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Abstract 

Historically the study of health communication has been 

confined primarily to the field of medicine. Recently, however, 

it has increased in importance in other areBS of hUman communication. 

Exploring a 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 general areas were 

axa,minedz the components of the concept of dialogue, the nature 

.of monologue as viewed by the advocates of dialogue, and some 

aspects concerning dialogue as a means of hec1J'Gh communication 

in a 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 and laymen 

interested in their rehabilitation. Historically, the standard 

approach to ,these offenders is incarcerati0n in a correctional 

facility, with attendant means of co~nsel~ng, educational 

endeavors, and correctional incentives and/or deter ~nts in 

their rehabilitation process. However well intended these 

measures a~e, 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 th~ human communication needs unique to the 

correctional situation. 

Consequently, recidivism is a persist~nt problem. Annually 

th$ California Department of Corrections reports that,the rate 

of released inm:?~cs to socioty returning to correctional facilit~es 

is greater than the rate of those released inmates who remain 

in society on a permanent basis. This is true of juvenile 

offenders also. 

In attempting to me'diate this problem, one correctional 

facility (8 school for juvenile offenders) decided to approach 

it primaril~ from the standpoint of imaates' needs and expectations 

necessDry to their adjustment to societal functions .. rather 

than their adjustment to correctional db.'ectives" Basically 

the correctional personnel ascertained that a new approach vtas 

needed in communicating with their juvenile offenders~ They 

felt that the correctional directives approach had a somewhat 

stifling effect on the inmatos· behavioralism ,l as wall as the 
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correctional personnels' behavioralism. Both were in conflicting 

situations. Neither completely understo~d each others' concept 

of expected human behavior in a correctional situation. The 

inmates generally had a societal functionalism viey~oint; the 

correctional personnel generally had an institutional functionalism 

vi e\'rp oint • Therefore a degree of distrust Brose in which all 
. 

concerned had a rather distorted view of each others~ perception 

of themselves. Sometimes this created an unh~altlly situation 

of corr:::;unica tion wi thdrawa 1, especially by the inma tea. 

Hopefully to generate a greater degree of trust between 

all concerned, dialogue was selected on an experimental basis 

as a possible means to create a more positive attitude of 

mutual understanding and communication involvement" ,The 

impact of this approach in establishing such an attitude between 

the inmates and the correctional staff is the focus of this 

paper. In this regard, three general ~reas will be examineds 

(1) the components of the concept of dialogue; (2) the nature 

of monologue as viewed by the advocates of dialogue; ond (3) 

some aspects concerning dialogue as a means of health communication 

in a correctional situation. 

The central elemen.ts of dialogic communication are treated 

by various scholars under such labels as authentic communication, 

conversation, therapeutic communication, nondirective tho1"<'3py, 

presenc,e, participation, existential communication,.. encounter, 

supportive climatep helping relationship, and loving relationship. 

Among contezpporary existentialist philosophers, rr.n:ctin Buber (1) 

is the priamary one who places the concept of dialogue at the 

center of his idea of human communication and existence. Two 

other existentialists \"Iho believe dialogue is essential to ~ ':; 



) 

our understanding of people are Karl Jaspers (5) and Gabriel 

If.arcel (6), and the principle of dialogue appears in the 

writings of Carl Rogers (8) bnd Eric Fromm.() 

One basic view arises from these scholars vlri tinge, Dialogue 

seems to represent nore of a communication attitude, principle, 

or orientation, than a specific method, technique, or format. 

Martin Buberas concept of two primary human attitudes and 

relationships, I~Thou and I~TI is essential in influencing the 

developing concept of communication as dialogue. OUD purpose 

here is to discuss each of these concepts. We will begin with 

the I-Thou concepto 

According·to Buber (2) in the I-Thou concept of dialogue, 

s speaker does not attempt to.impose his own truth or view on 

another and he is not interested in bolstering his own ego 

or self-image.. Each person is accepted as a unique individual. 

One becomes eompletely aware of the other rather tahn functioning 

as an observer or onlooker~ It is essential to see or experience 

the other person's point of view. One also does not forego 

his own convictions, but he attempts 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 psychotherapy_ 

Nondirective therapy assumes a dialogic. communication format 

beca.use it involves active acceptance of the patient as a 

worthy individual for uhom the counselor has a genuine respect. 

It places fundamcntul emphasis on the therapis'i;.'s acceptance 

of the internal frame of reference of the client and on 

percieving both the world and the client through the client's 

own eyes. < He trusts the client and sees him as a sep~ll~ate person 
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having worth in his own right, even though he differs with the 

patient's views. 

