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3. Communication Models

3.1 Ways of Looking at the
Communication Process

3.11 The Interaction Model discussed in
Chapter 2 represents a carefully prepared and
fully developed approach to communication; in
many ways it is the most useful approach yet out-
lined. However, it is but one of many ways of
looking at the process of communieation. Psy-
chologists, sociologists, businessmen, physicists,
agricultural specialists, and journalists represent
only a few of the professional groups whose mem-
bers have developed ways of looking at and talk-
ing about the communication process in their
specialized fields. As the student of communica-
tion reads about communication, he soon finds
himself surrounded with a somewhat confusing
variety of definitions, charts and mathematical
symbols — all purporting to explain or to repre-
sent the communication process.

3.12 In many ecases, the charts, dia-
grams and symbology are called “models” of the
communication process. Yet, many of these
models bear little surface resemblance to one
another. Before looking at some of the com-
munication models, it seems reasonable to explore
the values in a study of models of the communica-
tion process.

3.2 Kinds of Models

3.21 Different groups of scientists use
the word “model” itself in different ways. Some-
times they substitute it for terms like “theory,”
“analogy,” ‘flow chart,” “hypothesis,” and “ex-
planation.” In some cases, the term has been re-
garded almost as if it were magie and as if the
mere labeling of a particular visual as a model
automatically clears up all possible misunder-
standings about a process,

3.22 The “model,” as a code, supposedly
represents the real process. Thus it is not sub-
stitutable for the process itself. A model, if per-
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fect, would show all possible aspeects of son
process, i.e., it would represent the process occu:
ring in the real world with perfect fidelity. Or t
put it in another way, a perfect model would t
isomorphie, i.e.,, the parts of the model woul
correspond in an exact one-to-one relationship 1
the process as it exists in the real world.

3.23 Naturally, the limitations of tr
graphic arts, and the automatic imposition ¢
stasis that visualization earries, means that d»
namic, ongoing processes cannot be reproduce
with perfect fidelity. Thus models range fro
high to low fidelity in the degree with which the
represent processes., The criterion for selection ¢
a particular model in any given case is not base
primarily on the fidelity or correspondence 1
reality of the particular model, but rather on th
model’s usefulness.

3.24 The criterion of utility in sele
tion of a model becomes more understandabl
when we consider the types of models availabl
At one level, models are merely descriptive. A de
geriptive model might be used to identify th
elements of a particular process, or to indicat
areas from which questions may be drawn for fu
ture research. Most of the models of the communi
cation process mentioned here are purely descriy
tive.

3.25 At a different level, we can tal
about an operational model. An operational mode
attempts to describe the process in sueh a way tha
measurement operations and predictions are pos
sible. Information theory provides a model whicl
can be called operational in the sense in whiecl
we have used it here. At still a different level, w.
can attempt to develop a functional model, !
functional model is not necessarily descriptive
but attempts to specify certain relationships be
tween elements of the process so that other anc
new relationships are generated. There are fev
functional models in communication as we know
it today, or for that matter, there are few sucl
models in the behavioral sciences.
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3.26 With this background, the criterion
of utility becomes clear. If the desire of an in-
dividual is merely to identify the elements of a
process which are meaningful to a particular
task, a descriptive model is all that is necessary.
Furthermore, the task to be accomplished also
determines the level of fidelity which may be
necessary. If the process is difficult to under-
stand, a low fidelity model may induce more
understanding with fewer repetitions than a high
fidelity model which is far more complicated.

3.2. The next section looks primarily at
the relative usefulness of certain communication
models in accomplishing two tasks: determining
the types of questions which might be answered
or raised from a particular model, and accomplish-
ing the job of achieving listener or reader under-
standing about the process of communication.

3.3 Communication Models

3.31 Communication models come in a
variety of forms —written, expressed mathe-
matiecally, or as a non-verbal visualization. They
may be oriented to different problems. They may
be designed to explain transmission of informa-
tion over mechanical systems, explain the social
nature of human communication, express the
neurological function of the brain, or predict
message form and structure.

3.32 Communication models can be
placed along several kinds of dimensions. In each
case, the dimension chosen is one which fits a
particular situation under study. Thus a model
might be constructed to emphasize the psycho-
logical aspects of communication. Other common
models seem to be derived for the purpose of ex-
plaining communication in small groups, the re-
lationship between the newspaper and the mass
audience, communication in the polarized speaker-
audience situation, or for diagramming the proc-
ess nature of communication.

3.33 Regardless of the particular em-
phasis shown, at least two things are clear, Models
are constructed for particular purposes, i.e., to
serve a criterion of utility. Second, communica-
tion models never include all possible elements of
the communication process as it exists in the real
world. Models are selective, and elements are
picked for particular models which seem to occur
within the process of communication in ways
which fit the partieular situation being examined.

34 Two Non-Visual Models

3.41 Perhaps the best known wverbal
model of communication iz also the oldest, Aris-
totle, writing in his Rhetorice 300 years before
the beginning of the Christian Centuries, pro-
vided an explanation of oral communication
which is still worthy of attention. He called the
study of communication ‘“rhetoric”” and spoke of
three elements within the process:
Rhetoric falls into three divisions, determined by the
three classes of listeners to speeches. For of the three
elements in speech-making .- speaker, subject, and
person addressed — it i3 the last one, the hearer, that
determines the speech’s end and objeet.l

From an analysis of the three elements of speaker,
speech and audience, Aristotle details character-
istics which each element might have. His is an
audience-centered exposition which attempts to
place the emphasis in communication on persua-
sion:
. - . Since rhetoric exists to affect the giving of deci-
sions . . . the orator must not only try to make the
argument of his speech demonstrative and worthy of
belief; he must also make his own character look

right and put his hearers, who are to decide, into the
right frame of mind.2

3.42 If we ask ourselves what the dif-
ferences are between the model proposed by Aris-
totle and ones constructed in the present century,
only one major difference seems apparent. Aris-
totle did not talk about a channel for communica-
tion as do most modern accounts. Yet the Rhe-
torica rather carefully examines many of the
factors which make for effective oral or written
communication. In its emphasis on the listener,
Aristotle originates a philosophy of communica-
tion carried out in the two models discussed later,
SMCR and Interpreter.

3.43 Aristotle’s traditional view pro-
vides the core of Harold Lasswell’s much quoted
formulation of the main elements of communica-
tion: “Who says what in which channel to whom
with what effect?’s Lasswell’s question is a
model of communication, a model which points to
the significant elements of the process as Lasswell
saw those elements. Although this model has
stimulated research in communication — particu-
larly research involving mass media — the model
is of limited use in teaching the process of com-
munication, It tends to focus on pure description

1, 2Aristotle, Rhetorien. Translated by W. Rhys Roberts,
in Basic Works of Aristotle, Richard McKeon (ed.), New
York: Random House. 1941,

2Harold D. Lasswell, “The Structure and Function of
Communication in Society.” In Lyman Bryson (ed.), The
Communication of Ideas. Institute for Religious and Seo-
cial Studies, 1948, p. 37.
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of the elements of the process and fails to identify
relationships between elements. It fails to indi-
cate the importance of situational variables. And
it is oriented in a ‘“‘one-way" fashion, i.e., it
ignores the notion of process.

3.44 Words are static. Purely verbal
models of the communication process, of which
Aristotle and Lasswell provide only two examples
of a group from which many others could be
chosen, have two great disadvantages. They are
frequently lengthy, and if not lengthy, of limited
usefulness. They are seldom able to indicate the
dynamism of a communication situation.

