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INTRODUCTION



For too long and for too many people the field of speech
has been characterized by fragmentation of rather than unity
Vbetween its various areas of concentration, These areas;
Interpretation, Speech and Héaring Pafhology; Rhetoric and
Public Address, Communication Theory,’Radio and Television,
and Theatre have developed almost into singular“digciplineﬁ
in their own rights. However, we cannot deny the vital |
'interéétionVWhich can and does take place within £he field
i of speech. The Speech Association of America has added the
word Communication to its official name to acknowledge the
growing importance of this interaction of all the disciplines.
Certainly anyone schooled in interpretation would be hard
p;essed'to discount the values of a well=trained voice or
the persuasiveness of human discourse. The debatér is well
awaré that his effectiveness is increased if he makes his
argument come alive through the dynamics of his diction.

In eéch of these areas there is a process of communication
between the speaker and audience. ’

At first glance, the fields of Oral Interpretation and
Communication Theory would seem to be incongruous. .Inter-
pretation is generally considered an art, Communication
Theory is labeled a science. The connection seems easier to
make, however, when it is realized that every individual

communicates and every discipline is made up of individuals



who communicate to study the discipline. It is the purpose

of this paper to draw;é correlation between Oral Inferpretation
and Communication, One specific form of interpretation,

that of Interpreters Theatre, including both Readers Theatre
and Chamber Theatre, will be used. The reasons for this choice
are twé-fold: Interpreters Theatre is a newly}revitalized

form of interpretation and as such lends itself well to further
study, and as a group event it involves more factors for study
than does an individual interpretative performance. -

The question may be raised that the attempt to correlate
an art with a‘science reduces the art. We dé not accept that
belief. If in fact any artvmay be taught or explained to any
degree, that explanation is based on a moreror less scientific .
examination of the elements involved and on an organiéation
of the results of the examination.. In: explaining the arf
the results of the examination are the messages whigﬁ are
conveyed in a communicative situation., The correlafion is,
we think, a clear one and one not intended to lessenbthe
importance or the value of either the art or the science.
There are, of course, certain elements in any communicative
situation which are difficult to identify and to analyze.

The exclusion of these elements does not in any way intend

to minimize their importance in the commﬁnicative process

or to cast doubt upon their existence. However, of necéssity,
this paper deals with the elements which may be readily

observed or whose presence and importance may be substantially



argued through examination of the process.

It should be understood that there is currently a question
of the traditional versus the experimental in the field of
Interpretation., There are those who maintain that violation
of certain guidelines removes é presentation from the realm
of Interpretation. This paper will not attempt to imposé
any such limits. An attempt has been made to'encompass
the current experimental methods. There has also been some
question as to the essential purpose of Interpretation;m
“and as such, some controversy as to which of the elemqnts
of the art should Be of primary importance. This papér also
attempts to deal With the rolé of the interpreter,'director,
| ahd audiénce, the place of the text, and the method of performance.
These considérations shall, we hope, adequately present both
sides of the controversy, for to attempt to feconcile.the
differences logically within the bounds of this stﬁdy would

be impossible.



A SURVEY OF COMMUNICATION THEORY




The ability to symbolize is at the heart of the communicatiye
; process; Symbols are the tools for communicating and man'st
,diStinct ability to interpret, manipulate, and make newi
‘symbols lS the product of the process of communication., It
1is this product which gives man his uniqueness, Animals
‘convey messages by using sounds and gestures, but never by

'¥~u81ng meaningful words. Man alone is capable of refining

i; his message and pass1ng it along. ThlS process of refining‘

Jand sharing 1s what we call- communicating.1 ‘

R Communicating is the primary means of soc1alization of by

.Athe 1ndiv1dual It 1s the means- by which human beings interactiiﬁ

'Communicating may be said to be on a parallel w1th personality,

for communication shapes personality, and personality deter- )

umines the pattern of communication. Because this process B

' Which-is common to all human beings is also a process shaped

eby'theiindividual, it has been defined by many different -

people in a variety of ways. There are some terms Which :

appear in many of the definitions. Perhaps looking at’theser

vterms w1ll‘help us to form a working definition of communi;fu‘

ication as a process, Some of these terms are interaction,
relationship, integration, process, and influence, Thep

concept of;"interaction" implies that more than one element

is involved and that the elements are not at rest or'statio,-’

but are changing and affecting each other. The term implies,

/then, a dynamic process. '"Integration'" as a concept suggests



a unification of the common elements toward a single goal
or objective, a definition which indicates the unlty rather
than the fragmentation of the communicative process.
"Integration" also indicates the purposive nature of
I-;communication. The concept "relationship" suggests that
‘there 1s a sortlng of elements to find some type of common-:A,
,allty or,llkeness,‘ The "process" concept 1mp11essgrowth,"
1"5deVelopment,kandgchanges Whichymoﬁe toward a central‘ob-”p'-
;?*jectiVe}ﬁ This definition Of "process" also implies a dynamic
1”ent1ty, one which 1s in a state of purpos1ve flux. Thus

communlcatlon is a process whlch involves a series of

'kV:;relationshlps which are discovered through 1nteractlons S

‘;Q;§g£3“betWeen:the communicants. These relatlonshlps are 1nte-v

‘;;grated toward a specific obJectlve, whlch 1s mutual 1nfluence.2
Communlcatlon Theory may be categorlzed in a Varlety
“ofvways which might involve several subd1v1s1ons. The gen- f
*;erally accepted nature of relatlonshlps in communlcatlon 1nclude
'mlntrapersonal, interpersonal, mass, and cultural. Though
”each‘of these sets of relationships should be evaluated in
_'dthemselves, they are not entirely unrelated.’ There afé,
elements“which are common to all established levels of =
communication. Certainly the most easily seen of those
-common elements is intrapersonal communication; Intrapersonal_'
| communication occurs at all levels of communication,
Intrapersonal communication is that communication which
takes place within an individual and thus forms the basis
’for evaluative ability and handles reactions to events, ideas,"

and experiences., It is also in the stage of intrapersonal



communication that we form the basis for the patterns of

interpersonal communication.

