
THE EFFECT OF SYMBOLIC AND FACTUAL CONTENT

ON LEADER COMMUNICATIONS

______________________________

A Research Project

Presented to the Faculty of

The George L. Graziadio

School of Business and Management

Pepperdine University

______________________________

In Partial Fulfillment

of the Requirements for the Degree

Master of Science

in

Organization Development

______________________________

by

James A. Winchester

August 1997



ii

This research project, completed by

JAMES A. WINCHESTER

under the guidance of the Faculty Committee and approved by its members, has been
submitted to and accepted by the Faculty of the George L. Graziadio School of Business
and Management in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of

MASTER OF SCIENCE
IN ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT

Date__________________________________________________________________

Faculty Committee

______________________________________________________________________
Committee Chair, Name of  Faculty Member

______________________________________________________________________
Committee Member, Name of  Faculty Member

___________________________________
Otis W. Baskin, Dean
The George L. Graziadio
School of Business and Management



iii

Abstract

This study was based on the work of Boyd Clark of International Leadership
Consultants, Loveland, Ohio. The International Leadership Consultants model has been
used for corporate leadership and communications training throughout the United States.
While it has been used extensively in training, it has not been completely examined, tested,
or evaluated in an academic setting.

The concept underlying the model is that effective leadership communication is
composed of the elements of fact, symbol, and emotion and that these, working together, are
more effective than any of the components used individually. For the study, the model was
adapted to generate the research question, which asked if multiple channels of expression,
specifically factual and symbolic, result in effective leadership communication through
emotional response. The purpose of the study was to examine leaders’ written speeches by
assessing the degree of factual and symbolic elements and to provide more understanding
of the roles of fact and symbol so that others might evaluate their own communication for
effectiveness. The assumptions for the study were that leadership communication can
change the listener’s perceptions and evoke an emotional response, that factual and
symbolic content are two distinct and identifiable components of speech, and that effective
leadership communication evokes an emotional response which causes change in the
listener.

Two methods of data collection were used. The first employed six speeches from
the historical record. Five of these were selected because they had withstood the test of time.
They were generally accepted as outstanding examples of leadership communication which
had produced a widespread emotional response and change at an individual level. The sixth
speech was selected for comparison because it had been deemed ineffective. The six
speeches were subjected to content analysis for factual and symbolic usage. Factual and
symbolic content were then calculated for each speech using the ratio of factual and
symbolic references to the total number of lines. Each speech had a ratio of factual
references per total number of lines and a ratio of symbolic references per total number of
lines.

The second method of data collection was designed to explore the emotional effect
of the speeches. Six leaders from the fields of politics, business, government, education,
public service, and religion were selected. Qualitative interviews were conducted using a
series of standardized questions which were recorded on audiotape and reduced to
synopses. The relationship of fact and symbol to emotional response was explored. Each
leader was asked to evaluate the research question in relation to his or her personal style of
communication.

The interviews and the content analysis generally upheld the hypothesis. They also
provided insight into both the relationship of fact and symbol in the generation of an
emotional response and the positive benefits and potential drawbacks of the use of this
method of communication.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

"Behold, I have given him for a witness to the people, a leader and commander to
the people."

Jeremiah 55:4 (King James Version)

Leadership and communication have been inexorably bound together since ancient

times. The above quotation, taken from the King James Bible, contains an archaic usage of

the word ìwitness.î For the Elizabethans, to witness was to personally experience

knowledge, understanding, and wisdom, and to communicate that experience in a way that

would deeply affect others and produce a similar cognitive or behavioral change or both in

listeners. It meant, literally, the transmission of enlightenment (Oxford English

Dictionary, 1971).

An echo of this old and complex meaning exists in the modern concept of religious

ìwitnessing.î The question, ìCan I get a witness?î asks, ìDoes any other person in this

congregation, in this gathering, share my present, compelling vision and experience?î This

process takes place with some regularity in the corporate world. Jack Welch, chief

executive officer of General Electric, was particularly adept at ìwitnessingî a new

organizational vision. It was, in large measure, his ability to communicate and inculcate

this new vision of General Electric into the fabric of the organization that made the critical

difference in the modern evolution of General Electric (Beckhard & Pritchard, 1992).

