97965

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.

Dialogue as a Mode of Health Communication

in & Correctional Facility

Dr. Keith E. Nielsen
Speech Communication Department
talifornia Polytechnic State University
gan Luis Obispo, California 93407
Phone: (805) 546-2585

International Communication Association -

April 23-26, 1975 NCIRS

Chicago, Illinois

MAY 10 1878

ACQUISITIONS

R N R SRR

[

T

SN
DR 22

B SN

R T TR T T




Abstract

Historically the study of health communication has been
confined primarily to the field of medicine. Recently, however,
it has increased in imporitance in other arezs of human communication.
Exploring 2 new approach to health communication is the purpose
of this paper. Specifically, the thrust of this investigation
is the use of dialogue as a mode of health communication in a
correctional facility. In this regard, three geﬁerél areas were
examined: the components of the concept of dialogue, the nature
of monologue as viewed by the advocates of dialogue, and some
agpects concerning dialogue as a means of hea]lth communication

in a8 correctional situation.



The persistent juvenile offenders in our society are the
subject of much discussion among professionals in law enforcement
agencies, probation departments, juvenile courts @nd 1lsymen
inﬁerested in their rehabilitation. Historieally, the standard
approach to ;these offenders is incarceraticn in 8 correctional
facility, with attendant means of counseling, educational
endeavors, and correctional incentives 8nd/or deter ents in
their rehabilitation process. However well intended these
measures are, they have not really created a realistically viable
process in which the inmates and the correctional personnel could
devise a more open state of information exchange for a clearer
understanding of the humanAcommunication needs unique to the
corcectional situation.

Consequently, recidivism is a persistent problem. Annually
the California Department of Corrections reports ﬁhat¥the rate
of released inmetes to socicty returning to correctional facilities
is greater than the rate of those released inmates who remain
in society on a permanent basis. This is true of juvenile
cffenders also. |

In attempting to mediate this problem, one correctional
facility (a2 schonl for juvenile offenders) decided to approach
it primarily from the standpoint of inmates® needs and expectations
necessary to their adjugtment to societal functions, rather
than their adjustment to correctional divectives. DBagically
the correctional personnel agcertained that a new approach was
needed in communicating with their Jjuvenile offenders. They
felt that the correctionsal directives approach had a somewhat

gtifling effect on the inmates® behavioralism, @s well as the
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correctional personnels' behavioralism., Both were in conflicting
situations. Neither completely understocd each others® concept
of expected human behavior in a correctional gituation. The
inmates generally had a societal functionalism viewpoint; the
correctional personnel generally had an institutional functionalism
viewpoint. Therefore a degree of distrust @rose in which all
concerned had a rather distéfted view of each others! perception
of themselves. Sometimes this created an unhgdlthy situation
of com.uunication withdrawal, especially by the inmates.

Hopefuliy to generate a greater degree of trust between
all concefned, dialogue was selected on an experimental basis
as a8 possible means to create a more‘positive attifude of
mutual understsnding and communication involvements .The
impact of this approach in establishing such an att;tude between
the inmates and the eorrectional staff is the focus of this
papers, In this regard, three general freas will be examineds
(1) the components of the concept of dialcgue; (2) the nature
of monologue as viewed by the advocates of dialegue; and (3)
gome aspects concerning dialogue as a mecans of health communication
in a correctional situation.

The central elements of dialogic communication are treated
by various scholarg under such labels ag authentic communication,
conversation, therapeutic communication, nondirective therspy,
presences participation, existential communication, encounter,
supportive climate, helping relationship, and loving relationship.
Among contemporary existentialist pﬁilosophers, Iartin Buber (1)
igs the priamary one who places the concept of dialogue at the
cennter of his idea of human communication and existence. Two

other existentialists who belleve dialogue is essential to <:v
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our understanding of people are Karl Jaspers (5) and Gabriel
Fercel (6), and the principle of dialogue appears in the
writings of Carl Rogers (8) and Eric Fromm.(3)

One basic view arises from these scholars writingc, Dialogue
seems to represent nore of a communication attitude, principle,
or orientation, than a specific method, technique, or format.,
fartin Buber®s concept of two primary human attitudes and
relationships, I-Thou &nd I-X%, is essential in influencing the
developing concept of communication as dialogué. Ounr purpose’
here is to discuss each of these concepts. We will begin with
the I-~Thou concept.