| Interpersonal communication is the interaction which

occurs between two or more persons., This is the most common

'»ntype of communicafion,'the level at which relationships are
ZfOrmedaand,maintained. It is also interpersonal commuﬁication
’which forms ﬁhe most important basis for the individual in

his SOcialization process. Successful communidation_at this

- level is at the root of effective socialization,

Interpersonal communication systems differ from intra-

~personal communication systems in three major respects:

ra

-~;rpart1c1pat10n of communicator, location and destlnatlon of

;zimessage, and pos51b111t1es for correcting errors. In an act
:~of 1ntrapersonal communication one person”mum as both |

. sender and receiver of the message, whlle in 1nterpersonal
communlcatlon sender and receiver are two dlfferent persons.B;
The 1ntrapersonal situation places the communicant“in a
‘duel role simultaneously. In an interpersonal situation
heWever, the duality is provided through the potential
-reversal of roles between the two communicants. Feedback,
which;ailoWS*for effective evaluation and correction of:.
'errors, is more readily perceived in.intrapersonal eommunication.‘

Intrapersonal‘and interpersonal communication are/Basic_

to all levels of communication. From these two points, we

may gain 1n81ght 1nto human nature which will enable us to

be successful in group, mass, or cultural-<levels of communlcatlon.k

Mass communication involves one speaker attempting to communicate

with many audience members. This may or may not be done



through an agent. The transmission of‘events in an
instantaneous manner through such media as radio and telévision
provides many intereSting areas of study at this level of |
communication. Cultural communication deals with elements of
'?culturé. It may involve one culture communicating with
another -or the cﬁlture communicating with one individual
: on thé intrapersonal or interpersonal level, Culture here is
" not taken to mean refiﬁement,-nor is it ih reference to the
fine arts, but it is referred to in the anthropological
sense that culture is the way of life of a given peoplé,
the suﬁ of tﬁeir learned behavior patterns,wattitfdes,and
,material thihgs. Edward T. Hall has spoken of culture as
-cdmmﬁniéation, which perhaps mékes it easier td‘see why
. many have called it a special subdivision of the’study of
;'acommunication. We should not lose sight of thé fact, however,
that oﬁr culture‘underlies all of our communicative éfforts.4
Channels used for communication may be classified.as
verbal or non-verbal. We form our understandings of other
‘peopie from our perception of the type of behavioral cueé)
which they emit, or project. These behavioral cues are éhaped
and*interpreted by our biases and self interests. These cués,
are eonstantly changing within and as emitted from an indi-
vidual, and the changes help to constitute the dynamic hature
of the prdcess which the.individual uses to communicate.'5
We must accept the dynamic communicative process as
fundamental to the human being. Kenneth Anderson states
c

that communication is the key instrumentality of man. This

key instrumentality is often diagrammed in models. Let us
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examine contemporary models of the communicative process. It

is wise to remember in looking at these models tnat'they

should not be taken as all-encompassing, but rather as’aids

to an understanding of a complex and dynamic process.

Dean C., Barnlund describes the nature of models as follows:

"\ model is an attempt to recreate in physical or symbolic |
‘form the reiationships alleged to exist among(the objectst

. or forces‘being investigated."7 Models seem to_make concepts 4
Famore clear than a purely,verbalvexplanation can.‘ This is- -
y easyltO'understand when we realize that‘a»mOdel“coupled mith'

a. verbal explanatlon prov1des the observer with two sets of

“H~,sensory~st1mu11 rather than one. These stlmull can relnforcef

done another and thus assure a more complete understandlng
"than only one set of stimuli mlght prov1de. |

"‘ There are several sets of relationships which are explored

v"1n contemporary models, The types of models whlch will be

presented are one-way linear, descrlblng 1nt§rpersona1
‘communlcatlon, two-way linear, deflnlng interpersonal commun=
‘1cat10n, transactional, deflnlng both 1ntrapersonal and

1nterpersonal and a model for mass communication.,

One-Way Interpersonal Model. Aristotle's view of the commun-

ication process involves three key elements: The speaker, the
speech, and the listener{ His treatment virtually discounts
any interactiondbetween the speaker and his audience. Tne
representation of the process is given to us in an essay by

" Kenneth Anderson. His drawing of Aristotle's concepts follows:‘
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'Thé process,‘aééording to Anderson;s interpretaﬁion‘of
;A£ist6tle,’is a‘dynamic one in which the speaker attempts
- to alter the reactions, perceptions;‘and attitudes of his
"a»'fec§ivefs through the medium of.é speech.8 ‘
- Thoﬁghrcertainly the elements are COrrectlyridentified,
~»tyeidynamic nature of‘the process seems denied in a’model |
which@ignores interaction between speaker and»audieﬁbe;: We
aSk‘ﬁhy éréyno ﬁrbvisions made for the'facfors,'bbfh internai 
land-external, which affect the speaker and his audience
;hembers? In not accounting for these factors, this ﬁodel
assumes that the message reaches the receiver unchanged from
the time it left the speaker, Since the quél does not
laccount for ihtefaction between the two human elements,
we have missed the potential for evaluation of the ratio
of success or failure of this communicative attempt, nor
do we see any room for the combination of verbal and non-

verbal behavior cues which are emitted by the communicants;