Within this dynamic of shared enlightenment, of witnessing, is an importantóperhaps the

most importantócomponent of leadership communications.



2

The purpose of this study was to examine the emotional response to leaders’

written speeches by assessing the degree of factual and symbolic content contained within

this form of communication and to provide more understanding of the content of leadersí

speeches so that leaders might evaluate their communication for effectiveness.

The assumptions of the study were that leadership communications can change

the listenerís perceptions and cause emotional responses, that factual and symbolic

content are two distinct and identifiable components of speeches, and that leadership

communication is effective when it causes an emotional response or cognitive

restructuring. The simple articulation of information is not, in itself, effective leadership

communication. It is only through the use of fact and symbol to engage the listener that

emotional change can occur. This study attempted to answer this question: Do multiple

channels of expression, specifically factual and symbolic, result in effective leadership

communication? Examples of written and oral communication from acknowledged leaders

were selected and examined for factual and symbolic content. The proposition explored

was that leadership communication is most powerful and most effective when it contains

both factual and symbolic content.

The Importance of Studying Leadership Communications

Why study leadership communications? It has been shown that leader

communication is an important component in both forming and maintaining a corporate

culture (Robey & Sales, 1994). If agents of change are to be effective in producing real and

substantive cultural change within an organization, leaders must be seen as an important

conduit for new the vision. In many cases, the leader must be the first ìwitnessî to the
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new way or the new idea and be able to effectively pass along the change experience

(Nanus, 1992).

An example of powerful and effective communication from an acknowledged

leader will better demonstrate this phenomenon. In June of 1940, England stood alone.

The Nazi military machine had rolled over Poland in the fall of 1939. Two months in the

spring of 1940 accomplished for Germany what four years and millions of casualties had

failed to deliver in the conflict from 1914 to 1918. Belgium, Holland, Denmark, and

France all were subdued quickly. In less than a year, all of western Europe, from the

Soviet frontier to the Atlantic, had been consolidated under the dominion of an evil

madman.

It is remarkable, in retrospect, that so few who watched the events of 1939 and

1940 realized the true gravity of the situation. In the United States, a majority of the

population saw this as simply another in an endless cycle of pointless and bloody

European conflicts. Certainly the average American citizen did not comprehendócould not

comprehendóthe nightmare that the Nazis were preparing for the world. The United

States offered only lukewarm support for direct aid to Britain. There was strong majority

opposition to armed intervention (Snyder, 1960).

Their Finest Hour

In the desperate spring of 1940, the English population looked across the Channel

in ìcontemptuous silenceî (Snyder, 1960, p. 112). Winston Churchill was equally

contemptuous but not silent. He spoke directly to the situation, as it affected both his

nation and the world.
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Upon this battle depends the survival of Christian civilization. Upon it depends

our British life and the long continuity of our institutions and our Empire. The

whole fury and might of the enemy must very soon be turned on us. Hitler knows

that he will have to break us in this island or lose the war. If we can stand up to

him, all Europe may be free and the life of the world may move forward into

broad, sunlit uplands. But if we fail, then the whole world, including the United

States, including all that we have known and cared for, will sink into the abyss of a

new Dark Age, made more sinister, and perhaps more protracted, by the lights of

perverted science.

Let us therefore brace ourselves to our duties and so bear ourselves that, if

the British Empire and its Commonwealth last for a thousand years, men will still

say, ìThis was their finest hour.î (Snyder, 1960, p. 112)

In a single paragraph, Churchill set the stage, defined the players, and wrote the

script. The drama would unfold as he predicted. He was aware that his audience was not

limited to Britain and that his country could not survive without direct aid from the

United States. The speech is remarkable for many reasons. It is mythic in content and

operates on many cognitive levels simultaneously. It is grand oratory in the style of

Abraham Lincoln and Martin Luther King, Jr.