Aecording “to Bubér (2) in the I-Thou concept cf dialoguse,

a gspesker does not attempt to impose his own truth or view on

another and he is not interested in bolstering'his own ego

or self-imsge. Fach person is accepted as 8 unigque individuwal.
One becomes completely aware of the other rather tahn functioning

as an observer of onlooker. It is ecgsential to see or experience
the other person®s point of view. One also does not forego

his own convictions, but he sittempts to understand those of the
other and avoids imposing his own on the other.

Carl Rogers (8) further expounds on this I-Thou concept
in his client-centered or nondirective approach to psychothérapy.
Nondirective therépy assumes 2 dialpgic.communication format
because it involves active acceptance of the patient as a
worthy individual for whom the counselor has a genuine resp@cf.
It places fundamentsl emphasis on the therapist®g 8cceptance
of the internal frame of reference of the client and on
percieving both the worid and the client through the client's

own eyes._ He trusts the client and sees him as a sepurate person
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having worth in his own right, even though he differs with the
patient®s views.

At this pcint in our discussion, we are in a position to
describe the components of dialégue gs an emerging concept in
human communication ascribed to by virtually all scholars
writing on diaslogue under. whatever label or point of view.
These components are:

1) Genuinenesg: one is direct, honest, and

- gtraightforward.

2) Accurate Empathic Understanding: things are

seen from the other’s viewpoint.

3) Unconditional Positive Regard: one expresses

nonpossegssive warmth for the other.,

4) Pregentness: participants in 8 dialogue must

give full concentration to bringing their
total and authentie beings to the. encounter.

5) Spirit _of Mutual FEquality: the paiticipants

themselves view each other as persons, not as
objects to be manipulated or exploited.

6) Supportive Psychological Climate: one encourages

the other to communicate openly.

In explaining their view of communication as dialogue, most
writers discuss the concept of communication as'monologueo Frequently
monnlogue is equated with persuasion, or wiih ﬁropaganda. Matson
and Montagu (7) feel that "the ficld of communication is today
more than ever a battleground contested by two opposing conceptual
forces~those of monologue and dialogue.” Greenagel (4) expounds

further on monologue 8s & method to command, manipulate, or exploit.
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Cthers are viewed as things to be exploited for the speaker's
self-serving purpose. They are not taken seriously as persons.
Focus is on the speaker's message, not an the audience's
reai needs."

A key factor in developing these components of mcnologue
is Buber's (2) I-It relation. Here the I-It relation. is
characterized by self-centradness, deception, pretense, display,
appearrn.ce, artifice, using, prfit, unnaproachableness, seduction,
domination, exploitation, and manipulation. In monolegue one is
concerned w ith what others think of him, with prestige and
authority, with display of one’s own feelings, with display of
power, and with moulding others in one‘'s own image.

At this peint we can see the divergénce of scholarly
viecws on the dialogue-monologue discussion. However, this does
give us 8 clearer understanding of how each form of human communication
may operate in the real world. Also, it gives us @ baseline from
which we may be able to ascertain how dialogue may be viewed as
a viable process ag health communication in a correciiuvnal si%uaﬁgon.
Buber (2) discusses this possibility of dialogue in such fields
as polities, cducation, psychotherapy, and business. Furthermore,
he believes that dialogue is most likely in private, two-person,
face-to-face, oral communication situations that extend, even
intermittently, over lengthy periods of time. If this is true,
dialogue would most frequently occur in such relationships as
husband-wife, parent-child, doctor-patient,therapist-client,
clergyman-parishioner, continuing small group discussions, and
sensitivity-training sessions,

In atvempting to formulate a8 concept of dialogue asg health

communication in a correectional situation, it was essential



to deternine its components. The inmates,; correctional
personnel, and professional consultant felt this was necessary
in order to establish a format of workable guidelines, so
everyone involved would have a clear understanding of dialogic
communication. Through the use of the small group discussion
process, information on relevant components was collected from
everyone connected with the project. These components were
given priority raukings. The following componcnts were
selected by group consensuss:

1) Genuineness (complete openness)

2)-Acourate Empathic Understanding

3) Unconditional Positive Regard

L) Presontness

5) Spirit of Mutual Equality

6) Supportive Psychological Climate

7) Nonrosistent Climete ( no retaliatory actions)