3.5 Some Visualizations

3.51 This section discusses briefly a
number of communication models which have been
visualized in several ways. A complete discussion
of any one model is beyond the scope of the chap-
ter. Yet it may help one to gain a background
in communication to see some of the various ways
people have expressed visually their communica-
tion interest. The section following discusses two
models in much greater detail with the emphasis
on use of the models in teaching.

3.52 In 1949, Claude Shannon, of the
Bell Telephone Laboratories, and Warren Weav-
er, then with the Rockefeller Foundation, made
scholarly hearts beat considerably faster with the
publication of their book The Muathematical
Theory of Communication. They attempted to do
two things: reduce the communication process
to a set of mathematical formulas, and discuss
problems which can be handled with the model.
They intended their formulation to apply to all
communication, including mechanical communica-
tions systems. Fig. 3.1 below shows the Shannon

INFORMATION

and Weaver visualization. Because Shannon’s
definitions of the elements of the process as he
saw them are rather precise, we repeat the en-
tire definition here.

3.53 By a communication system we
will mean a system of the type indicated sche-
matically in Fig. 3.1. It consists of essentially
five parts:

3.54 1. An information source which
produces a message or sequence of messages
to be communicated to the receiving terminal
The message may be of various types: (a) A
sequence of letters as in a telegraph or teletype
system; (b) A single function of time f(t) as
in radio or telephony; (¢) A function of time
and other variables as in black and white tele-
vision — here the message may be thought of
as a function f(x, v, t) of two space coordinates
and time, the light intensity at point (x, ¥) and
time t on a pickup tube plate; (d) Two or more
functions of time, say f(t), g(t), h(t) — this i
the case in “three dimensional” sound transmis-
sion or if the system is intended to service sev-
eral individual channels in multiplex; (e)
Several functions of several variables — in color
television the message consists of three func
tions f{x, v, t), g(x, v, t), h(x, y, t) defined in ¢
three-dimensional continuum — we may alsc
think of these three functions as components of
a vector field defined in the region — similarly
severa] black and white television sources woulc
produce “messages” consisting of a number of
functions of three variables; (f) Various com-
binations also occur, for example, in televisior
with an associated audio channel.

3.55 2. A transmitter which operate:
on the message in some way to produce a signa
suitable for transmission over the channel. Ir

SOURCE TRANSMITTER RECEIVER DESTINATION
_— > —y—] —>—
SIGNAL RECEIVED
SIGNAL
ME SSAGE ME SSAGE
NOISE
SOURCE

Fig. 3.1. Schematic diagram of a general communication system: Shannon and Weaver Model.
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telephony this operation consists merely of
changing sound pressure into a proportional
electrical current. In telegraphy we have an
encoding operation which produces a sequence
of dots, dashes and spaces on the channel cor-
responding to the message. In a multiplex PCM
system the different speech functions must be
sampled, compressed, quantized and encoded,
and finally interleaved properly to construct
the signal, Vocoder systems, television and fre-
quency modulation are other examples of com-
plex operations applied to the message to obtain
the signal.

3.56 3. The channel is merely the
medium used to transmit the signal from trans-
mitter to receiver. It may be a pair of wires, a
coaxial cable, a band of radio frequencies, a
beam of light, etc. During transmission, or at
one of the terminals, the signal may be per-
turbed by noise. This is indicated schematically
in Fig. 3.1 by the noise source acting on the
transmitted signal to produce the received
signal.

3.57 4. The receiver ordinarily per-
forms the inverse operation of that done by the
transmitter, reconstructing the message from
the signal.

3.58 5. The destination is the person
(or thing) for whom the message is intended.:

1Reproduced with permission from pp. 4-6, The Mathe-
matical Theory of Communication, Claude E. Shannon, and
Warren Weaver. Urbana: The University of Illinois
Press, 1949.

3.59 Shannon and Weaver were not in-
terested in the psychological aspects of communi-
cation, and thus not really concerned with prob-
lems involving common communication break-
downs. Thus questions of the order: “What role
does the attitude of the receiver play in communi-
cation?” are not immediately derivable from their
model. Neither were they particularly interested
in the dynamic aspects of human communication
considered apart from other possible communica-
tion systems. Thus, if the purpose in studying
communication is an attempt to isolate the causes
of communication breakdowns in certain kinds of
human communication, the Shannon and Weaver
model will give only rather general help. From
the Shannon and Weaver book, however, has
come a wealth of research material and other
theoretical formulations.

3.5.10 To see how the Shannon and
Weaver model can be adapted for other and more
specific purposes, see Jerome Rothstein’s book
Communication, Organization and Science. Roth-
stein argues that there is an analogy between
communication and measurement amounting to an
“identity in logical structure.” His visualization,
reproduced in Fig. 3.2, adds relatively little to
the Shannon and Weaver model, yet shows the
relationship he is interested in describing rather
precisely. He describes his visualization rather
concisely :

“The blocks and upper captions follow Shan-
non’s characterization of a communication sys-
tem; the lower captions give analogous terms for
a measuring apparatus. The system of interest cor-

COMMUNICATION SYSTEM

INFORMATION
SOURCE TRANSMITTER RECEIVER DESTINATION
CHANNELR
MESSAGE_ SIGNAL SEI%EIXLED ¢ MESSAGE
MEASURE ¢ MEASURED
OF PRQ- VALUE
SYSTEM OF TNETRETRYES; MEASURING INDICATOR OBSERVER
INTEREST APPARATUS
NOISE jSQURCE
ERROR SOURCE

MEASURING PROCEDURE AND APPARATUS

Fig. 3.2. The analogy between measurement and communication: Rothstein Model
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responds to the information source; the observer,
to the destination for which the message is in-
tended. The message corresponds to a measure of
the property of interest, which is often encoded
by the transmitter or measuring apparatus into
information-bearing variations of some physical
quantity often quite different from the one of di-
rect interest. This signal, corrupted by noise or
errors, is decoded by the receiver or indicator and
presented as a message or measured value at the
output of the system.’’s

3.5.11 Rothstein is not attempting to
describe all of the communication, nor to be of help
in solving communication breakdowns, nor to in-
dicate how the model may be used to write a better
television show. He is interested only in the ques-
tion of the relationship of measurement theory to
communication. We may question the model on
grounds regarding the accomplishment of this
task, but we should not question the model on the
grounds that it seems to be of no help in the prob-
lems of introducing technical change in under-
developed countries of the world.

3.5.12 Neither the Shannon and Weaver
formulation nor the Rothstein adaptation are of
distinct help in gaining an understanding of the
characteristies peculiar to human ecommunication.
Let us turn our attention to human communica-
tion, and focus on several models attempting to
specify what happens to an individual receiver or
destination of communication upon receipt of a
message. The classic model for this formulation
remains that of Ogden and Richards in their book
The Meaning of Meaning. Ogden and Richards
are interested in the relationships which hold be-
tween symbols or messages, thought, and the
referents for symbols. They visualize the tri-
angular diagram shown in Fig. 3.3, and then turn
to a verbal description to explain their model:

3.5.13 This [relationship] may be
simply illustrated by a diagram in which the
three factors involved whenever any statement
is made, or understood, are placed at the cor-
ners of the triangle, the relations which hold
between them being represented by the sides.
The point just made can be restated by saying
that in this respect the base of the triangle is
quite different in composition from either of
the other sides.