Churchill saw the future with unmatched clarity. He understood the threat to

civilization represented by Fascist totalitarianism perhaps better than any other

contemporary national figure. Using this clarity of vision, he outlined the threat and then

consciously and skillfully used the broad mythology of what it meant to be ìEnglishî to
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fashion a clarion call for united and vigorous action. He was, without doubt, one of the

great leaders of this time, of any time, and his words had an instantaneous and electric

effect on both England and America.

The allies won the war, but by a narrow margin. No death camps were built

outside London or New York. American children do not study compulsory German

language and culture. It took a leader with prescient vision and peerless communication

skills to pierce the smug lassitude of the English and the parochial ignorance of Americans

to expose the danger that he saw hurtling toward them. His ìTheir Finest Hourî speech

galvanized public will on both sides of the Atlantic. It fostered significant cognitive

change and led to directed and positive action. Roosevelt's Lend-Lease policy and an

English victory in the Battle of Britain followed almost immediately.

World War II, in hindsight, was not about national borders, economic aspirations,

or even differing philosophies of government. It was about good and evil; about honor,

duty, and humanity. In short, the war against Hitler was a struggle for the soul of western

civilization, and Churchill, alone among democratic leaders, clearly saw what was at stake.

He saw the present and the future simultaneously and was able to communicate

his apocalyptic vision in a manner that was precedent to passionate action. He was a

masterful communicator and ìwitnessî to his vision of present strategic and moral realities.

This study sought both to explore the process that he used with such power and to

discover to what degree these techniques can be employed in other leadership situations.

 ìTheir Finest Hourî contains a sophisticated amalgam of fact and symbol. It is an

undeniable fact that England was next on Hitler's list for conquest and that the country
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had no significant allies outside of the Empire and the Commonwealth. This was evident

to every listener and required no external verification. It forms the first premise, the

foundation of Churchillís argument.

When Churchill spoke of a ìnew Dark Age,î he did not mean that Europe would

literally regress to early iron-age technology or that Medieval castles would be re-

inhabited. The reference is symbolic. The first Dark Age followed the destruction of

classical civilization by illiterate and savage Germanic tribes. The Germans definitely were

storming across the Rhine again, but this lot, no less savage, was far from illiterate. Highly

skilled in technical arts, the Germans were, in fact, perverting modern science to

monstrous ends.

Churchillís use of the Dark Ages as a symbol strikes to the heart of the matter.

When viewed symbolically, the entire piece is an extended metaphor for the mythic battle

between good and evil, darkness and light, civilization and chaos. Churchill was a master

craftsman of symbols. It was he who coined the phrase ìIron Curtainî to describe the

military wall that hid Stalin's postwar subjugation and brutalization of Eastern Europe.

The emotional content of the piece is inherent and flows out of the skillful use of

fact and symbol. The facts of the situation were stark and required no elaborate

explication. Churchillís powerful and vivid symbols are set in the text like main headings

in an outline: Christian civilization, British life, institutions and empire, free, fail, abyss,

Dark Age, duties, British Empire, finest hour. These potent words and phrases ring out,

one after another, like the tolling of a great bell and take the listener on a roller-coaster ride
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through the catalog of human emotions. More than 50 years later and a continent away,

the words have palpable and dramatic emotional power.

The speech obviously was effective, because it worked. But can the techniques

used with such dramatic results by such great communicators as Churchill be analyzed

and transmitted to leaders working in less desperate situations? Can the organization of

leadership communications around fact, symbol, and subsequent emotional response

improve and enhance one’s ability to influence and to motivate change?

The research plan of this study included an exploration into the efficacy of using

factual, symbolic, and emotional content to gauge the effectiveness of leadership

communication. Six examples of communication from acknowledged leaders were

examined as the primary subjects for the investigation. Interviews with senior managers

and political leaders in which the models were reviewed, discussed, and evaluated

generated additional data for the evaluation process.