8) Nonrestricgive Climate (no arbitrary restrictions)

It is interesting to note here that gix of the eight

components of dialogic communication are the game as thoge
identified by most scholarly writers on diaioguen A notveworthy
obgervation also is the fact that these six components were
gelected without proir knowledge of these scholarly findings.
However, two other components are not found in the scholarly
writings. These a@re 7) nonresistant climate nd 8) nonrestrictive
climates These may be unique to the corrvectional situvation because
of the detarrent nature of incarceration. It is a practice at
times to apply retaliatory actions and/or arbitrary resitrictions
on inéates for disciplinary ressgons, especially in cases of

incorrigibles.
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Once the components of dialogic communication were
identified, the next step was to evolve & definition of health
communication viable in a correctional facility. Group consensus
vas sused here also. In analyzing this situatiop two problems
became apparents (1) the factoré which fogtered poor dialogic -
communication had to be identified; and (2) once these were
isolated, an acceptable definition of health communication
could be attained. - ;

It was found that three (3) factors contributed to communication
breakdown and at tiwes communication withdrawal.  These factors
weres

1) Most information was couched in a directive
context originating from correctional personnel.,
2) Most communication was of @ monologic nature.
3) There was a preponderance of the I»it relation
"betircen both the inmates and the correctional
staff. T
These factors were not very sensitive to the societal
functionalism cexpectations of the inmates, ranging ih ages
from fourteen to twenty. Consequentlys diseipline.waé maintained
at a relatively tight level of operation and an incressing degree
of inmate indifference arose. Apparently inmate a8nd correcticnal
staff expectatioﬁs were in Z:guposition. One was socletally ‘ t

oviented (inmates) and one was correcticaally oriented (staff).

In spproximating a definition of health communication for
this correctional gsituation, it became apparent to all concerned
that the established fectors of the communicationvproaess could
or should not be abandoned. Behavioral control is vital in
a eorrectional facility for the welfare of everyone involved with

this 1liTe style. However, it should be balanced in relation to



a more open, more spontsneous interaction between the youthful
inmates and the correctional staff. After much heated discussion
the consensus agreement was that health communication should

be. uniquely original to the correctional motif, with its blend

of relatively unrestrictive behavioralism instinctively

inculcated in the inmates for survival on the streets, and the
relatively restrictive behavioralism imposed upon the inmates

by the institutionalization procecs. Basically health communication
in a correctional environment should be @ communication process -
which fosters a climate of genuine concern for human growth so

that a balance between societal funectionalism and correctional
funetionalism Could be attained. It should be characterized by - ..
openness, trust, and acceptance of each individual as he sees
the communication situation in 8 specific moment of time.,
Further more, retaliatory actions and/eor arbitrary restrictions
should be held in abeyance until reagonable alternatives are
cxplored. Any directives of the aforementioned type should be
implemented immediately only as a protective measure for the
gnfety and welfore of the constituents of the institution.

One of the essential aspeets of this project was the
developnent of dialegie arenas. Definitively a dislogic arena
is an area of huuan experience common to all human beings. An
exgaple Would be the family unit, the school environment, etc.
These arenas developed out of one point that repeatedly arose in
the discussions: before you can have extensive dialogic
conmunication, you must have something substatntial to talk
about, ‘other than nominal things like the weather or the daily

food menu. Fuithermores; if the function of dialogic communication



is to create &n in-depth probing of human expectations in a
correctional environment, it should concentrate on needs relevant
to those human expectetions. Some samples of the dialogiec commu-
nication arenas useful in establishing positive interaction are:

1) A serious problem facing our society isg the
lack of mesningful communication between the
generations.

2) People in the hélping professions, i.e. nursing,
teaching, counseling, law enfofcément, etc. have
little or no real understanding of the generation
gaps, and they possess little or no skill in |
narrowing the degree of misunderstanding
betweenn these gaps.

3) The generation gaps c¢a8n benarrowed by the sharing

rernr cvnerl o ofvcormon experiences through dialogue.

4) The things I hold near and dear to me are...

5) The things I am not sure about are...

6) The things I would never chaﬂge my mind ebout
areces

7} The things I would change my mind about are...

8) The things I would like to change in my life
Areess

9) The things I would like to help change in this
correctional facility are...