3.5.14 Between a thought and a sym-
bol causal relations hold. When we speak, the
symbolism we employ is caused partly by the

SReproduced with permission from figure 1, pages 9-10,
Communication, Organization, and Secience, Jerome Roth-
stein. Indian Hills, Colorado: The Faleon’s Wing Press,
1958.
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THOUGHT OR REFERENCE

SYMBOL REFEREMN

7 sm::&.f for
(an imputed relation)
* TRUE

Fig. 3.3. The Ogden and Richarda ModelS

reference we are making and partly by soci
and psychological factors-—the purpose fi
which we are making the reference, the pr
posed effect of our symbols on other person
and our own attitude. When we hear what
said, the symbols both cause us to perform :
act of reference and to assume an attitu
which will, according to circumstances, be mo
or less similar to the act and the attitude of t)
speaker.

3.5.15 Between the Thought and tl
Referent there is also a relation; more or le
direct (as when we think about or attend to
coloured surface we see), or indirect (asz whe
we ‘think of’ or ‘refer to’ Napoleon), in whic
case there may be a very long chain of sig
situations intervening between the act and i
referent: word — historian — contemporai
record — eye-witness — referent (Napoleon).

3.5.16 Between the symbol and tl
referent there is no relevant relation other ths
the indirect one, which consists in its being use
by someone to stand for a referent. Symbol ar
Referent, that is to say, are not connected d
rectly (and when, for grammatical reasons w
imply such a relation, it will merely be an in
puted, as opposed to a real, relation) but on
indirectly round the two sides of the triangl

3.5.17 Here again, the visual does n«
carry the entire model. A verbal description -
necessary in order to understand fully whs

¢Reproduced by permission from pp. 10-11, The Meanin
of Meaning, C. K. Ogden, and 1. A. Richards. New Yorl
Harcourt Brace and Company, Inc., 1956.
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Ogden and Richards mean. There are other objec-
tions to this model on somewhat more technical
grounds. Ogden and Richards never attempted to
gpecify the term “thought” in any way, and the
model may be criticized for lack of utility on that
ground. Today, the Ogden and Richards formula-
tions are mainly of historical interest.

3.5.18 In addition, the Ogden and Rich-
ards model stimulated development of a more
sophisticated model which attempts to explain the
same process of language use. Dissatisfied with
the proposals of Ogden and Richards and with the
model developed by Charles Morris in his book
Stgns, Language, and Behavior, Charles E, Qs-
good developed a model based on learning theory.
Exactly the same process was under considera-
tion, i.e., what are the relationships between
observable stimuli and the observable responses
of individual receivers. Yet the model as it ap-
pears in Fig. 3.4 i3 considerably more compli-
cated. Its complexity enables the model to explain
more completely what happens in the situation
being studied. It is, with all the complexity, still
a purely descriptive model. It attempts no pre-
dietions, and does not generate new propositions.

3.5.19 The model, as we present it here,
was developed by Charles Osgood, and is ex-
plained by Wilbur Schramm in his book The Proe-
ess and Effects of Mass Communication:

3.5.20 Begin with (1). This is the in-
put. At the message level we have a collection
of objectively measurable signs &. These come
to your sense organs, where they constitute a
stitnulus for action. This stimulus we call s.
When the process gets as far as s, you are pay-
ing attention. The message has been accepted.
It may not have been accepted as intended; s
may not equal &l; the sensory mechanism may
have seen or heard it incompletely. But every-
thing else that happens as a result of the mes-
sage in that particular destination will now
necessarily be the result of the stimulus ac-
cepted by your sense organs.

3.5.21 Now look at number (2). The
message may not have to go to any other level
in order to bring about a response. If a man
waves his fist near your nose, you may dodge.
If he squeezes your hand, you may say “ouch!”
These are learned, almost automatic, responses
on the sensory and motor skill level.

3.5.22 But the stimulus may also
bring about other kinds of activity within your
nervous system. Look at number (3). The
stimulus 8 may be translated into & grammati-
cal response on your dispositional level — by
which we mean the level of learned integrations
(attitudes, values, sets, ete.) which make it so
easy for you to dispose of the variety of stimuli

REPRESENTATIONAL Prme— = Sm
LEVEL
(6) (5) (9) (8)
DISPOSITIONAL rds= — — — 4 Sdse——u g fdm — — — + Sdm
LEVEL (4)
3 (o
s v
SENSORY AND ) > — |
MOTOR SKILL | I
LEVEL 1 (1 1):
, I
B ¥
MESSAGE LEVEL DECODING INTERPRETING ENCODING R

Fig. 3.4. The Osgood Representational - Dispositional Model.
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that come to you in the course of a day. These
are what we call the intervening variables.
Suppose the stimulus stirs up activity in this
area of intervening variables. Two things may
happen. Look at number (4). The response
may be so well learned that it doesn’t even have
to go to the level of thinking. You hear a line
of a poem, and almost automatically say the
second line. In that case the activity is through
numbers (4) and (10).

3.5.23 More often, however, the ac-
tivity goes through number (5). Here the
original stimulus has been decoded into gram-
mar, fed through the intervening variables, and
sent up to the representational level of the cen-
tral nervous system where meanings are as-
signed and ideas considered. Oeccasionally a
stimulus comes to that level without going
through the intervening variables——as in num-

BEAUTIFUL
EXTERNAL WSI.OO?EDE .
PERCEPTUAL~——— === === f — — — == AT
FIELD AHEAD
MOTH
SPEAKER FLUTTERING
ON GIYE TO AROUND
WON'T\ FUND
GET A
INTERNAL RAISE
PERCEPTUA!. ——————————————— THIS YEAR
FIELD

ODOR
OF
GARLIC

ber (6). These stimuli create activity in the cen-
tral nervous system (rg) which is the terminus
of the decoding part of the process. This is equiv-
alent to the meaning or significance of the
signs @ What happens in number (7), then,
is what we have been referring to as interpreta-
tion. The response r, which we call meaning
becomes in turn a stimulus which sets the en-
coding process in action, so that (7) is both the
terminus of decoding and the start of encoding.
We learn to associate meanings with desired
responses. And so the encoding process moves
through (8) or (9). That is, we give certain
orders which either pass directly to the neuro-
muscular system (through 8) or are passed
through the intervening variables (through §
and 10). In any case, all this activity of the
nervous system finally results in a response on
the motor gkill level (r}, which results in cutput

CAR
NEEDS
NEW TIRES

QUCH!
PAIN IN
MY BACK

BOYS®
WHISPERING

Fig. 3.5. This is the perceptual field of a8 hearer. It consists of all the stimuli he
could possibly attend to. (Number of available stimuli is drastically reduced for con-
venience.) Reproduced with permission from page 39, The Arts of Persuasion, Wayne
C. Minnick, Boston, Massachusetts: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1957.
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(number 11). If the output is an overt re-
sponse (R), then we have another message,
which may offer itself as a collection of signs
and be accepted by still another person as a
stimulus({s) .’

3.5.24 The Osgcod model is probably not
understandable without a verbal description ex-
plaining the relatively unfamiliar symbols and
relationships expressed in the model. We can turn
now to a model which needs little verbal descrip-
tion, yet which attempts to explain some of the
same things as the Osgood model. This visual-
ization, developed by Wayne Minnick for his book
The Art of Persuasion, shows visuaily the com-
plexity of the perceptual field surrounding the
listener. For Osgood, the internal perceptual
field as Minnick shows it would be shown by the
internal s, —1r, cycles, while the external per-
ceptual field is seen by Osgood as part of the
message (no. 1 in Fig. 3.4). Minnick’s model is
easy to understand at a glance. Osgood’s model is
considerably harder. The Minnick model is limited
in usefulness in that no attempt is made to show
visually what the end result is of the complexity of
stimuli affecting the listener, i.e.,, how the
competing stimuli affect the listener’s final per-
ception.