Two-Way Interpersonal Model. Theodore Newcomb in his model

focuses on '"the essential function of enabling two or more
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individualé to maintain simultaneous orientation toward
oﬁe another as communicators working toward the objects of
communication.“9 Newéomb is concerned with the potential
for two=way interaction==the two=way relatidnship between
a speaker (A
'ihdividual perceptions of theimatters dealt with ih the
communication. Newcomb's model also allows for the
N*altefnétionfof rules between_speakér and 1istener. Aristotle

: ignOred'this factor. The meSsage is not included as an elemént'
f.:inifhé model, Newcomb perceivé3~the~message as the totality

~Tg}5f'the_realtionships picture in the model., This iéfNewcomb’s

et
S— e

-In explaining the model by verbal channels we label

the speaker 4, the‘listéner B, and the matters treated in ’
communication X, The arrows indicate perception of an eiement'
with the‘pointed end indicating that element which |
is‘perceivedg The speaker perceives the matters unde:r,
consideratibn, and the listener perceives these same mafters:
A has a perception of B, and B perceives A. All of these“

- perceptions form the triangle which represents the message==
the sum total of all'the relationships in the communicative

art.1o
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While we see that this model comes closer to embodying
‘the dynamic nature of the communicative process} we still are
missing the environmental and personal facets which make this

communicative situation unique.

Transactlonal Model. The third commonly accepted type of model

is the transactlonal Dean C. Barnlund has developed‘a-

:>trensact10nal model, In doing so,‘he mresemts1severel'
V{."oommunicationQpostulates." Since the transaetiomel‘approach
| .is one whlch differs greatly from those prev1ously discussed,

fBarnlund s postulates will be brlefly presented before eX=
plalnlng his model

Communlcatlon describes the evolution of meanlng. It is

e not a reactlon to somethlng, nor an interaction with’ somethlng,

but a transactlon in which man 1nvents and attrlbutes meanlng

- to reallze his purposes.

Communication is dynamic. Walter Coutuesays,k"Since
meaning is not an entity, it has no locus; it is something
that occurs rather than individually exists nothing in the:
»kuniverse 'has' meaning, but anything may become a stimulus
to evoke}meaning by way of inducing the percipient to”give’
self~instructions in how to behave in relation to it,"11

Communication is continuous, says Barnlund., We would
find it difficult to identify the beginning or the end of the
process as Barnlund defines it. We can clearly identify,
however, the beginnimg or the end of a particular communicative

act,
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Communication is circular. When signals must be
treated ih a simultaneous fashion, as both causes and effects,
each of these variablés becomes a function of the other
variables. Thus, the contention that communication is
ciréulér.’
» Communication is unrepeatable, Barnlund draws a distinca
“tion between systéms which aré,deterministic'and ﬁechanical
(vland,th0$e whi¢h are spontaneoué and direétionary, In a
':;SponténéouS'sysfem, the system is governed by prinqiples'
'ijinternal'orgaﬁization'Which are themselves subject‘to

f.»changeQ%

H%@qmmﬁnication is irreversible. This pfocess is ndt"
'XOne4wh;ch'can be clearly-thejsame if taken in reygrsé.  Since ,
’nkthefpfdceSS is circular, the pdinf“of reversal ﬁdﬁld*be‘neafly

”:*~impdééible;to determine. Barnlund reminds us that this.is m
,whét makes a process spontaneous and direétionarj.’ |
o Cémmunicationbis complex,- Certainly this postulaté
haé been évidenéed through the examination of the bther
fpostﬁ&ates. Let us review the explanation which Barnlund
gives for his model. |

A person decodes (D) the stimuli which are available

in his perceptual field, responds to them, and encodes (E)
them for transmission to a recipient or recipients i£ the form
of behavioral cues.',Theispiral line which connects thé encoding
and decoding processes indicates the continuous, unrepeatable,

and irreversible nature of the communicative process. The



15

direction of the arrows illustrates the theory that meaning
will be assigned to rather than received from stimuli,

/In the model each communicant deals with public and
privete cues. These cues exist Within the communicants and
Wwithin the environment‘itself, The behavior emitted hy
7each communicant, either by verbal or non-verbal channels,

may. become cues for the other communicant;f EeCh<cue,:sym-

‘»boiiZed in the model, will carry a value which is dependent uponﬁ“'WA

itSfcapacity to assist or defeat,the communicantrin his
;"nurSuit'of'adequate meanings., ‘These valuee”are cglled
7rvalences. | "
: | In 1nterpersonal communication, public cues- are found
Jln the fields of ‘perception of both communicants. The cues  "
'EF;Wlll not be the same for the two communicants, nor w111 they
icarry the same valences. Some of the same elements Will |
be 1nvolved however. At some point, the behav1oral cues
become the message (M). The deliberate choice of cues and
projeciion ofvinterpretations make up what is criterial
for the identification of interpersonal—messages. We néed'to
examine the environmental and behavioral contexts in order to }7
‘determlne a suitable response -in any communicative 51tuation.ﬁn
:Meanings,are assigned to verbal cues according:to the
same principles which govern all other cues. They are
simply distinctive in that they are a special form of
behévior, they are,finite in number, and they may be presented
in a linear rather than a circular sequence., A public cue
may be transformed into a private cue by manipulating it so

that it is no longer available to all communicants, Private
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cues may also be converted into public ones. Having the
explanation, let us now look at Barnlund's model, keeping

in mind that he defines the process as a transaction, rather

. . . 1
than a reaction or an interaction. 2
o Legend
P = Person
. _ D = Decoding
. E = Encoding
LG , Cpu . = Public cues
i PR _ - .Cpr = Private cues
: o A CsEnyy = Nonverbal
: PR ' . Behavioral . -
o - - |Comayy ¢ - ’ Cues .
: : J ~< Cpeny = Behavioral
Cm | Cpen CaEny ~o = Verbal Cues
NV, ~ M =M
CBEHV ( — N - essage s
Cen
Cpm
Crr
% Crr
. Crn
Crr )