As you can see, these arends offered a wide, open-cnded approsch
with the possibilitvies of extended involvement between the
participants over a period of time.

With the format groundwork established; the procedural aspects

of the project could be formulated. A pool of three hundred
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participants was created, They were selected on the basis of
willingness to participate in the project and individusl factors,
i.e. age, educational level, and personality aspects, especially
the toleration lewel of the inmates to discipline and correctional
directives. These discipline-correctional directives factors were
applied to the correctional staff also. The mix of the pool of
participants was an equal number of inmates and correctionsl staff
which included teachersg, counselors, correctional officere and
support staff- nurses and administrators.

One hundred participants were drswn from the pool by lottery
nuibers for the project. The break down was fifty (50) inmates -
and fifty (50) correctional staff personnel. These one hundred
participants were broken into ten (10) gZroups of ten (10) members
per group. Eich group of ten members was broken into five (5)
dyads, 80 a one=to-one relationship or "Buddy system" could
operate. It should be pointed out here that the group ecnccunter
mcembers used to formulate the guidelines, ~+the dialogic communication
components and the dialogic coommunication arenass were drawn from
a separate pool of fifty participants. Twenty particliints were
chosen - ten (10) inmates and ten (10) correctional-staff
pergonnel. The same fectors were used in selecting them as those
members ugsed in the actual project. This procedure was used %o
reduce the sensitization varisble in the project.

The actual project covered a time span of three monthsg.
Members of each dyad group (composed of an inmate and/or a
correctional-gtaff person) were assigned to each other for wae
three nonth period. They were chosen by lottery numbers. They
were to egtablish as often as their work-gtudy schedule would
pormit a dislogic communication relationg“discussing as many

Ta " AL 5 Tary

dialo-ic communi2tis arew - -na-i e
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groups met with their respective ten member encounter groups to
relate their experiences to the other dyad members. These ‘
meetings were called “"shared experience"” sessions.

Data collection was obtained by the pre-post interview
technique. Before the project started, esch dyadic group and each
encounter group was interviewed. The game procedure was followed
at the end of the project. Questions were open~ended so that
respondants could give gs much information as possible on the
correctional environment. These interviews were conducted by the
consultant staff.

From the inception of the project, the problem of data
application became apparent. Should it evaluate explicit operational
variables or should it evaluate specific operational areas of
concern to the correctional environment? The problem was resolved
by the project participonts. They were especially concerned with
the specific operational areas of concern to the corrcctional
environment. This seemed reasonable at this point in itime because
replication of the project on varizbles of a more specific nature
could be done in the future.

Eight (8) areas of the correctional environment will be
evaluated in thig study. They are:

1) Dialogue 8s a workable ecmmunicetion process
in the correctional environment.

2} Awareness of the inmates® societal and
correctional nceds in the correctional
envirenmént.

3) Avarencss of the correctional staffs® directive

needs in tthe correctional envivonment.
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4) Attitudinal change by the inmates toward the
correctional staff.

5) AttiTudina/change by the correctional staff
toward the inmates.

6) Awareness of the causes of communication
breakdowns and disciplinary problems associated
withthe correctional environment by the inmates
and by the correctional staff through the
dialogic communication process.

7) Projected solutions to the communication breakdowns
and disciplinary problems associated with the.
correctional environment by the inmates and the
correctional staff through the dialogiec
communication process.

8) Projected effect on the recidivism problem by
the inmates and the correctional staff through
the dialogiec communication process,

Data will be reported in percentages in this report becausge
of the broad, inclusive nature of the operational arecas of
concern. Furthermore, percentages will serve as a basis for
more specific data interpretation in fufure replications on this

study.

Findings

1) Dialogue as &8 workable communication process in the correctional

environment.
Workable Not Workable
Pre Post Pre Post
Inmates 119 61% 89% 39%
N=5§0
Correctional Staff 28% 52% 2% L3%

N#50
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2) Awareness of the inmates® societal and correctional needs in

the correctional environment.