3.5.25 When we look at the three models
presented by Ogden and Richards, Osgood, and
Minnick certain relationships and weaknesses are
apparent. None of the models deals specifically
with the complete communication process having
the elements of source, message, channel and re-
ceiver as does the Shannon and Weaver model.
It is certainly true that each of the models is con-
structed in such a way that additions to the model
would provide for a more complete deseription of
the communication process, but as we have them,
the models are not complete. Their usefulness lies
in the faet that each model was constructed to
describe a specific aspect of the entire communi-
cation process. The visualizations do not attempt
to show the process nature of communication, nor
do they illustrate by themselves even the portion
of the process being considered. For usefulness in
teaching, each visualization would have to be
accompanied by a verbal explanation.

3.5.26 The next models which are exam-
ined all make an attempt to show the process
nature of communication. They all attempt to
show communication between two persons, spe-
cifically oral communication. Basically, each

"Reproduced with permission from pp. 11-12, The
Process and Effects of Mass Communication, Wilbur
Sehremm. Urbana, Illinois: University of Illinois Press,
1954,

model consists of the elements described by
Schramm, placed in a context which empha-
sizes the social nature of communication, the
learned nature of communication, or the per-
ceptual nature of communication.

3.5.27 The first model is one developed
by Wendell Johnson and published in the Harvard
Business Review. Johnson’s model, together with
its accompanying explanation, may be charac-
terized as a primarily physiologically based
model. Johnson is not interested in attitudes,
social situation, speaker skills, or message organ-

ization. He is interested in deseribing the main

elements of communication, and in the ways in
which these elements would appear from a phys-
ical point of view. His model, Fig. 3.6, below,
emphasizes the fact that communication is not one
way, but a constantly changing process in which
the source becomes the receiver and vice versa.
Certainly, to show the process nature of communi-
cation, and the interrelationships of the physical
and physiological elements of oral communication,
the Johnson model would be most useful.

3.5.28 The main objection to the John-
son model is that it does not attempt to specify
what happens within the sending or receiving
organism to cause the messages to be encoded or
decoded in certain ways. A more specific form-
ulation and adaptation of the Johnson model is

Fig. 3.6. The Johnson Model. KEY: Stage 1, event, or
source of stimulation, external to the sensory end organs
of the speaker; Stage 2, sensory stimulation; Stage 3, pre-
verbal neurcphysiological state; Stage 4, transformation of
pre-verbal into symbolic forms; Stage 5, verbal formula-
tions in “final draft” for overt expression; Stage 1’, trans-
formation of verbal formulations inte (a) air waves and
(b) light waves, which serve as sources of stimulation for
the listener (who may be either the speaker himself or
ancther person); Stages 2’ through 1" correspend, in the
listener, to Stages 2 through 1’. The arrowed loops rep-
resent the functional interrelationships of the stages in
the process as a whole. Reproduced by permission from
exhibit I, p. 50, “The Fateful Process of Mr. A. Talking to
Mr. B,” by Wendell Johnson, in Flow Succesaful Executives
Handle People, published by Haervard Business Review,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1953,
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provided in a visualization created by Halbert
Gulley for a course in Contemporary Theories of
Oral Communication taught at Illinois. Xssen-
tially the Gulley model attempts to combine ele-
ments of the Johnson model with elements of the
Osgood model. Thus Fig. 3.7 includes all stages of
the Johnson model but adds to the visualization the
mediation concepts introduced by Osgood. Again
the model emphasizes the process nature of com-
munication and attempts to specify the nature of
the relationships between the perception of an
object, and the final message encoded by the
speaker about that object.

3.5.29 The Gulley model is weak in the
same way that the Osgood formulation is weak.
It does not specify the nature of the mediating
processes occurring within the source of receiver.
For what it attempts to do, the Gulley model ap-
pears to link the process nature of communication
as stressed by Johnson with the Osgood hy-
potheses in a rather efficient fashion.

3.5.30 A final model of oral communica-
tion is perhaps the most interesting. This model

is provided by Donald Bryant and Karl Wallace
in their book Fundamentals of Public Speaking.
Bryant and Wallace emphasize the fact that there
is a process at work not only between the speaker
and the listener, but within both speaker and
listener, The effect of perception on both speaker
and listener is stressed, and stressed rather spe-
cifically. The two-way nature of communication
is pointed out with an arrow that indicates that
the listener’s response serves as a stimulus for
the speaker. Fig. 3.8 appears to be almost totally
different in form from either the Johnson model
or the Gulley model, but actually the elements of
the model are the same. The visualization is dif-
ferent and perhaps will serve a somewhat differ-
ent purpose in a teaching situation.

3.5.31 We can make some summary
statements about these three models emphasizing
the nature of oral communication, First, each one
attempts to show that communication is a proe-
ess. Second, each one emphasizes that communica-
tion is more than one-way. Third, none of the
models attempts to describe the nature of the mes-
sage. And last, none of the models attempts to
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Fig. 3.7. The process of speaker addressing sudiences: the Gulley Model.
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describe communication through any channel
other than the face-to-face, two-person sitnation.

3.5.32 Bruce Westley and Malcolm Mac-
Lean, Jr,, have introduced a model applicable to
the mass media situation, where communication
involves more than two people. Fig. 3.9 below
shows the model as they formulate it in four
stages. The first stage would correspond most
closely to the Minnick model (Fig. 3.5), and re-
ports the process by which individuals select
events from the real world by direct perception,
The second stage is analogous to the three models
presented by Johnson, Gulley, and Bryant and
Wallace, showing the process of communication
as it flows through a second individual A. The
third stage points out that individuals cannot
have contact with all the available environment
and must depend for information on the messages
produced by an individual C, who selects items
which he has perceived and transmits some of
them to B. And the fourth stage shows what
typically happens in a mass media situation, as
well as being applicable to several other kinds of
communication situations. Here, the events that
have been sampled by A are reported to C who in
turn reports them to B. Neither C nor B have
actually seen the events but can share in them
through A. Thus we have the situation where the
reporter on a newspaper, or the news commen-
tator on radio, can give information to members
of an audience.

3.5.33 The Westley and MacLean model
does not attempt to specify what happens within

LISTENER RESPONSE

LISTENER

(a listening wunit)

INTERPRETATION
AND
EVALUATION

Surm Total of Experiance
including Motivations,
Emations, Attitudes, Feelings

Fig. 3.8. Schematic view of the communication process.

Speaker: a stimulating unit whose output (speech and
action) during transmission (delivery) is the product of
whatever has stimulated him. His sources of stimulation,
represented by the heavy arrows, are (1) his total experi-
ence prior to delivery (including knowledge of his listen-
ers} and (2) signs of listener response during delivery.

Listener: a receiving unit whose input is speech and
action from the gpeaker and sensations from the listening
environment. The listener is also a responding unit whose
output is determined by what comes into him (the input)
modified by his total experience. His responses (speech
and action}) may oeccur during listening and following
listening.

Reproduced by permission (QOctober, 1959}, from Fig. 1,
p- 15, Fundamentals of Public Speaking, by Donald C.
Bryant, and Karl R. Wallace. New York: Appleton-Cen-
tury-Crofts, Inc., 1947.

the individual, i.e., what the mediating reactions
of either the source or the receiver are, It does
not attempt to say anything about the nature of
messages which are passed along to various kinds
of receivers. But the model is extremely useful in
that the relationships between a large number of
individuals within the culture can be isolated with
the model, their functions described, and their
roles analyzed. The model emphasizes the process
nature of communication and introduces the term
feedback as an explanation of certain phenomena.
By presenting the model in four stages, Westley
and Macl.ean ease the teaching burden and make
a rather useful model to describe a large number
of communication events.