At this point in our discussion, we are in a position to 

describe the components of dialogue as an emerging concept in 

human communication ascribed to by virtually all scholars 

writing on dialogue unde~ whatevEr label or point of view. 

These components arel 

1) Genuineness: one is direct, honcstD Dnd 

straightfonlard. 

2) A ccura to Enma.:.tlJi.c Und~crs:Ganding: things are 

seen from the othergs viey~oint. 

3) Unconditional Posi~iyg=F~gp£~: one expresses 

nonpossessive w'armth for the other. 

4) Pres~.ntne.s.t=!: participants in a dia logue must 

give full concentration to bringing their 

total ond authentic beings to the·encounter. 

) §.lU· .. ti t~..9j'~J~l.1lttm.:L!.&.uaJij;x: the pa 1 tid.pants 

themselvQs view each other as persons, not as 

objects to be manipulated or exploited. 

6) SUPlLruj.ve. PSY.9!1..9}ogi£E.Lillmatcp one encourages 

the other to communicate openly. 

In explaining their view of communication as dialogue, most 

writers discuss the concept of communication as·monologue. Frequently 

monologue is equated with persuasion, or vith propngDndso Matson 

and Montagu (7) feel thDt "the fi0ld of communication is today 

more than ever a battleground contested by two opposing conceptual 

forces-those of monologue and dialogue. tI Grccmagel (L}) expounds 

further on monologue 8S 8 method to command, manipulate, or exploito 
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O~hers are viewed as things to be exploited for the speaker's 

self-serving pu~pose. They are not taken seriously as persons. 

Focus is on the speaker's message, not an the audience's 

real needs." 

A key factor in developing theso components of monologue 

is Bubcr's (2) I-It relation. Here the I-It relation. is 

characterized by self-cen'b?rednesst deception, pretense, display, 

appearn. ce, artifice, using~ pre .fi t, unnaproachableness, seduction, 

domination, exploitation, and manipulation. In monologue one is 

concerned with what others think of him, with prestige and 

:)uthority, with display of one.'s own feelings, with display of 

pOHer, and with moulding others in onats ovm image. 

At this p0int we can see the divergence of scholarly 

viows on the dialogue-monologue discussion. However, .this does 

give us a clearer understanding of how each form of human communication 

may operat~ in the real ~orld. Also, it gives us a baseline from 

which we may be able to ascertain how dialogue may be viewed as 

8 viable process as health ~ommunication in a correC~1\.Jn31 situation. 

Buber (2) discusses this possibility of dialogue in such fields 

as politics, education, psychotherapy, and business. Furtnermorep 

he believes that dialogue is most likely in private, two-person, 

fDce~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, 

clerKyrnan",pari13hJ.oner, continuing small group discussions, and 

sGnBitivity~tl~aining sessions. 

In attempting to formulate a concept of dialogue as health 

communication in a correctional situation, it was essential 
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to deternine its components. The inmates, correctional 

personnel, and professional consultant felt this \"Jas necessary 

in order to establish a format of workable guidelines, so 

everyone involved v,Juld have a clear understanding of dialogic 

communication. Through the use of the small group discussion 

process, information on relevant components v;as collected from 

everyone connected with the project. These componen~s were 

given priority ral!kings 0 IT'he following components were 

selected by group consensus: 

1) Genuineness (complete openness) 

2) Accurate Empathic Understanding 

3) Unconditional Positive Regard 

4) Presentness 

5) Spirit of Mutual Equality , . 

6) Supportive Psychological Climate 

7) NonrQ~istBnt Climate ( no retaliatory actions) 

8) Nonrestric<tive Climate (no arbitrary restrictions) 

It is interesting to note here that nix of the eight 

components of dialogic communication 81"9 the same as tho;,;te 

identified by most scholarly writers on dialogue. A noteworthy 

observation 81so is the fact that these six components were .. 
selected 'without proir lcnowlec? ge of these scholarly findings 0 

However, two other components are not found in the scholarly 

writings 0 Those are 7) nonrcsist3i"~ climote nd 8) nonrestrictive 

climate. These may be unique to the correctional situation because 

of the det",}rrent nl:1ture of incarccl'ationo It is a. proctice at 

times to BP1"ly retaliatory tlctio1:ls unci/or arbitrary restrictions 

on inmates for disciplinary rODt~Ons, (';specially in cases of 

incorrigiblcs. 
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Once the componeLts of dialogic communication were 

identified j the next step was to evolve a definition of health 

communication viable in a correctiona.l facility~ Group consensus 

was ~used here also. In analyzing this situation two problems 

became apparent: (1) the fa ctors 'which fostered 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 () factors contributed to communication 

breakdown and at times communication withdrawal.· These factors 

1) Most information was couched in a directive 

context originating from correction~l personnel. 