Chapter 1 of this paper is introductory and describes the purpose, setting, and

framework of the project. Chapter 2 is a literature review, in which relevant source

materials in the field of organization development and other social sciences are reviewed

and tied to the conceptual framework of the project. Chapter 3 describes the methodology

used to generate data and support conclusions. Chapter 4 catalogs and analyzes the

results of work specified in chapters 2 and 3. Six examples of transformational leadership

communications were selected and subjected to a content analysis for factual and

symbolic content. Qualitative interviews were conducted with contemporary leaders to
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validate conclusions. Chapter 5 is a summation of findings, a listing of conclusions, and

establishment of recommendations.
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Chapter 2

Review of the Literature of Leadership and Communication

“All leadership takes place through the communication of
ideas to the minds of others.”

Charles Cooley (Gardner, 1995, p. 41)

This review of literature is designed to aid in exploring the research question,

which is whether multiple channels of communication, specifically fact and symbol, result

in effective leadership communication. Literature supporting this study was drawn from

two basic categories: leadership and human communication. Both are far too large to be

reviewed in their entirety. The scope of this review is circumscribed by the primary

premise of chapter 1, that effective leadership communication is carried by the vehicles of

fact and symbol, which are made effective by generating an emotional resonance in the

listener. This emotional impact serves as a stimulus to action or cognitive restructuring.

Leadership

Before any specific examination of the research question is undertaken, a short

review of the various theories of leadership is in order. A basic assumption in most extant

research work on leadership appears to be that individuals can make a difference in the

behavior of others and in the outcome of events. Beyond this common-sense premise

there is, however, little agreement on the precise definition of leadership and how it works

in practice, let alone as a function of communication. Stoghill, in his Handbook of

Leadership: A Survey of the Literature, claims that there are ìalmost as many definitions
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of leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define the conceptî (1974, p.

259).

It is important at this point to distinguish between the concepts of leader and manager.

This is a key differentiation and is a recurrent theme in the literature.

Zaleznik (1986) postulated that managers and leaders differ in behavior and

capacity in several important ways. He stated that leaders are personally engaged in the

achievement of goals while managers are more impersonal in their efforts. Leaders are risk-

takers while managers are more conservative and tend to make fewer unilateral decisions.

Managers prefer to work directly with people and tend to view others in terms of the

specific roles they play in a production process. Leaders are more concerned with

concepts and use intuitive and empathetic relational forms.

Kotter (1960) pointed out large differences between management and leadership.

Managers organize complex systems in discrete components. They make plans, assemble

organizational elements to effect those plans, and evaluate final results. Managers work

within existing systems with the goal of making them work at levels of optimum

efficiency.

Leaders, according to Kotter (1990), initiate and perpetuate change. Leaders are

people of vision who have the capacity to communicate that vision to those around them.

Both modes are needed for an organization to be successful. This study, however,

examined those people who can and do communicate vision and thus analyzed leaders as

opposed to managers.
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From the review of the literature, the prevailing theories of leadership appear to be

organized into four general theoretical groupings. These are trait theory, behavioral

theory, contingency theory, and attribution theory.

Trait theory seeks to find common personal, physical, intellectual, and social

characteristics that differentiate leaders from those they lead. However, the conclusions of

early trait theory research have been difficult to verify clinically. There does not appear

to be widespread or standardized agreement on which traits are most closely associated

with leadership ability (Geir, 1967). Simply comparing a figure such as Attila the Hun

with Jesus or Gandhi will expose some the difficulties inherent in this method. The

human personality is infinitely variable. No two people are the same, and this maxim

seems to be as true for leaders as it is for any other population grouping.

Failing to find a set of personality traits that was sufficiently consistent to qualify

leadership status, researchers began to examine the behaviors or actions of leaders for

common elements that would define leadership. The largest body of research in this area

originates from work at Ohio State University immediately after World War II (Stoghill &

Coons, 1951).

From the Ohio State studies came the behavior theory concepts of initiating

structure and consideration. Initiating structure is fairly self-descriptive and refers to the

ability of a leader to structure roles and tasks toward the accomplishment of objectives.