3.5.34 Westley and MacLean deal, as
have all the other models which we have dis-
cussed, with individuals. The previous models are
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Fig. 3.9. The Westley-MacLean Model
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Objects of orientation (X3 . . . Xgp) in the sensory field
of the receiver (B} are transmitted directly to him in
abstracted form (X; ... X3) after a process of selection
from among all Xs, such selection being based at least in

part on the needs and problems of B. Some or all are
transmitted in more than one sense (Xj3,, for example).
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VWhat Xs B receives may be owing to selected abstractions
transmitted by a non-purposive encoder {C), acting for B

and thus extending B’s environment. C’s selections are
necessarily based in part on feedback (fBC) from B.

obviously extendable to groups of people, but
the models do not attempt to indicate the relation-
ship of individuals within communication situa-
tions to various kinds of social groupings. Riley
and Riley, in an article appearing in Sociology
Today, present a model which can be said to have
a sociological basis as an explanation of the com-
munication process. Fig. 3.10 shows the social
influences at work on any communicator (C) and
on any receiver (D), and places communication
within a social framework.
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The messages C transmits to B {X”) represents his selec-
tions from both messages to him from A’s (X') and C's
selections and abstractions from Xs in his own sensory
field (X,¢, X, )}, which may or may not be Xs in A’s field.
Feedback not only moves from B to A (fBA) and from
B to C (fBC) but also from C to A (fca). Clearly, in the
mass communication situation, a large number of Cs re-
ceive from-a very large number of As and transmit to a

vastly larger number of Bs, who simultaneously receive
from other Cs.

Reproduced by permission from pp. 32-35, “A Conceptual
Model for Communications Research,” by Bruce H. West-
ley and Malcolm 8. MacLean, Jr., Journalism Quarterly,
Winter, 1957,

3.5.35 Riley and Riley explain the model
(p. 27) in a short vernal statement:

¥, . . the two interdependent structures of C and of R
[are shown] as aspects of the same wide society and
the same secular trend, which is represented by the
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oval boundary which encompasses them both. The sev-
eral arrows indicate the flow of communication back
and forth among the several members of these in-
terdependent structures. Within such an all-embracing
system, the mass-communications process is now seen
as a component of the larger social process, both
affecting it and being in turn affected by it."8

3.5.36 This model again does not at-
tempt to analyze the character of messages which
might occur within communication, nor to discuss
the nature of channels which might carry those
messages. It merely emphasizes that even though
communication may seem to occur between two
individuals, effects of the culture and the group
affiliations of both source and receiver will affect
the nature of the communication produced and
the communication received. '

3.5.37 As a final visual model in this
section we turn to a model prepared by Carl Hov-
land and his associates for their book Personality
and Persuastbility. This is an entirely different
kind of model from those we have discussed be-
fore. In one sense it is not a model, but merely a
classification of factors affecting attitude change
in certain kinds of communication situations. But
the category scheme (¥ig. 3.11) becomes a model
when the relationships between the various fae-
tors are indicated as they are by arrows showing
the kinds of effects expected from different levels
of analysis. The model is used by Hovland and
associates as a rationale for organization of sev-
eral experimental studies examining effects at

8Reproduced with permission from figure 4, pp. 576-577,
Sociology Today, (eds.) Robert K. Merton, Leonard Broom,
and Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr,, New York: Basic Books, Inec.,
1959.

The Riley and Riley Model.

different levels, The model might equally well
be used to organize a course attempting to study
communication effects in persuasive situations.

3.5.38 Note that the Hovland model
does not attempt to specify the exact relationships
existing between various factors. Nor does it
attempt to show the dynamic character of com-
munication. Essentially, the model says that
communication can be studied with several ap-
proaches, and that there are relationships which
exist between the approaches.

3.5.39 In this section, we have looked at
three models of the communication process. Qur
examination has necessarily been brief. Yet it is
apparent that no one model describes or even at-
tempts to describe everything that goes into com-
munication. Any model is selected for a par-
ticular purpose and emphasizes those aspects of
the process of communication which are being
studied by the individual formulating the model.
Models may be primarily verbal, ie., linguistic
descriptions such as those of Aristotle and Lass-
well, or primarily visual, such as the Bryant and
Wallace model, Or they may combine a visualiza-
tion with a verbal description, such as is done by
Shannon and Weaver,

3.5.40 In the following chapters, we
wish to discuss in detail two additional models
which have been used extensively in communica-
tion training. We shall concentrate on the ways
in which they may be used in teaching com-
munication theory, analyzing communication
breakdowns, and improving communication be-
tween individuals.
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4. The S-M-C-R Model of Communication

4.1 Purposes and Use

4.11 The 8-M-C-R Model, developed by
David K. Berlo and used in training programs of
the National Project in Agricultural Communica-
tions, emphasizes the psychological nature of
communication as it affects both the source and
the receiver in any communiecation situation. Al-
though other models have also emphasized the
psychological nature of communication, the S-M-
C-R Model has the special characteristics of pro-
viding an analysis of messages and of sensory
channels in communication.!

4.12 Essentially, this model (Fig. 4.1)
attempts to portray the necessary ingredients for
human communication. The model has been used
in the teaching situation to improve understand-
ing of the communication process, as well as to
help students or workshop participants improve
their ability to understand others or to have
others understand themselves. With slight addi-
tions, the model has been used to analyze com-
munication breakdowns.

4.2 The Source

4.21 With these uses in mind, let us
look at the model portrayed in Fig. 4.1 in some
detail. All communication involves a source of
information, the (S) within the model. The model
does not specify what kinds of sources ean pro-
duce messages, and depending on the situation,
it is obvious that communication stems from
many kinds of sources. In human communica-
tion, the source can be a single individual, such
as a speaker talking to a large audience. But the
source can also be a group of people, such as the
American Legion, or the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, or an institution such as
Michigan State University. Even though these

1The S-M-C-R and Interpreter models (Chapter §) are
discussed in detail in The Process of Communication: An
Introduction to Theory and Practice, by David K. Berlo.
New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1960,

prepared by Erwin P. Bettinghaus

institutions are obviously composed of individ-
uals, yet the communications which they engage
in frequently appear to a listener or a group of
listeners as stemming from a single source. Thus
we may hear such statements as “The government
sent me an income tax form today,” or “The
USDA reported today on the farm crisis.”

4.22 Once the fact is established that
communication always involves some source, we
can examine these possible sources of communica-
tion to ask questions about the significant factors
within sources affecting the communication proc-
ess. It is certainly possible to develop a relatively
long list of factors specific to individual situa-
tions, or even common to several situations. How-
ever, when we begin applying our list to many
sources, we will find that not all of the items will
be significant variables in all situations. The
S-M-C-R Model provides a minimum list of sig-
nificant variables which should be applicable to

most of the kinds of communication situations
which interest us.

4.23 For example, we can say that the
communication skills of different sources will be
important factors in determining the success of
communication in any situation. The ability to
write, to draw, to speak, will differ as the source
in the communication situation differs. And per-
haps more important than these encoding skills
is the ability to reason, which again differs with
the source.