2) Most communication was of a monologic nature. 

3} There "{..as a preponderance of the I-It rolation 

. bet~loen both' the imnates and the correotional 

staff. 

These factors were not very sensitive to the societal 

functionalism expectations of the inmates, ranging in ages 

from fourteen to twenty. Consequently" discipline vms maintained 

at a relatively .tight level of operation and an increasing degree 

of inmate indifference arose~ Apparently inmate and correctional 

staff expectations were in a,:,alJ){posi tieno One vtas s9cietally 

o:,:iented (inmates) and one \,>,'8.s correctic~1ally oriented (staff). 

In approximating a dafini tion of health COIDhltmication for 

this correctional situation, it became apparent to all concerned 

that the established fS.ctors of, the communication process could 

or should not be abandoned.. Behavioral control is v5..tal in 

a correctional facility for the welfa):t: of evei. .... YOl').9 in'fo1ved vlith 
\ 

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

r 
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a more open, more spontaneous interaction between the youthful 

inmates and th~ correctional staff. After much heated discussion 

the consensw~, 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 bchavioralisl"'l imposed upon the inmates 

by the institutionaliZDtion procecs. BAsically health communication 

in a correctional environment should be ~ communication process 

which fosters a climate of genuine I.;oncern for human growth so 

that a balance bet~een societal functionalism and correctional 

functionalism Could be attained. It should be characterized by,. 

opcnnessg trust. and acceptance of each individu~l as he aeeE 

the comr.1unication situatlon in 3. specific monent of time~ 

Further morel! i..·etaliatory actions and/or arbitrary rcstl"'ict':"ons 

should be held in abeyaDce until rosGonable alternatives Bre 

explored. Any directives of the afol."'ementioned type should be 

implon1onted ir.m1ediatcly only as a protective measure for, the 

safety and welfare of the constituents of the institution. 

One of the essential aspects of this project ~::as the 

dovclopment t1i dis logic ~ll~cne.s. Defini tt vely a dialogic nrCl'la 

is f.ln area of hUl,lan cxperimtcc common to ?ll human beings. An 

cx::",1ple \fould be the family unit, the school environment l1 etc .. 

'l'hese arenas developed out of one point '~0at repeatedly arose in 

tho discussions: before you can have extensi~e dialogic 

communication, you must have ' .. lOrilething sUbstatntia.l to talk 

about, "other than nominal things like the vteather or the daily 

food menu. Fur"i;hermore; if the function of dialogic communication 
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is to create an in-depth probing of human expectations in a 

correctional environment, it should concentrate on needs relevant 

to those human exp~ctetions. Some samples of the dialogic commu­

nication arenas useful in establishing positive interaction erel 

1) A serious problem facing our society is the 

lack of meaningful corr..IDunication between the 

generations. 

2) People in the helping professions, i.e. nursing, 

teaching, counseling, law enforcement, etc. have 

little or no real understanding of the generation 

gaps, and they possess little or no skill in 

narrovling the. degree of misundorstanding 

betweeil these gaps. 

3) The generation gaps can bonalrrowed by the sharing 

" ~ ('.~ :,.t .. ~'· c'~.~··<.·~ Of~:coII!mOn eXperi(H1CeS through die logue. 

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

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

6) The things I vlould never change my mind e:bout 

are ~ •• 

7) The things I would change my mind about are ••• 

8) The things I would like to change in fny life 

are ••• 

9) The things I would like to help change in this 

correctional facility are. o. 
As you can see, these are:nlls offGrcd a wide, opon=ondod approtlch 

with the possibilities of extended involvement betv,reen the 

participants over 8 period of time. 

With the format groundwork established, the procedural aspects 

of the project could be formulatcdo A pool of three hundred 
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participants \~s created. They were selected on the basis of 

willingness to participate in the project and individual factors, 

i.e. age, educational level, and personality aspects, especially 

the toleration le~el 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 vms an equal number of inmates and correctional staff 

which included teachers, counselors, correctional officers and 

support staff- nurses and administrators. 