Consideration refers to the degree to which a leader will form relationships that

emphasize mutual trust, respect, and individual human concerns with followers as

opposed to organizational or structural concerns or both.
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Experimental results showed that leaders who achieved high scores in both

categories tended to be better rated by employees than those who scored low on either

initiation or consideration. It is interesting to note that those rated high for structure were

associated with lower employee satisfaction, with increased absenteeism, and with higher

rates of employee grievances. Those who rated high for consideration were more

frequently downgraded by superiors, but usually showed better subordinate performance

and productivity (Fisher, 1988).

Research work done at Michigan State University at about the same time

produced similar results. Here the descriptors production oriented and employee oriented

replaced initiating structure and consideration (Kahn & Katz, 1960). Once again,

humanistic behavior on the part of the leader was associated with increased job

satisfaction and increased productivity.

The Managerial Grid (Blake & Mouton, 1964) provides a graphic depiction of this

people-process orientation split. Concern for people and concern for production are

oriented along the two axes, and a leader style is graphed from 1 for those demonstrating

low concern for people to 9 for leaders with high levels of human concern. The other axis

provides a scale for registering concern for productivity, with 1 being low concern and 9

being high concern for production goals.

Extremely high concern for people coupled with extremely low concern for

productivity yields what is termed country club management (1, 9), where everybody

feels great, but little or nothing gets done. This is opposed to high concern for
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productivity aligned with low humanistic concerns or the authority-obedience (9,1) style,

where the work is accomplished efficiently but human concerns are of little importance.

The other extremes are represented by impoverished management (1,1), in which

little effort or attention is given to either production or humanistic concerns and team

management (9,9). In the team management style, maximum efforts are exerted in these

areas to produce a cooperative, highly efficient workplace.

While the Managerial Grid provides an excellent method for graphing managerial

style, it provides no method for evaluation because it cannot account for cultural or

situational differences. For example, Coach Lombardi of the Green Bay Packers is

commonly regarded as one of the greatest sports leaders of this century. Yet Lombardi

was experienced by his players as a ruthless martinet. It was Lombardi who coined the

old saw, ìWinning is not the most important thing; it is the only thing.î Lombardiís

leadership style was appropriate because it achieved intended results, but why? The grid

does not offer answers, only descriptions based on the two principal, defining factors.

Certainly the leadership requirements of the commander of an armored assault

regiment are different from those of the chief curator of the Smithsonian Institution. The

Managerial Grid is a valuable tool, but it does not address leadership fit or situational

requirements. Further, as with trait theory, the individual leaderís communication style,

communication content, and communication ability or effectiveness are not major

theoretical considerations for the behavioral approach. Both trait theory and behavior

theory would appear to be derivatives of the behavioristóor laboratoryóapproach to
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psychology and the other social science disciplines that were so dominant in American

intellectual life in the first half of the 20th century.

The difficulties encountered by researchers working in both trait theory and

behavior theory exemplify a common defect of the behaviorist approach. Human behavior

is bewilderingly complex. For this reason, it is almost impossible to isolate single

behaviors for quantifiable examination. Much of what is done is situational and not

consistent over time. Consistency over time and the replication of laboratory results are

the sine qua non of traditional scientific investigation. It has proved to be very difficult to

achieve this standard when examining human behavior on an individual level.

Behavior theory does, however, differ from trait theory in one significant respect

which is both pertinent and valuable for this study. Traits are inherent. They are inborn

and immutable, such as blond hair, brown skin, or hazel eyes. Behaviors can be learned.

Trait theory would have one believe that leaders are born with a ìspecific tool kitî

of characteristics that define them as leaders. The behavior theory of leadership

postulates that leadership behavior can and should be taught and learned. While neither

maintains as a primary and specific focus the process of communication or the

mechanisms of information transfer, the idea that the skills of leadership can be studied

and appropriated is of value in this study and will be of some significance later in this

discussion.

The contingency theory of leadership appears to have been developed to address

the failure of both trait theory and behavior theory to produce clinically verifiable results.

The categories of concern for people and concern for production were simply too broad
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and non-specific to allow for the isolation of key situational variables. The attempt to

address leadership as a science and to isolate significant situational variables for study has

given rise to a number of contingency theory models. Examples are the Fiedler Model

(1967) and Hershey and Blanchardís Situational Theory (1974).

