely to be afflrmatlve, parallellng
'flndlngs about message maklng in coorlentatlonal states (see Pearce and Stamm, :
'::1973) For example 1n the context of predlcted dlsagreement 1lsten1ng is
.'probably affected by the 1mportance the subjects attach to mutualness in thelr |
e or1entat10ns toward‘the toplc and dlsconflrmatlon is most 11ke1y to alter llsteneiis'
ing behav1or when subgects are hlghly confident of their predlctlons and have o
based much of their behavior on that predlctlon. Subsequent research about .
llstenlng behav1or should attenmt to control subjects' understandlng ‘of therh\

' ”soc1al context in wh1ch the speaker addresses messages to them.
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':'Fiﬁelly, ﬁhere is an inﬁeresting parallel between listening behavior

_ and speaking in coorientational stafes;- subjects in the fully balenced state,
':‘PAc; do less speaking and poorer 1isteniﬁg than those in other, imbalaneed
': states. In light of Bruneau s (1973) analysis of the functions of 511ences,
 two types of conceptuallzlng r&-posszble in an attempt to account for these
7.'patterns of communlcatlon behav1or. One consists of_an elaboration of balance
::theorleS—,and would explaln COmmunlcation behaviors in terms of Pfeferences
for 1nterpersonal symmetry and intrapersonal con51stency Although eﬁch an
'f'approach is not precluded by the data, these concepts do not appear very power-.
“ful. The alternatlve is to con51derrthe'function for the communicator of

- various fypes'ef behavior in each coorientational state;' For example the
";absence of a message by a person in PAC, or the relatlve inattention to
-messages comlng from the other, may have a positive social function (see
Bruneau 1973 28 36) rather than Just belng the absence of communicative

_ behav1or; Thls-form of conceptualizing seems promising because jamemgeetires

it has the potential to explaln why communication behav1or in partlcular

-.coorlentatlonal states dlffers in various SOClal contexts
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