One hundred participants were drawn from the pool by lottery 

numbers for the projecto The breaI{ down was fifty (50) inmates 

Dr0 fifty (50) correctional staff personnel. These one hundred 

participants \'lere broken into ten (10) groups of ten (10) members 

per group. Ejch group of ten members was broken into five (5) 

dyadn, so a one=to=one relationship or "Buddy system" could 

operate. It should be pointed out here that the group cnccunter 

members used to formulate the guidelines, . the dialogic communic<}tion 

cOP1poncnts and the dialogic coommunication arenas were draYtn from 

a separate pool of fifty participants. TWenty partici11nts were 

chosen - t\:!n (10) inmates and ten (10) correctional-staff 

pOl"sonnel. fJ'he same fa ctors were used in selecting them as those 

members used in the actual project. This procedure ,..,,-as used to 

reduce the sensitization variable in the project. 

The actual project covered a time span of three months. 

Members of each dyad group (composed of an inmate and/or a 

C0rrcctional-utaff person) were assigned to each other for ~~e 

throe 1.10nth period. They nare chosen by lottory numbers 0 They 

'H~re to estrlblish a s often as theIr work-study schedule \"lOuld 

l'urmi t a dis logic conu.mnication rele tion, · ... discussing a s many 
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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 ushered experience tt sessions. 

Da ta collection \'"18 S obta ined by the pre-post interview 

technique. Before the project started, each dyadic group and each 

encounter group was interviewed. The same procedure was follo'wed 

at the end of the project. Questions nere open-ended so that 

respondants could give as much information as possible on the 

correctional environment. Those interviews Vlera conducted by the 

consultant ,stoff •. 

From the inception of ~he project~ the problem of data 

application became app3rent. Should it evaluate explicit operational 

variables or should it Gvnluate specific operational areas of 

concern to the correctional environment? The problem vms resolved 

by the project participcmtsd They \-;ei,"e especially concorned with 

the specific operational areas of co~cern to the correctional 

environment. This seemed ressonable at this point in time because 

rcplicati~n c;>f th~ project on vari<.tbles of a more speci.fic nature 

could be done in the future. 

Eight (8) areas of the correctional environment "will be 

evaluated in this- study. They are: 

1) Dialogue as a, vrorkable cor.mmnicction process 

in the correctional environment. 

2) Awareness of the inma'ces' societal and 

correctionol needs in the cOl~rectional 

environment. 

:3) Anarencss of the correctional staffs 9 directive 

TI0eds in i.l;he correctional cnV' Ironment. 
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4) Attitudinal change by the inmates toward the 

correctional staff • 

5) AttiTudlna/change by the correctional staff 

toward the inmates. 

6) A\~reness of the causes of communication 

breakdo~1s and disciplinary problems associated 

'I'li ththe 'Correctional environment by the inmates 

and by the correctional staff through the 

dialogic communication process. 

7) Projected solutions to the communication breakdoi'ms 

and disciplinary problems associated with the. 

correctional environment by the inmates and the 

correctional staff through the dialogic 

communication process. 

8) Projected effect on the recidivism problem by 

the inmates and the correctional staff through 

the dialogic communication process. 

Data will be reported in percentages in this report bocause 

of the broad .. inclusive nature of the operational areas of 

concern. Furthermore, percentages will serve as a basis for 

more specific data interpretation in future replications on this 

study. 

F}.nE.;in~ 

1) Dialogue as a workable communication process in the correctional 

Inmates 
N::'!50 
Correctional Staff 
N'rJ 50 

y! 0 r l{~,QJ e 
Pre Post 
11% 61% 

28% 52% 

Not Workable pre--- Post 
89% 39% 
72% 4,8% 
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z) 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 

?ociet~J. Need§. 
Highly 
~ware 

Pre 
28% 

15% 

Post 
40%' 

61% 

Correctional Needs 
'~ighly---

Aware 
Pre 
lcO'% 

Post 
60% 

~ware 

Pre 
21% 

31% 

Aware, 
Pre 
21% 

59% 

Post 
57% 

37% 

Post 
38%" 

61% 

Slightly 
Aware 

Pre Post 
51% 03% 

54% 02% 

Slightly 
Aware ,_ 
Pre po~ 
69"% 02 

05% 01% 

3) Awareness of the correctional staffOs directive needs in the. 

COTBClctiona 1 onviron,1ent ~ 

HigThly Slightly 
A\·J§r.?~ £t\::.'1ll . fjv,'Ure 
;ere Post Pre Post Pre E,psj! 

Imuatcs 41% 6~ 5'1% 39%~ 08% 00% 
N=:50 
Correctional Sta.ff 89% 92% 11% 08% 00% 00% 
N=50 

4) Attitudinal change by the inmates toward the correctional staff. 