I'd

: 3 ) K
i .Crs Cv Cpv Cpv Cpy Cpy Cru Cru - § o/
. v . . ’

2 Cru- Cru Cry Cpuy Cpy  Cp§ Cpy  Cpu 2

e rem e

Mass Model, Westley ah

d;ﬁééLean have déveloped a model'which;k
can be applied very'&éflf%o mass communication. 1In explainihg
Westley and MacLeah's model we are dealing with some new:’
valueé‘and factors. The following definitions of tefms

will help to clarify the model.

A is advocacy roles=="the communicator" engaged in the
purpose of selection and transmission of messages.

B represents behavioral system roles==""the receiverem=
a personality or social system which requires and uses
communications abnut the condition of the environment
for need satisfaction and problem solution. '

C is channel roles--agents of B in selecting and
transmitting non-purposively the needed information

to B.

a



X represents the totality of environment. X' is
objects and events as abstracted into transmissible
form, messages about X and relationships between A and
X. X" is the message C transmits to B.

Channels are the means by which Xs are moved through
As and/or Cs to Bs. Cs alter messages.

“Encodlng is the process by which As and Cs transformr‘
Xs into X's, Decoding is the process by which Bs '
1nter10rlze X's,

,.:“Feedback is the process. by whlch As and Cs obtaln
r_1nformatlon about the effect of X s on Bs,

~fIn thls process, then, the messages C transmlts to B

i"(X") represent hls selectlons from both As, (x"), and ab-

stractlons from Xs 1n his own sensory fleld Wthh may ori

/'i: may not be Xs in A's fleld Feedback not only moves from,‘

{b:-B to C but also from B to A and from € to A, In the

f'sltuatlon of mass communlcatlon a large number of Cs
“recelve from a great many As and- transmlt to a great number

of Bs who also receive from other Cs. This is Westley

01 13

- and MacLean's model.
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Though models help to increase our understanding

of the communicative process, there are many problems
: which must be evaluated. These problems are particuiarly
well 'de:fined in Lee Thayer's essay!3a Thayer tells us that
ue regard communication as a noun rather than as a verb,

as’arthing done, rather than a thing occurring, as a
xprobiematic'situation‘to be'remedied rather than a neutral N
?event'to’be understood. If we 1abe1 communlcatlon a |
process, then we must accept the fact that somethlng is
't:1ndeed occurrlng. Our problem lies in the‘factrthat we

?E-are looklng at ends rather than means, at results rather :

'?than causes., We need to Shlft our empha81s to what is-

“{[‘happenlng rather than to what has happened Communlcatlon

£ by nature must be a present ‘tense study. To make 1t anythlng N

“°}else denles the dynamlc nature of the process whlch is so

v1tal a part of 1ts deflnltlon. Also in thls area, we'must,. ff"
flrst strive to understand what is happening rather than o
how to make it happen. “
Thayer further states that wevare‘using‘ouerasimplifiedd |

4. notions ofAcausality, that we cast for explanations rather

’than for understandings. The question of the consciousness
or unconsciousness of the communicative behavior'is alsof
brought into focus by Thayer. It is his contentionkthat
communication behavior is essentially unwilled or unconscious;
This is defensible when we look at other theories of

behavior and see that they, too, advocate an unconscious

emission.



19

One of the strongestprints that Thayer makes is for

the seeming neglect of expectations or intent, with the focus
~being primarily on language. This neglect seems to ignore

"~ the question of purposive behavior, which is one of the

points made earlier in the definition of communication.

rOne~might easily solve this’problem by realizing that language
 is important merely as a manifestation of intent or.ei-
kohpectations’rather than making it a focal point for its own
jsake; hsurely when we are studying rhetoric'wekhave'all
'»T%come across the notlon that verbal elements ‘and their manner
+~of use are embelllshments for the purpose of the speaker. We':
i'4fare told ‘that certain types of 1anguage are approprlate in
fcerta1n*s1tuatlons; This too supports the theory that’ language

1’_1s the tool ‘the dev1ce, rather than the cause or the orlglna—"'

tor, of a certaln type of communlcatlve behav1or.

Thayer tells us that one of our largest problems is

'Qour "phys1cal sclences thinking" which pervades our 1ntellectual

world. He_crltlclzes the idea that communication may be

situationally replicable, saying that it is time and space

',specific. kwe'can see the validity of this,comment when we -

lookrat the intangibleﬁnature of so many of the elements of

a commuhicative process and the number of factors which

affect ezch of these elements at any given time or.piacef

It may be possible to construct only a general'replica

of a situation in which communication occurs. Thayer contends

that to be useful theorles must accomodate the self=

organizing aspects of the organism, interpersonal encounters

and organizations, Most modern communication theory
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concentrates on the elements which are considered '"countable."
Some of these elements are senders, receivers, messages,
words, noise, and feedback. Thayer argues that we should
more correctly be concerned with intention, mutuality, naming,
‘knowing, and competence. These emphases have a)défihite |
value in our consideration, but it must be remembered thét’
" these are the very areas which Thayer reminds us afe not -
replicéble and so are difficult to deal with. We build
intb‘each other more or less appropriate reactions to
message stﬁdy to determine how it is that they caqse'ort
ao’not:céuée:appropriate‘reactions.A | |

) Thayer points out that theretis a dichotomy iﬁaourt
:approaCKes which he calls "unjustifiably mentalistic;'
unreaiistically consciousistic, unnecessarily_symbblicbr
" and awkwardly teleologiCal," and human behavior Which is

'"noﬁ-conscioﬁs not necessariiygsymbolic." Often, hé says,
" we confuse the word with the thing.]4 y 1

Thayer's comments are valuable for reminding us-thatp

any model is merely a symbolic represéntation ofba general
-type of commuhicative situation, rather than any specifid
communicative act. With this difference in mind, let us
move on to the analysis of oral interpretation és a.

specific type of communicative act.