4.24 Communication skills are clearly
important to the success of communication; if
sources cannot encode messages which are under-
standable to receivers, communication may break
down. When two sources are talking about the
same situation, both sources may be able to en-
code understandable messages for a particular
receiver. In general, however, the source with the
more highly developed communication skills will
be a more effective communicator than will the

source with less highly developed communication
skills,
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4.25 A second factor within the source
producing differential effects in a communication
situation is the source’s attifudes. llere we can
talk about several kinds of attitudes, each one im-
portant to the total process of communication.
Attitudes have been defined wvariously by psy-
chologists., Perhaps the most widely accepted
definition of an attitude is that it is a “predisposi-
tion to response in any situation.” In communica-
tion, the source has attitudes toward the receiver
of communication — his audience. The source has
attitudes toward the subject about which he is
communicating. He may have attitudes toward
the channel (for example, a prejudice for or
against use of visuals). And the source has at-
titudes toward himself. This entire complex of at-
titudes is important to the success of communica-
tion.

4.26 If the source has an unfavorable
attitude toward his receiver, we might expect that
his ecommunication will be different than if he is
highly favorable toward the receiver. If the
source is unsure of himself, again the resulting
communication may be different than if the
source is confident of his own abilities, The
source may hold an unfavorable attitude toward
the room where the communication is taking
place. He might be somewhat neutral toward the
subject about which he communicates. In each
case, a consideration of the attitudes of the source
is important if we are to understand the process
of communication,

s | Encode M

~Source . Message

’ comm. | T l

Kﬂowledae
, 30*3 at-Cuttural Confery I

4,27 In teaching, it is important to lel
students see that even though complete analysi:
of all the relevant attitudes present in any com
munication situation may be impossible, the
source who wishes to become an efficien
communicator must attempt zuch an analysis
Entering a communication situation with litth
knowledge of the relevant attitudes is inviting :
communication breakdown.

4.28 A third factor which seems t
enter into all communication situations is know!
edge. Here we can talk about the source’
knowledge of his subject matter and about hi
knowledge of the audience; these are the knowl
edges that are generally referred to when we sa;
that the well-informed source is likely to be mor
successful than the poorly-informed source, How
ever, it is important in addition to know some
thing about the situation in which communicatio
is taking place, as well as something about th
process of communication itself. The model w
are discussing emphasizes the fact that knowledg
of all aspects of communication is necessary.

4.29 A final over-all factor which w
must consider in analyzing communication is th
social-cultural context in which the source and hi
receivers are living, Here we can ask ourselve
a number of questions. What is the role of th
source within society? What groups does he be
long to? How do those groups influence him a
a communicator? What special aspects of th

c Decode R
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Fig. 4.1. Photograph of a flannelboard presentation of one version of the S-M-C-R Model.
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culture condition the communication which the
source might encode? These and similar questions
affect the total process of ecommunication as we
have described it.

4.3 The Receiver

4.31 Just as there is a source in all com-
munication situations, so there is also a receiver
in all such situations. We can make much the
same analysis of the receiver as we do of the
source. People serve both as sources and receivers
of communication. At one and the same time, an
individual might be talking to another, i.e., acting
as a source for communication, and also be watch-
ing the facial expressions of the other, i.e., acting
as a receiver of communication. Since this is true,
we might expect sources and receivers to have
much the same characteristics. We can talk about
the attitudes of the receiver, the communication
skills, the knowledge, and the social-cultural con-
text of the receiver in the communication situa-
tion in the same ways in which we talked about
these factors operating within the source of com-
munication.

4.32 The attitudes of the receiver will
condition the effectiveness of the source quite
apart from the source himself. If the receiver is
negative toward the source, communication is
much less likely to be effective than if the re-
ceiver is highly favorable toward the source. It
is clearly a different communication situation
when the receiver is against the proposal made by
the source, from when he has already made up
his mind that he is in favor of it. In general, we
can say that the closer the match between the
attitudes of the source and the attitudes of the
receiver, the more effective the communication.

4.33 The knowledge of the receiver is
obviously important. The receiver placed in a
communication situation involving a completely
new subject behaves differently from one enter-
ing a relatively familiar situation.

4.34 The ecommunication skills of the
receiver may drastically affect the success of
communication. The skills required to be an effec-
tive receiver are somewhat different from those
required to be an effective source. When we con-
sider the receiver, we are concerned with the de-
coding skills of reading, listening, and of course
thinking. When the reading ability of the receiver
is limited, the effectiveness of the source at-
tempting to communicate by writing will also be
limited. As a general conclusion, we can suggest

that the closer the match in communication skills
between the source and receiver, the more effec-
tive will be the eommunication.

4.35 Finally, we must realize that the
receiver of communication also lives within a
social-cultural context. He belongs te certain
groups and does not belong to others. He has a
cultural heritage which determines in large part
the ways in which he behaves. He refers to some
groups for guidance in communication situations
and does not refer to others. Communication will
break down if there are no common elements be-
tween the social-cultural context of the source
and that of the receiver.

4.36 Like the source, the receiver with-
in the communication situation may be a single
individual. The receiver may be within a group
of individuals, such as the audience at a play. Or
the receiver may also be an institution, such as a
labor union, a university, or a government.

4.37 In teaching students or workshop
participants about the process of communication,
it seems desirable to deal with both the source and
receiver of communication before turning to other
elements within communication. Our orientation
is usually toward ourselves as sources or ourselves
as receivers of communication; we tend to iden-
tify communication solely in terms of the charac-
teristics of the sources and receivers within the
process. The S-M-C-R Model differs from all
models mentioned in the previous chapter in that
it emphasizes the complete process of communica-
tion, and deals with source and receiver as only
two elements of communication.

4.4 The Message

4.41 The message in communication
may be considered from several different view-
points. The model attempts to break the message
element down into meaningful sub-elements for
more complete understanding. The teacher may
talk about the factors important to the source
and receiver in any order. When we talk about
the message, however, it probably makes more
sense to follow the order of presentation de-
veloped below,

442 The first thing which we should
mention is the term code. All messages involve
some code. We can talk about German, French,
Hindi, or English as being different codes. Or
we can talk about musie, art, or the dance as in-
volving different codes. Or we can talk about
the specialized codes we call jargon within a
language such as English. Thus the physicist has
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a code peculiar to his field, even though the words
within this jargon are recognized as English
words.

4.43 Second, we can mention the con-
tent of a message. It is certainly true that code
and content are inextricably linked within the
communication process. For teaching purposes,
we separate them for consideration as separate
elements. Content involves the ideas within the
message. For a given subject such as atomic
energy, there will be many ideas for a source to
draw from in encoding some message. The source
has to select content appropriate to his audience.
He must find an arrangement of the material he
selects. And he must test those ideas for useful-
ness with a particular receiver.

4.44 Given a code and some content, the
speaker or source within a communication situa-
tion has to find an appropriate treatment for the
ideas which he has selected. This is the primary
task of the rewrite man, the editor, the movie
director, of the advertiser; all are treatment spe-
cialists. Treatment involves selection of a code
appropriate to the receiver, the content of the
message, and the medium of transmission. Treat-
ment involves the arrangement of sentences, the
difficulty level of written material, and the ap-
pearance of the final produet.

4.45 Within each subfactor of code and
content and treatment, we need to consider the
component elements. The elements of the English
language might be words, or phrases, or units of
sound. Ideas are the elements of any given con-
tent. After we know what elements are involved,
we need to consider the structure of the message:
the way the elements of the message are arranged
or ordered.

4.46 In teaching, a consideration of the
message as an integral part of the process of
human communication is important to anyone
attempting to improve his understanding of the
process as a whole, as well as to anyone attempt-
ing to analyze communication breakdowns, or im-
prove his own communication ability.