N::::50 

Highly 
~ 
£r...e ?pst 
08% 21% 

Slightly 
¥..§... v 0 na b"l.:§~ 
Pre Ppst 
'80% 39% 

5) A tti tudina 1 change by the correctional eta ff tovlsrd the inrna tes 0 

N:::SO 

Favorable Pre ~ "POst 
32% 42%--

Slightly 
Fa YQ.r~.J21.~ 
Pre Post 
'5-3% 26%· 



'\: 

I 
14 

6) Awareness of the causes of communication breakdovms and 

disciplinary problems associated with the correctional environment 

by the inmates and by the correctional staff through the 

dialogic communication process. 

Inma tes 
N=50 
Correctional Staff 
N::.50 

Inmates 
N==50 
Correctional Staff 
N=50 

Communication Breakdowns 
-= - Highly 

AV«3 r~. 
Pre 
2i% 

Post 
52% 

28% 48% 

Disc):olinarv PrpJ?lems 
Highly 
~ware 
Pre 
28% 

Post 
51%" 

31% 62% 

~ 
Pre 
·3·2~% 

21% 

~f.,.,are 
Pre 
37% 
42% 

Post 
40'% 

35% 

Post 
41% 

31% 

~lightly 
:::ware _ 
Pre Post 
'47% 0'8% 

51% 17% 

Slightly 
P.v:are 
Pre Po;7t 
35% OB%~ 

27% 07% 

7) Projected solutions to communication breal(dm;-ns and dif'lciplinory 

problems associated wi ththe correctional envi:conmcnt by the 

inmates and the correctional staff through the dialogic 

communication process~ 

Communic-tion Breakdovms -- .. --~ P,o'StOnli 
Inmates 

Correctional Staff 
Total 
N:::I00 

Inmates 

Correctional Staff 
Total 
N>::100 

Workable solutions 
=.~--~ .. , 30'%° - .. ~--

£.Q..~!.Jl..n.l~ 
i\ot WOl"lwble SaInt; ons 
'--"~~=2(:)%'- <. ~_.k __ _ 

·~t~ 
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8) Projected effect on the recidivism problem by the inmates and 

the correctional staff through the dialogic communication 

process. 

Inmates 

Post Only 
Effective 
21% -

Post op;t)l 
Not Effectlve 

21% -

Correctional Staff 
Total 
N=100 

_~4te 
35% 

_~4l}'1t __ 
05% 

----~~~,-------------------~~---------

This study is relatively inconclusivea However, there are 

indicators that dia.logic communication had favorable impact on 

the pCJ:cticipants in this project, which ma.y be applied to the 

correctional environment. Ove~all these indicators are that. 

1) Dialogic communication seems to be a workable. 

process in the correctional enviJaonment. 

2) Dialogic communication scems to increase' 

constituents awreness of societal and corrective 

needs in the correctional environment. 

3) Dialogic communication seems to increase the 

constituents awareness of the causes of 

communication breakdo\'ms end disciplinary i . 

problems in the correctional environment 0 

4) Dialogic communication seems to have minimal 

effLct 9n attitude change of the participants 

in the project~ 

5) The paL 'i;icj.psnts ~ndictlted that dialogic 

cOTfullunication may be a more Ylorkable procass 

in croating ~olutions to communication breakdown 

problems in the correctional environment than 

11 
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in creating solutions to disciplinary problems in 

the same environment. 

6) The projected effect of dialogic communication 

on the recidivism problem seems minimal in the 

study. 

A few summary observe tions need to be made here. A tti tude 

change is a slow processo It is generally facilitated by time. 

l\n on-going process of this type might induce a more positive 

shift in attitude change over time. 

The nature of discipline in a correctional environment has 

a multi-personality variablity. Approaches that may work with 

one inmate ruay not \l'ork with another inmate. Perhaps dialogic 

cOiiimunication over extended time might induce more workable 

solutions to this problem. 

FintlllYll recidivism seems to be a societal problem T.1ore 

than a cOl'i."'ectional pl.-oblomQ Much i10rk needs to be done outside 

of the correctional environment in preparing :inmates for this 

~)d justrnent in such areas a s employment opportunities, friendship 

and family associations, appropriate guidance, etc •• However, 

dialogic communication on an extenCied basis inside and outside 

uf the cor1.~cctional environment might have an impact on this problemo 

Carta inly more investie~rtiOn5 of dialogic communica.tion in this 

srena seem},' to be in ord er. 
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