In working with situational analysis and in the identification of key leadership

variables for close study, researchers appear to be coming closer to dealing with

leadership as a real-life, real-time dynamic. But the ability of contingency theory to

predict, with any certainty, whether a particular person will be an effective leader in a

particular situation is still largely lacking. Again, leadership communication, the ability of

leaders to convey their ideas, appears to be an unarticulated assumption and is not

isolated and examined as a key variable or phenomenon for specific study in contingency

theory.

Within contingency theory, certain traits, behaviors, and commonalties have been

identified that offer a starting point in the understanding of the leadership dynamic.

However, nothing like a predictable and verifiable model for across-the-board leadership

testing has come out of the trait, behavior, or contingency theories.

Scanning the review of leadership theory to this point, it is unclear to this

researcher why the subject of communication has not been given more attention. It is

almost as if the rigor and complexity of doing ground-breaking behavioral research has

blinded the scientific community to the compelling, central fact that leaders do not

leadócannot leadówithout the ability and the opportunity to communicate.
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No matter how much or how little leaders care about the people who work for

them or for meeting process and production goals, leadership does not happen in an

information vacuum. Traits, behaviors, and contingency styles all require a transfer

medium or a set of pathways to be effective. An acknowledgment of the importance of

communication ability is found in the literature of attribution theory. This body of work

centers on the differentiation between transactional and transformational leaders and the

role of charismatic leadership in this important differentiation.

In his study of transformational leadership, Bennis (1984) looked at 90 of

America’s most effective leaders and found that they shared four common characteristics.

According to Bennis, these transformational and charismatic leaders demonstrated:

1. A driving sense of purpose or vision.

 2. Ability to communicate this vision to the people around them in a form that

was easily understood.

 3. Characteristics, as perceived by their followers, of being steadfast and

unwavering in the pursuit of their goal.

4. A high level of self-knowledge which allowed them to maximize their efforts

based on a heightened awareness of their own individual strengths and weaknesses.

Bass (1990) included charisma and the ability to communicate vision in his four-

part definition of the transformational leader. The transformational leader is differentiated

from the transactional leader or traditional leader by these salient characteristics:

1. Charisma: Provides vision and sense of mission, instills pride, gains respect and

trust.
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2. Inspiration: Communicates high expectations, uses symbols to focus efforts,

expresses important purposes in simple ways.

3. Intellectual Stimulation: Promotes intelligence, rationality, and careful problem

solving.

4. Individualized Consideration: Gives personal attention, treats each employee

individually, coaches, advises.

Compare this list with the four characteristics Bass (1990) attributed to the

transactional leader:

1. Contingent Reward: Contracts exchange of reward for effort, promises rewards

for good performance, recognizes accomplishments.

2. Management by Exception (active): Watches and searches for deviations from

rules and standards, takes corrective action.

3. Management by Exception (passive): Intervenes only if standards are not met.

4. Laissez-Faire: Abdicates responsibilities, avoids making decisions.

It would appear that, for Bass, transformational leadership has higher value and is

more effective than the purely transactional style. However, this does not mean that

transactional leadership is without value. The ability to foster change, to transform an

organization and the people in it, rests on a foundation of a transactional, more traditional

process. But it is the singular capacity of transformational leaders to convey a new vision

that differentiates the two styles.

As stated above, the literature of and research into the subject of leadership is

very large. The areas of trait theory, behavior theory, and contingency theory do not



18

focus on the role of communications in the leadership process. That focus is, however,

fairly central to the literature of transformational leadership. This paper will discuss

leadership that is transformational in intent and charismatic in style. More will be said

about charismatic leaders in the discussion of communication which follows.

Communication

The exchange of meaning through the use of symbols is commonly accepted as a

defining human characteristic. Many other creatures communicate, and some of these

communication systems are quite complex. Higher mammals such as whales and great

apes have sophisticated systems of vocal and visual systems for conveying data. Even

some social insects, like ants and bees, demonstrate communication systems of

astounding complexity and sophistication. But the use of external symbols to convey

greater meaning is a uniquely human trait (Gardner, 1995).