P R T T A Ao



‘ INTERPRETATION AS COMMUNICATION
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‘ John W. Gray: provides an analysis of oral interpretation
‘asvcommﬁnication.' He states that the emphas1s on Interpretatlon
as a dlsclpllne concerned w1th oral SklllS 1ndlcates a
"process v1ew." Gray remlnds us that much of the materlal

! dealing with oral 1nterpretat10n whlch was publlshed before -

1960 deals w1th materlal which 1s qulte 51m11ar to that found

”]'1n many publlc speaklng textbooks,‘,In both’ areasfthere are,f

;"d studles of audlence analysis, bodlly actlon, empathy, and -

R v01ce and diction. The 1nfluence of early llterary texts

1lfﬁ'may also be seen in materlal deallng with 1magery, tone color,

;'llterary structure, aesthetlcs, and author®¥s 1ntent If we
' keep 1n mlnd the fact that the speech arts grew together as
1nter-related 1t is easy to see how these 1nfluences have
‘erossed. We have, however, become separatlstsvln the last,few |
;years, says Gray.15 | |

All aspects of oral 1nterpretat10n may not lend themselves
to s01ent1f1c examlnatlon° However, such sc1ent1f1ckstudy may o
be a gseat asset in a thorough analysis of the art. This,
then, is the purpose of applying scientific principles to an
art form: not to equate art with science, nor to reduce the -
" art to a mere scientific formula, but rather to evaluate and =
analyze the art so that it may continue to grow. # -

Gray argues that any student of oral interpretation is

- a process oriented individual since any explanation of the
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developement of oral skills in reading is based on a process.
David Berlo, discussiné?the human communicative process |
states that once we accept a phenomenon as a process, we
'mustbaccept ifs events and relationships as "dynamic, ongoing,
- everchanging, and continuous."17 His theses is‘that When
'we label’SOmething a process we also mean tpat“it dpes not
~ have a beginning and an end, a fixed sequence of events. °
It is not static, at rest. It is moving. The elmehis within

a'propéss intéraci;jeaqh affects the’others. Gray -contends -

that this definition is certainly applicable to interpretation, -

Neither the action (the reading or presentatfbn).ﬁor the response
iélthe'SQmé in ény two situatiohs° ‘Wéifind it impoSsible to
 ‘i§biaﬁe‘the beginning or the end and it is difficult*to list
wall of the actlve elements which come into play durlng the
f 'process.; Looklng at Berlo's comments and Gray's appllcatlon, !
we are remlnded of the postulates for communication whlch

g

Barnlund presented. Let us take each of these postulates now

;.and'diSCaSS its application in the oral interpretation situation,

The first postulate deals with communication as descrip-
»tive of the‘evolution of meaning and the transactional nature-
of the process., Certainly we can see that in oral inter=-
pretafion the audiehce ascribes meaning to what it hears
(auditory stimuli) and what it sees (visual stimuli) based
on its own particular fraﬁe of reference, ‘An example'té
illustrate this might be a situation of a death scene“with
one member of the audience who had recently experienced a

death in the family. It is certain that this audience
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member's berceived meaning of the scene will differ from that
of someone who has never experiehced such a thing, We can
see too that an oral~interpretation situation is one in which
‘both reader and andience simultanedusly emit and intefnalize
behaviofal cues; This agrees with Barnlund's analysis of
communication as transaction. |

‘Phe theory that communication is dynamib is réadily
applied fé orél interpretation. Anyone who has seen lite=
eratufé[come alive through a fine interpretativé pqrformange
has witnessed this dynamic nature. The continuous quality
of:comﬁuniéation is a cgncept which we-migh} findga bit more
" gifficult to apply to the interpretative milieu. Yet, it
may be;argued that we certainly,must be arbitrary if‘we‘choose
.beginnings and define endingsvof an interpretative situation.fh
;, Doés'it»begin with rerformancé? ‘With the writing? With the -
*,aﬁaieﬁbeiintérhalizafion of cues? With the stimuius which ‘
motivated the author? Likewise we would find it @ifficult
té ascertain that the end of the performance and the end of
the procéss were synonymous, If an audience membef has
aééribed meéning to what has’transpired that meaning wiil
become parf of his perceptual'field and thus yield an in-
fluence'ovér some future internalization of meaning.