4.5 The Channel

4,51 The other major factor which the
S-M-C-R Model deals with is the channel in com-
munication. There are several ways in which we
can look at channels of communication. The
model shows only one of those ways. It suggests
that one useful way of approaching the study of
the communication process is to consider channels
to be the five senses. Thus, the message can be
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heard, or seen, or touched, or tasted, or smelled.
There are at least two other ways in which chan-
nels have been considered by those interested in
a study of communication. We could talk about
the message passing to the receiver as a pattern of
sound waves or a pattern of light waves, Or we
can talk about the disseminating channels of tele-
vision, radio, newspapers, books, magazines, bul-
letins, etc.

4.52 A factor worth emphasis in teach-
ing communication is the importance of multiple
channels. When sources utilize more than one
channel of communication, the chance for com-
municative effectiveness is generally increased.
For example, we can indicate that research tends
to show that when a speech is supplemented by
appropriate visuals, the receivers of the communi-
cation tend to learn the material better than if the
presentation uses only the channel of hearing.

4.6 Final Considerations

4.61 There are two other words on the
model which we have used, but not defined. We
can sum up the model as it appears in Fig. 4.1 by
saying that communication always involves a
source who or which encodes a message for trans-
fer along some channel to be decoeded by a re-
ceiver.

4.62 The S-M-C-R Model is useful for
gaining some initial understanding of the proc-
ess of human communication. However, it should
not be used without the consideration of some pre-
cautionary measures designed to prevent mis-
understandings. For example, the model does not
indicate the purposive nature of human communi-
cation. In many ways, we can distinguish human
communication from all other communication by
indicating that human communication always in-
volves purpose on the part of both source and
receiver : there is no communication without pur-
pose.

4.63 A second caution involves the na-
ture of communication as a process. As the visual
model is shown, it may appear to the casual ob-
server that communication is a linear process, per-
haps even a step-by-step process, always going in
one way. Yet we know that communication situa-
tions are seldom one-way. The teacher of com-
munication does well to emphasize that communi-
cation does not occur as simply as the visualiza-
tion presented in Fig. 4.1 would seem to indicate.
Communication, like all process, is dynamie, oc-
curs in more than one direction, is ongoing, and is
ever changing.
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5. 'The Interpreter Model

5.1 Analysis

5.11 The Interpreter Model (Fig. 5.1e)
was developed by David K. Berlo and has been
used by the National Project in Agricultural
Communications in training programs. The use-
fulness ¢f the Interpreter Model lies in its at-
tempt to link the learning process with the com-
munication process in human behavior.

512 In making the same kind of an-
alysis of the Interpreter Model as we have made
of the 5-M-C-R Model, we can start by saying that
whenever humans learn or humans communicate,
some stimulus is present (see Fig, 5.1a). We can
define the term “stimulus” in rather broad terms
to take in anything which we can perceive through
one of our five senses. Thus a dog, a speech, a
book, & tree, or a man walking all serve as stimuli
for our senses. We can also point out that when-
ever there is a stimulus, there is also some re-
sponse. By response, we mean simply that the
individual perceiving a stimulus does something,
i.e., votes, runs away, talks, thinks, changes an
attitude, etc. Both learning and communiecation
involve stimuli and responses.

5.13 If learning is to take place, the in-
dividual has to both decode the stimulus and in-
terpret the stimulus (see Fig. 5.1b). Human be-
ings have decoding apparatus in the senses of
hearing, touch, taste, smell and sight. For
example, the organism takes a pattern of sound
waves striking the ear drum and translates it into

INTERPRETER

stimulus response

Fig. 5.1a.

prepared by Erwin P. Bettinghaus
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the pattern of electro-chemical energy we call
nervous energy. But decoding involves more than
mere translation of stimuli from one form of
energy to another. It involves the association of
an ineoming stimulus to patterns of stimulation
received in the past and to other ideas and asso-
ciations which are possessed by the organism.

5.14 Closely linked to decoding is the
process which we call interpretation. We can
postulate an interpreter mechanism for man
which enables him to think, to attach meaning to
sounds and sights, and to understand. Of all the
ways in which man differs from lower animals,
perhaps the most important is in his ability to
interpret, or think about, the stimuli impinging
upon him throughout his daily life. The model
shows a double arrow running from interpreter
to decoder : this arrow indicates not only that man
decodes and passes along information from his
decoding mechanism to his interpretative mech-
anism, but also that the interpreter itself tends to
determine what is perceived and how it is per-
ceived. What we see and hear is colored by our
past experiences, our memories, and our ideas.
People do not perceive the world as the “hooming,
buzzing confusion” of sights and sounds at-
tributed by William James to the infant. What
we see is selected for us, and colored for us by the

interpretative mechanism we all carry in our
heads.
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5.15 After interpretation has taken
place, the individual must encode some response.
From the interpreter messages are sent to the
encoding mechanisms of the larynx, the fingers,
and the muscles. The second arrow is present on
the encoding side of the diagram to indicate that
encoding is not a simple process. Trial encoding
may take place many times before the individual
actually responds to a particular stimulus. As
we indicated above, encoding may represent only
part of the individual’s response to a stimulus. Or
to put it a different way, the individual may have
both overt and covert responses, observable and
non-observable responses.

5.2 Consequences and Rewards

5.21 After a response is produced, the
individual has the opportunity to observe the con-
sequence of that response. In human learning and
human communication all responses have con-
sequences for the individual. The consequence of
a response is not the response itself. The response
may be “running away from a poisonous snake
found on a path”; the consequence of that re-
sponse may be that the individual doesn’t get bit-
ten. The response may be to change an attitude
toward some other individual; the consequence
of that response may be to obtain a raise in pay,
or a new position.

5.22 Introducing the notion of conse-
quences means that we must also introduce the
idea of reward and its relationship fo human
learning and communication. The observed con-
sequences resulting from response to a communi-
cating situation will be termed rewarding or un-
rewarding by the individual. If the consequence
is rewarding, then the individual may be more
likely to make the same response when a similar
situation is presented. If the consequence is per-
ceived as non-rewarding, the probability is that
the individual will make a different response when
placed in a similar situation. The concept of re-
ward is obviously not linked to monetary or status
rewards. Rewards may involve only a feeling of
satisfaction with the consequences, of pleasure,
or merely of conviction that it was better to have
done what was done than to have done anything
else.

5.23 Human beings react in many ways
to similar stimuli. Yet a careful examination re-
veals several principles which seem to underlie
human behavior in many situations. One of these
notions is the principle of least effort, closely tied
to another concept of expected reward. In gen-
eral, we can say that individuals will respond to
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any situation with the least amount of effor
which is required to obtain an expected reward
Thus the source may find real difficulty in get
ting people to take some specific action. The rea
son may be that individuals perceive the effor
required to be greater than the reward expecte
from the response desired. The concepts of ex
pected reward and effort required are integra
parts of any examination of the learning proces
and its relationship to the process of communica
tion.

5.3 The Model in
Communication Terms

5.31 The portion of the Interprete
Model we have considered so far involves func
tions concerned with the receiver rather than th
source of communication. In Fig. 5.1¢, we notic
that a source has been added to the visual. As w
discussed earlier when considering the S-M-C-
Model, sources and receivers may interchang
positions, or even be the same individual at tf
game time. Therefore we are justified in attribu
ihg the same elements of Decoder (De), Inte:
preter (In) and Encoder (En) to the source th:
we attribute to the receiver of communication.