Humans are animals which employ symbols. Symbols are the basis for every

conceivable human activity. Symbols form the basis of human thought. Indeed, it is

questionable whether certain types of thought can occur without a symbolic structure to

support them. After early infancy and with the onset of language, cognitive development

is synonymous with symbolic development (Gardner, 1995). Human symbol

manipulation and symbolic communication occur from birth until death. For Homo

sapiens, to live is to make and use symbols because, without symbolic communication,

cultureówhich has largely replaced instinct in the human population as a survival

mechanismócannot be shared or transferred. Richards, in 1928, produced a general and yet

comprehensive definition of communication:
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Communication takes place when one mind so acts upon its environment

that another mind is influenced, and in that other mind an experience occurs

which

is like the experience in the first mind, and is caused in part by that

experience. (p. 623)

The nature of human communication has been pondered since ancient times. The

field was broadened greatly in the first half of the 20th century, with the advent of mass

communication techniques such as film, radio, and television. The subject has been further

complicated by the digital revolution and the advent of artificial intelligence. Richardsí

definition seems adequate to describe the information transfer between humans,

computers, and animals. It would also adequately describe the contact between human

and digital intelligence or between two digital minds. But for an examination of leadership

communication, something more specific that focuses on symbolic communication is

required.

The process of communication has been variously described, but for the purposes

of this paper, the seven-step model outlined by Berlo (1960) in The Process of

Communication was employed. Berlo recognized seven discrete steps or components that

comprise the communication process:

1. A source

2. An encoding process

3. The message

4. The channel
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5. The decoding process

6. The receiver

7. The feedback loop (pp. 30-33)

Because this study considered only spoken or written communication forms,

nonverbal types of communication were not evaluated. Nonverbal communication is an

incredibly dense field in itself and can include body language, which is visual, along with

communication through touch and smell. In addition, other obscure forms of

communication, such as telepathy and empathy, which depend on non-material causality

are only now undergoing the process of scientific validation, acknowledgment, and serious

study. All of the above are complex, sophisticated, and ancient forms of communication

that are beyond the scope of this study. Berloís model probably will work as well for

verbal and nonverbal forms, but for this study, the application was restricted to language

communication in the leadership area.

In this study, the source is the writer or the speaker. Encoding is the process of

converting a thought to language. The message is the substance of the communication, in

either written or verbal form. The channel is the pathway. Examples might include direct

conversation, memo, address to a large audience, or formal letter.

The receiver is the object of the message and must decode the symbolic structure

for understanding. The last component of the communication process is feedback, and

this provides the source with a continuous stream of data about the success or failure of

the communication sequence.
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Feedback can be as complex as a 100-page dissertation or as simple as a visible

fear response. In practice, it is impossible to not respond to communication when

confronted with it. The lack of a visual, verbal, or written response itself carries meaning

and feedback.

As stated above, the principal goal of transformational leadership is motivation to

change. Transformational leaders project a vision. They are the harbingers of a new way

of being, thought, action, culture, or product. They are able to communicate vision and

motivate listeners to undertake a process of cognitive restructuring which ultimately

brings them in line with the newly articulated vision.

Sullivan (1991) linked information to motivation through arousal theory.

ìInformation . . . is believed to be crucial in the motivation process” (p. 546). But what are

the types of information that can operate in the motivation process for leadership

communication?

Communication is data, whether it be the winking of an eye, a shot across the

bow, the song a mother sings to her infant, or the stream of binary code broadcast by the

Voyager probe as it left Earth’s atmosphere. Libraries, hard drives, and human brains are

overflowing with data, and the amount available grows at a rate that makes it impossible

even to catalog new additions.

Obviously not all data are of equal value or equally accessible to every person. As

stated above, communication is more than the simple articulation of information. The data

must be interpreted (decoded) to be understood. Tannen (1995), in ìThe Power of Talk,î
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showed how cultural experience and ìframe of referenceî are key components in business

communications.