Barnlund also speaks of communication as circuiar and
we may quickly deem this true of the interpretative situation,
Linear causality has little credence here. The simgltan;rﬁﬂ(’
which may be seen as reader and audience experience the

literature being presented and the behavior they emit
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as a result of such experience may be said to be an
argument for interpr?%ation as transaction.
| Defining interpretation as an art assumes its unique=
ness, that each interpretative situation is a one=of=a-kind
phenomenon, No other interpretation situation will have
exactly the same elements under exactly tne éame circumstances.
This makesvthe interpretation situation spontaneousland
directionary, in Barnlund's terms, and underlies the thesis
that communication is unrepeatable. | |
:. Theﬁirreversible nature of communication may:be equally
applied here. Certainly the result would not be the same
irif‘therinterpretative process were reversed5»for reversal is
' *difficnlt in a circnlar rather than aAlinear procese. Barnlundfs
’finalppoatulate,bthat interpretation or'communication is complex,
ie‘eaeiip seen, h ‘ " A
Looking back, we see that each of;Barnlund'e postuiates
ma& be appiied‘to interpretation as well as to comnunication.
Interpretation, indeed, is a specialized form of communication.
Let‘ns look further at the analysis of interpretation as.
communication, |
Gray also deals with the possibility of communicating
experience. ThereAare those who argue that meaning Which
is discovered in a situation is the meaning which we ascribe
to it. This argument, says Gray, implies that these mean- ;
ings cannot be communicated, which is a theory he doés not
accept, ‘He does acknowledge, however, that when an event is
verbalized it becomes an imitation of the event rather than

the event itself. This is closer to the case. What may be
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argued is that it is %nterpretations of meanings which are
emitted as cues and ;icriptions of meaning to these cues
which occurs, - ’

Gray»contends that any attempt at comﬁﬁnication must
be judged in terms of response, When an inte;preter reads the
likeness he,ﬁakes to experience is a syntheses of sensory
vapd intel;eétual elements having both connotative and deno-
tative ﬁeaningsg Both the sensory and intellectual elements,
having been learned through experience, may:be used to creéte’
an imitation of experience, The bontext ofﬁthis message
Vcommunicated by the orai‘interpfeter is éno;her cdﬁcept which
,‘éray considers. Most definitibns of oral interpretation tell
»us théf'we communicate'thé intellgétual, emotional»and‘”

18When speaking‘of the

aésthetic content of the literature.
intellecfual'we are referring to the fact‘that»théﬂauthor uSés'
: his wofk.tb preSent idéas of intellectual and sociai sig=
nificéﬁce.‘ It is the task of thevipterpret;r to seek the
author's original intent and to present his #iews as vividly
and as honestly as possible.19
The emotional context of the literature is defined
as the psychological appeals used by thé author to heighten
the effect and vivify the experience for the reader. |

Paul Hunsinger finds more parallels than does Gray between

Communication and interpretation., His book Communicative

Interpretation examines this concept in depth, Hunéinger

theorizes a triadic process with a source (the literature)

a sender (the communicative interpreter) and a receiver
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(the audience). Some of the first points he makes are to
'support the theory tﬂ;t communicative interpretation is a
dynamic process., Hevstates that audiences are by nature
uniqﬁe and ephemefal, that the interpreter's perception,
appreciation, and understanding of the literature and

of audiences are ever-changing; and finally, ihat the
communicative ihterpreter's performance‘is‘constantly
adapting.20 | | | 7 , 7
| Hunsingernﬁhen'goes’onfto present various philosophies

of interpretation and communication. In so doing*he states - ' ; T

thatvthe only“major'différence~in theoriés 6f intef?retation |
agg thSSe of communication is that the interpreter,is the
' transmitfer‘or translator of the message, not;fhe*origihator,-
inﬁaﬁ interprétation, while'in.the case of communication; the
communicator usually originates the messageoar ;iﬁ describing
the‘litefature-centered philospphy, Hunsinéer gives us three . =
basic”assﬁmptions. The creative artist had Eertain definite
infgntions; It is possible tolknow what these intentions were.
The intentions of the author must be communicated to thé audience.'
Hunsinger notes that in the literature-centered philosophy, the
interpreter must face the problem thét it-may be impossiblevtO; 
determine the intention of the author. If the interpreter takeéi
the philosophical point that he must follow the intention of the
literature rather than the intenton of the author, he ﬁay be .
more able to complete his task., With this philosoph§ all

presentation must be done on the basislof literary intent,



28

The audience~centered philosophy places emphasis on
the expected response'of the audience toythe literature,
Meaning is judged solely on the basis of the response of
the audience to the literature4as presented in the communicative
-act., Selection of literature and mode of presentation are
here determined by the de51red effect on the audience. |

: A third of these phllOSOphleS is the presentational

o Joridisc1p11ne.centered philosophy. This approach maintains

that!through the use of literature, the interpreterngains;a

’deeper understanding of the techniques offcommunication.

tgg'If this philosophy is followed “the literature is used as

_'an exerCise for perfection of vocal technique.

) Huns1ngerx01tes several princ1ples'for communicative,

17interpretation. The 1nterpreter should be honest w1th

himself the literature and the audience, and should seek

to communlcate the thought emotion and attitude of the author,

. Thevact;of‘communicative interpretation is described as a

,situation where the literature, the audience situation, and

the interpreter should determine the best manner and techniques

for presentation. - Restraint should be used says Hunsinger

in communicating the thoughts, feelings and attitudes of

the author and overt techniques of presentation should-beJl

avoided.22
Since we can see by'the analyses of Gray and Hunsinger

that interpretation certainly can be called communication,

we are ready to look at Interpreters Theatre as a specialized

form of Oral Interpretation.