Inmates

N=50

Correctional Staff
N=50

Inmates

N=50

Correctional Staff
N=50

Soclietsl Needs

Highly

Aware

Pre Post

28% L0%

15% 61%

Correcitional Needs

Highly

Aviare

Pre Post
’ 10% 60%

36% 38%

Slightly

Aware Aware
Pre Post Pre Post
21% 57% 51% 03%
31% 37% S54%  02%
S1ightly

Aviare Aware
Pre Post Pre Pogt
21% 38% 69% 02%
59% 61% 05% O01%

3) Awareness of the correctional Staff’s directive needs in the . .

corpactional envirornaent.

Irmates

N=50

Corvectional Staff
N=50

Highly
hvere.

Pre Poskt
iz 61%
89%  92%

Avare

Pre Post
51% 9%
11% 08%

S1ightly

Aware

Pre post
08% 00%

00% 00%

4) Attitudinal chonge by the inmates toward the

N=50

Highly
Favorable
Pre Post
08% 21%

correctional staff,

Slightly
Favorable Favomable
Pre Pogt Pre Post
12% 40%

80% 39%

5) Attitudinal change by the correctional staff

N=FO

3%

Highly
Favorable
Pre Post
21 % 32%

toward the inmates,

Slightly
Favorable Patorable
Pre Post Pre DPost
32% haz 53% 26%
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6) Awareness of the causes of communication breakdowns and

disciplinary problems associated with the correctional environment

by the inmates and by the correctional staff through the

. dialogic communication process.
Communication Breakdowns
Highly Slightly
Avare Avinre Sware
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Inms tes 21% 52% 32%  LO0% L% 08%
N=50 :
Correctional Staff _ 28% L8% 21% 35% 51% 17%
N=50 ‘ ' '
Diseiplinary Problems .
Highly Slightly
Aware Avare Aware
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Pont
Inmates 28% 51% 37% L1 35% 08%
N=50
Correctional Staff 1% 62% L2% 31% 27% 07%
N=50 s

e
T s

7) Projected solutions to communication breakdowns and diseiplinary
problems associated withthe correctional envivenmert by the
inmates and the correctional staff through the dialogic
communication process}

Communietion Breakdowns

Post Only Post Only
Workable solutiong Not Workable Solut1ons
Innstes 30% 20% ‘
Correctional Staff 40% 1 0%
Total 70% 30%
N=100
!
Disciplinarv Problems
Post Only Post Onlx
Workable solutions Not Workable Solutiong
Inmates 21% 26%
Correcctional Staff 26% 29%
Total 4979% 53%

N=100
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8) Projected effect on the recidivism problem by the inmates and

the correctionel staff through the dialogic comsunication

Process.

Post Only ‘ Post Only
Effective Not Effective
Inmates 21% 21%
Correctional Staff b Ly
Total 35% 5%

N=100

This study is relatively inconclusive. Hawever, there are

indicators that dialogic communication had favorable impact on

the participants in this project, which may be applied to the
correctional environments Overall these indicators are that:

1) Dislogic communication seems 10 be & workable .
process in the correctional envivonment.

2) Dialogic communication seems to increase

. p
constituents awreneas of societal and cgrrective
needs in the correctional environment.

3) Dialogic communication seems to inecrease the
constituents awareness of the causes of
communication breakdowns and diseiplinary
problems in the correctional environment.

4) Dialogic communicition seems to have minimal
effuet on attitude change of the participants
in the preoject.

5) The pacrticipants indiested that dialogic
comnunication may be a more workable process

in ercating solutions to communication breakdown

problems in the correctional environment than
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in creating solutioﬁs to disc¢iplinary problems in
the same environment.

6) The projected effect of dialogic communication
on the recidivism problem seemsg minimal in the
study.

A few summary observations need to be made here. Attitude
change is a slow proceés. It is generally facilitated by time.
An on-going process of this type might induce a more pogitive
shift in attitude change over time.

The nature of discipline in 2 correctional environment has
a multi~personality variablity. Appfoaches that may work with
one inmate may not work with another inmate. Perhaps dialcgic
communication over extended time might induce more workable
golutions to this problem.

Finally, recidivism seems to be 8 societal problem nore
than a correctional problem. Huch work needs to be done outside
of the correctional environment in preparing inmates for this
ad justment in such arcas s employment opportunities; friendship
and family assoclations, appropriate guidance, etc.. However,
dialogic communication on an extended basis inside 2nd outside
of the correctional environment might have an impact on thig problem.
Certeinly more investiéétionSof dialogic communication in this

arena seem: +to be in order.
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