5.4 Responses

541 What is shown in Fig. 5.lc is
complete communication situation involving

source producing stimuli which we can call me
sages, and a receiver who decodes those stimu!
interprets them, and encodes responses based ¢
the stimuli received. There are, however, son
terms in Fig. 5.1¢ which have not been explaine
One way of looking on the terms attention, mea:
ing, understanding, acceptance, commitment ar
action, is to say that these are possible respons:
of the receiver of any message.

5.42 Internal responses which are nece
sary to communication include attention ar
meaning. The source cannot expect to be succes
ful in communication if the receiver of the me
sage is not paying attention to the message. Or
response, then, which the source is desirous .
obtaining on the part of the receiver is attentic
to the source and his message. The source c:
also not expect to be succesaful in communicatic
or learning if the receiver doesn’t understa:
what is said. Understanding is part of the pro
ess of obtaining meaning for messages. Tt i
volves not only an understanding of the meanir
of words, but also of sentences and larger el
ments within the message. A second part of tl
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meaning process is obtaining acceptance. Under-
standing is not enough in many cases; we also
want our receivers to accept — that is, agree with
— what we have to say. Obviously, gaining
acceptance is not easy when receivers are initially
opposed to a position. And we might say that be-
fore he can accept a message, a receiver must first
attend to it and gain some meaning from it,

5.43 Internal responses by a receiver
are frequently only the first steps in producing
learning. The source frequently wants a receiver
to act on a message in some externally visible way.
At least two of the responses which we might talk
about as being useful in the teaching situations
with which we deal are commitments and actions.
Frequently, sources want receivers to publicly
commit themselves to some program. Sources
also want receivers to respond by taking some
action, i.e., they want them to vote, put a new
farm program into operation on their own farm,
or help raise money for some civic project. A re-
ceiver takes action only after internal responses,
in the form of attention and acceptance, have
oceurred.

5.5 Feedback

5.51 The learning process, when related
to the communication process, also involves feed-
back. In our model, feedback is shown by the ar-
row going from the comsequence to the source
(Fig. 5.1d). Feedback in communication can take
place in several ways, and each way is accom-
panied by its own problems. Direct feedback
occurs when a source is able to observe both the
responses of a receiver and the consequences at-
tending those responses. This typieally occurs in
the face-to-face situation where a source is talk-
ing to a receiver or a group of receivers. All of us

develop ways of estimating the responses which
we observe our receivers making. In the public-
speaking situation, for example, the speaker
learns how to estimate his audience’s response
through noticing their facial expressions, bodily
movements, questions, etc. These estimates are
seldom perfect; the source may be entirely misled,
For example, the source may decide that an indi-
vidual with his eyes closed isn’t paying attention,
whereas this receiver might actually have closed
his eyes in order to concentrate better on the
message. Nevertheless, speakers do manage to
make predictions about their audiences and to
modify their opinions about the audience or
change their messages to the audience through the
use of feedback.

5.52 Indirect feedback presents an en-
tirely different type of problem. In this situation,
the source does not have direct contact with his
receivers., The source may be a writer, who will
never see his readers. He may be a scientist, whose
messages will be translated by an editor into a
bulletin to be read by farmers, or the editor of
that bulletin, who like the scientist, will never see
the readers. At the present time, we cannot sug-
gest methods of obtaining indirect feedback which
approach in reliability the direct method of an
experienced speaker observing his audience.
Nevertheless, here too the source must obtain
feedback in order to improve his future messages.
Some suggested solutions include making surveys
of the audience, using electronic instruments on
television sets, and sending out questionnaires.
All of these methods have their values and their
adherents, but none provides completely satis-
factory answers. None offers a continuing feed-
back which is immediately available to the source.
At best, they may provide partial information to
assist in the preparation of future messages.
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5.53 One other addition to the model in
Fig. 5.1d deserves special attention. This, the
long diagonal arrow leading from conseguence
to stimulus, represents the feedback direct to the
individual (the interpreter). To the extent that
an individual remains aware of his own responses
and the consequences of these, he can adjust or
correct his subsequent actions. A good example of
this is the person talking who mispronounces a
word, hears himself, and immediately repeats the
word correctly.

5.54 The Interpreter Model, as we have
visnalized it so far, seems to indicate that feed-
back is merely the source’s observation of receiver
responses. The discussion we have just made of
this arrow indicates that the problem is never as
simple as might be indicated by a visual model.
Feedback problems are always with us, and are
never easily solved. But if the source is to be
effective, he must attempt to obtain and interpret
feedback from his receivers in order to continue
to produce effective messages.

5.6 Habit

5.61 One more factor is important to
both learning and ecommunication. In our visual
model, (Fig. 5.1¢), the jagged arrow between the
encoder and the decoder represents the sirength
of habit. In time we acquire habits, or responses
made without interpretation. In the morning,
when we see a pair of shoes on the floor, or a
lathered face in the mirror, we no longer think
about the actions we perform as we stroke the
lather off the face, or stand up from the task of
tieing our shoes. We perform tasks similar to
these throughout our daily lives, and no longer
interpret the stimuli leading to our responses.
These are habits.

5.62 How are habits formed? One way
to approach the question is in terms of reward and
consequences, When the child is first faced with
the shoe-tieing situation, the parents praise the
child every time the task is accomplished cor-
rectly. After a number of times, the child’s par-
ents may stop physical praise on the grounds that
the child now knows how to perform the task. But
by this time, the child has reward mechanisms
built into its own system. Now, having an untied
shoe is uncomfortable, and the child still continues
to tie his shoes. After a period of time, the
physical motions required to accomplish the task
become mechanical. The child no longer has to
think about the various steps necessary to con-
tinue tieing shoes correctly.
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5.63 Perhaps most habits are desir
We would not want to have to think about t:
our shoes every morning. But many times wi
faced with the situation where we as sources .
attempt to obtain responses requiring an
vidual to break habits. We have a new systen
rotating crops. Farmers in our state have
using another system for so long that the us«
beecome habitual. What this model sugges
that in order to break the habit arrow, the s«
must find ways of making the receivers inte:
their actions. Only through interpretation
individuals eliminate old responses in ords
prepare for new responses,

5.64 Anyone who has attempte
break a smoking hahit established over years
quickly realize just how difficult it really

break a habit. How then can a communicator
to break the habit arrow, to obtain interpreta
Many ideas could be suggested. In this cha
we can mention only a few. Existing habit:
be used to eliminate undesirable habits. To
the farmer change his farming methods, a:
peal to habits of thrift might be used. Exi
desirable habits might be strengthened, wi
consequent weakening of undesirable h:
Changes not immediately related to the
under attack might be suggested, as a way of
paring a receiver for the eventual breaking
habit, Suggestions of ways to reduce effom
changing habits may help, since receivers
probably motivated toward reduction of the e
required for any task. New rewards migl
suggested, to an extent that a receiver would
ceive increased reward through change of h:

5.65 None of these methods will -
for all cases, and combinations of several
often have to be used. Yet, we can certainly
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that one of the most difficult and important tasks
in communication is that of getting receivers to
unlearn old habits, so that new patterns of inter-
pretation may be set up.

5.66 In the past few pages, we have ex- ,

amined the Interpreter Model. What we have said
represents only one way of looking at this model.
The model is rich in ideas and content. Yet it is
still only one visualization of the communication
process: one which attempts to link communica-
tion and learning. The model shows that there is
little difference between these two processes. As a
concluding point, and as one other way of linking

communication and learning, we can perhaps
observe that communication sources are always
interested in:

OBTAINING OLD RESPONSES TO NEW
STIMULI

or

OBTAINING NEW RESPONSES TO OLD
STIMULI

When either of these objectives is obtained, learn-
ing has also taken place.
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