INTERPRETERS THEATRE
AN ANALYSIS AND A MODEL
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Interpreters Theatre as a separate form of oral inter-
pretation is fairly new. Though certainly many experts in
interpretation have cited the origins in the rhapsodies of
f;fthfcenturinreece or in the medieval.religious tropes,
the professional production of Don Juan Igiﬂgll in21951_
is(citedkas'the modern/premiere for the»genre. Though
ﬁo£7a great deal has been writteh‘about the{fofm, both
. Joanna Hawkins Maclay and Leslie Irene Coger have ‘been
~’finét:umental ih establishing written theory fdr Interpreters
Theatre; : - i

Lf Méé}ay defihes theafre as a medium'characteriZed by :
'the”two features of a text and a performance.» Intefpretefs

Theatre is a theatre which features literary texts. Maclay

»»; defines the text as the total experience; realistic and

imaginative, explicit and implicit, detailed and sugges'ted.a,3
In speaking of traditional techniques of Intérpreters Theatre
pérfbrmance, Méclay cites ﬁse of manuscripts, readihg stahds,
and a presentational style of delivery. When speaking Qf“‘
limitations she téllsius thét physical action, costumes,.
scenery and properties are traditionally minimized. She
points out that Interpretérs Theatre can be a tool for
critical evaluation which can clarify or illuminate point

of view, plot, structure or character relationships. This

experience is provided for directors, audience and actors,
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.The fourth chapter of Maclay's book deals almost exclusively
with the role of the director. The director's‘nrimary “
‘,responsihility is to arrive at some interpretation of the
, teft. ~After this interpretation is discussed with the actors
and they have arrived at a mutual understanding With the
director,_the director moves on to consider how to present
‘thls 1nterpretationfmost effectively to the'audience; If,
'“Qithe}listener,iskto be spoken~to directly, as is sometimes
the case in interpretation, the focus is out front"'If.

,dhowever, the audience is to gain its 1nformation through

~over-hear1ng the actors, the case in most traditional £

‘utheatre, the focus remains on stage.:“
- Marvin and, Marion Kleinau 4in their essay, "Scene
hLocation in Readers Theatre' Static or Dynam1c°" have';
ll’made some 1nterest1ng comments on the problem of focus.:*s
"dThey define Readers Theatre as "two or more readers each
iass1gned to an individual role and each engaged in the task
hof presenting to the audience a literary work through the
medium of oral 1nterpretat10n nelt
- In speaking about cue relationships in Interpreters‘t

kTheatre, the'Kleinaus state that two or more readers becomer
'fooai points in an action charged space, That space.is
located in the visual field of the audience. The aural
stimulirand the visual stimuli interact, in such a Way?as
to create for the audience a constantly shifting orientation,
thus reinforcing the theory that scene-location should be |

dynamic. This placement of more than one stimulus giving
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focal point in a scene or visual field increases the
duality and inter-relationships of auditory and visual
25 |

cues.

In her chapter concerning performance, Maclay first

deals with the relationship between performer and text. This

‘relationship is a secondary one, for the interpretér's rela-
tionship is’to the director's interpretation of the text.
She stiii~cites this as an active rather than a passive
relationship, however. |
7 Coger 1is cdnsiderably more pérformance oriented than
~Maciay: She begins with the goal of the directorf”to
N present'a literary script with oral readeré‘usiﬁgftheir "
TiVoicaéfaﬁd bodies to suggest the_intellectual,”émotidnai;
'L,and?seﬁsory experiences inherent in the litératﬁre.§26"
“Cogerdcitea;four definitibns by other oral interﬁretation
- experts to help clarify her position on what the form.is.'
VAkin aefines Readers Theatre as "a form of orai interﬁretation
. in"which all’types of literature may be projected by:means’
of characterized readings enhanced by theatrical"effects."27
Keith Brooks calls it "a group activity in which the best of
literature is communicated through the oral interpretation

approach of vocal and physical suggestion."28

Wallace

Bacon says, '"Interpreters Theatre embraces the group réading
of material with or without the presence of a narrator in
such a manner as to establish the focus of the piece not
onstage with the readers, but in the imagination of the

audience."29 Don Geiger speaks more generally, saying,

"oral interpretation then is an unformulable amalgam of

i!{’é‘ :
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acting, pnblic speaking, critical reaction and sympathetic
sharing it presumes to be, like other kinds of literary
interpretation, a cultural illumination publicly;offerred
in'behalf of literature."30 7
Coger lists some key charcteristics of Interpreters

ETheatre. Scenery and costumes are not used or are selectively
”fimplied.. A narrator who speaks directly to the audience ’
:Iaispresent."fhis narrator is used to tie things together.

'Movement isvonly suggested., A physical script is almays

; present forcing attention upon the. literature.f Anoattempt‘
'";is made to establlsh a d1rect relatlonshlp between performer |

:hiand audlence. Emphas1s in Interpreters Theatre 1s on the

“‘faural appeal says. Coger. These guidelines or characterlstiCS'

“Z:prov1de an- adequate plcture of Coger S 1deas and emphases

of performance. ~ ‘ | | ;

h In summarlzlng the approaches of both Coger and Maclay

" we flnd that the primary difference is in the role of the
.interpreter. Maclay sees him as the vehicle through'which
the director's interpretation of the text,willbbe presented.
:Coger'svinterpreter synthesizes the perceptions he receives
from the text and the director and attempts to present this "
synthesis to the audience. While Maclay speaks of featnring'
a/text, which dictates the mode of performance, Coger‘usesv
a fixed set of guidelines |
presentation. Though the performance of Interpreters
Theatre as a finished product may look the same to the

audience whether done with Maclay's or Coger's approach, we



b4

must illustrate this difference in intent in our model.

In attempting to establish a model for the.form of
Interpreters Theatre, we must first look at the medels
already presented and evaluate which elements there
included might be useful to our study.» Surely each of<thev
*r‘four models cited has elements which may be compered to the
Interpreters Theatre situation., We must look} then, to tne'

| actual-naturenef tne precess described in the models. We

- have already seen that some theorists regard the strictlyA
o iineer models (such as Aristotle's) as static,.While mddeis

:~Which.inply a mutual interchange are regardéd'és more dynamic.v°
f;it‘is:agmodel.which takes this dynamic'nature into’consid-
y’eratiOn which~is more applicable to the form ef Internreters

Theatre Whlch both Maclay and Coger label as. dynamlc.

.Tﬁs1tuat10n where both aural and visual stlmull are so 1mportant‘

T a model Whlch takes 1nto account both verbal and non=verbal

. behavior cues is particularly appropriate. In light of this,

we see that the nature of the transactibnal model, with its

dynamlc quality and combination of types of cues comes

: closest to fitting the needs of a model for Interpreters

‘Theatre. Barnlund's model, however, deals only with commun-
" ication between two individuals. While Westley and,MacLean's
model allows for more than two conmunicants to be involved,v
it is less specific in terms of types of behavior. Let us
‘examine, then a proposed model for Interpreters Tneatre

which combines the nature of the transactional and the mass

communication models.
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In establishing a model, our first consideration should
~be the choice of elements involved in the process. Certainly
we need to include interpreters and audience but there are
’other elements which must be involved. With the emphasis
giveﬁ to featuring the text in so many definitions, it
becomes an important element in the process. In addition,
we must include the director, for he is the person:.who
Adetermineékwhaf type of message will be relayed by the

intérpreters. With this choice of elements comes the problem

 ._of'which of:-these elements have relationships to each other

jWhich.must be depicted in the model. The problem is-qom-k 
' 5;p0ﬁnded when we realize that the different approachés to
v_Interpretérs Theatré might involve different sets of relation--
vships. ’For the most part,'however, there are four sets of G
‘relatiohships which must be studied. The first of these
4rela£ionships is that of director to text. It is the meaniné
which the director assigns to the written text that becomes
the text-to be communicated. Involved in this relatioﬁship
are the perceptual field of the director as well as the
printed page,'for the perceptual field shapes the meaning

that the director perceives.

The second relationship is that of director torinterpreter
or interpreters. While Coger's approach indicates thaf the
‘relationship}between interpretérs and text would be an
appropriate inclusion, this is not the case for'Maclay. In

solo interpretation this is a more viable relationship. It

does not exist in a pure form in Interpreters Theatre, if
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we are speaking of the text here as the original printed

word., The interpreter also has a relationship to the text as
perceived and communicated and defined by the director. And it
is these two relationships which must be presented in,the’
Vmodel; This is one part of the relationship between the director
and the interpreters. The second part concerns their instruétion
as to manner of performance and the‘rehearsal’situation,‘ In
view df this fact, we term the director-interpreter rela-
tidnship éé_the secbnd. -

The director also has a relationship with the audience

- whiqh mﬁét be considered. This relationship, however, is

" somewhat one-way. The director pérceiveé his audience as
having_a certain natureQ This perception may influence .
éhoicelof téxt, interpretation of text and mode of performancé
and as such holds a valuable position in the model.

- There is a relationship between interpreter and audience

- which must be studied. We would be within reason if we

defended this relationship as the performance; In this
relationship, the audience receives and assigns meahing
to cues emitted by the interpreters. These cues are deter-
mined'by the intefpreters' perception of the director'g‘“
interpretation of the text. The audience emits behaviorél
responses which may or may not become direct stimuli:for
the interpreters, depending upon the type of presentation
and the extent of audience involvement.

We must not ovérlook the fact that both the interpreters
and the audience are aggregate elements, they are viewed

'collectively. The perceptual fields of each individual in
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these groups are determing factors both in the type of
behavior emitted and in the perception and assigning of

meaning to observed béhavior. Here is the model for the form:

—————

GV T T e N e T e
/u}< - DE L — T TS (5

Thé i;rge circled T is the wriften text. 'I'1 is the difectbr's
~ interpretation of the text. T2 is the director's communication

of his interpretation, with T3 being the interppeters' per=
ception of Ta; TL+ is the interpretation of the text which
is communicated by the readers, with T5 representing the
audience perception of that communication., As we see the
‘three elements of the director (D), the interpreters collectively
(I), and the audience coilectively (A) exist in the‘saﬁe plane
while the written text is outside that plane, or on a different .
level, The circles above each of the three major eleﬁénts

indicate that there are processes both encoding andkdecoding

which are taking place. The lines which originate from the
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portions of those circles labeled E (encoding) represent
emitted behavioral cues, both verbal and non-verbal. The
broken lines which come from the sections of the circles.
1abeled D (decoding) indicate perceptions of emitted be=-
havior and these
line of emitted behavior in the diagram. The solid line
which goes fhrough the interpreters indicates their inter-
mediary nature as the medium used by the directbr to éonvey
his message, according to Maclay. The broken line between
interpreters and text takes Coger's approach into consid-
- eration. The interpreters in this situation havertheir own
. ihtérpretations | | |
~,;the total communicative process taking place in Intérpreters
, Theatre? 5

'We can see through the model ahd its explanation that the

o iﬁterpreter in Interpreters Theatre considered a channel or

a creator., He serves as the medium for the .director's
‘interpretation of the text, or as a communicant in his own
right, depending upon which approach is used. His is the
tésk»bf effectively reproducing the director's interpretations
so that the audience perceptions are as close to that interpre-
tation as possible. The Variables in the perceptua% fields

of each of these three-elements,'director,‘audience, and
interpreter prevent this from happening complétely. This

is the element whiqh defies any art to be reduced to a
science~-the human element of creation and communication

of experience,



In réfrospect then, Interpreters Theatre as a dynamic
form of communication may be described in a model that is
transactional in nature. This model allows for any approach
to the form and does not intend to prescribe any particular
style of analysis or presentation. We may see through this
analysis that communication does indeed cross this field of
speech and that the study of communication theory may v
appropriately be used to increase our understanding df this

particular division of speech.
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