Communication isnít as simple as saying what you mean. How you say what you

mean is crucial and differs from one person to the next, because using language is

learned social behavior. How we talk and listen are deeply influenced by cultural

experience. (p. 138)

A lecture on the latest developments in quantum physics delivered in Japanese

will be incomprehensible if the audience speaks Turkish. But even those fluent in

Japanese will get little out of it without prior familiarity with the subject. Communication

of any type assumes a commonality of culture and retained information appropriate to

the subject matter.

Data are the bread and butter of communication, but data must be delivered so that

all seven of the basic steps of communication are engaged. If decoding cannot take place,

there is no message, no transfer. In the end, it is not data transfer that sets leadership

communication apart. Computers can communicate data. Bees, ants, wolves, and whales

can communicate organizational data. Gardner, in his book Leading Minds, spoke directly

to the differentiation of humans as communicators.

What distinguishes us from all other creatures, of course, is our ability to deploy,

understand, and even create whole ensembles of symbols and symbol systems. By

the age of five or so, most normal children have already become experts at

ìsymbolizingî. . . . It is scarcely an exaggeration to say that after the first few
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years of life, cognitive development becomes equivalent to symbolic development.

(1995, p. 38)

Gardner went on to describe the relationship of symbol use and symbol making to

leadership. The connection between leadership and the manipulation of symbols goes

right to the heart of a complex, mysterious trinity of culture, communication, and the

leader-follower dynamic.

Symbol systems are means of thinking and categorizing; equally they are means of

communicating. Non-human primates lack these means and thus must achieve

their influence largely through the exercise of brute power. Human beings, in

contrast, have options for asserting leadership . . . the mastery of the linguistic

symbol system is crucial for most direct leaders, since leadership is maintained

largely through the creative use of stories. (1995, p. 39)

For Gardner, stories are symbol systems or symbolic structures that convey deep

psychological, cultural, and human meaning. They are metaphors for greater truth and are

the keys to self-understanding. Stories are ìnarratives, visions, dreams, embodimentsî

which ìare most effective when they provide nourishment for the mind . . . and a feeling of

belongingî (1995, p. 50).

Stories are chains of symbol that engage the listener on many cognitive levels. The

ability of myth, fable, tale, and narrative to engage one’s attention and communicate

meaning is ancient and may be innate. Members of non-literate societies have spectacular

memories for kinship systems and historical narrative. The Iliad and The Odyssey were
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both oral sagas before being written down. Large parts of both the Old and New

Testaments were the product of oral tradition before being committed to writing.

Jung was among the first to describe collective symbol systems that span culture

and time and which help define humanity. These systems operate at a very deep level and

link humanity together through cognitive commonalties (Fontana, 1994).

In addition, within specific cultures reside definitive stories which resonate with

the archetypes particular to that society (Fontana, 1994, p. 11). McDiarmid (1937), in

ìPresidential Inaugural AddressesóA Study In Verbal Symbols,î has demonstrated how

American cultural symbolism and the use of those symbols in leadership communication

is consistent through time.

In addition to the culture-specific symbolism referenced above are more general

symbolic systems that reach into the realm of Jungís ìcollective unconscious.î These

transfer easily from culture to culture and from era to era. The arrest, trial, crucifixion, and

resurrection of Jesus constitute a powerful symbolic structure of this type. According to

Jung, humans come into the world predisposed to resonate with and have an affinity for

certain symbolic systems or archetypes. Fontana, in The Secret Language of Symbols,

wrote:

The human race has always used symbols to express its awareness of the

dynamic, creative forces underlying existenceóvariously believed to be the

elements, the gods or the cosmos. At a more conscious level, symbols, particularly

symbolic stories, such as myths and legends, have been used to express abstract

qualities, such as truth, justice, heroism, mercy, wisdom, courage and love. In
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Jungian terms, we are all born with instinctive predisposition toward these

qualities, a set of internal blueprints of what it means to be fully human. These

blueprints, or archetypes, have a dynamic aspect: they can be thought of as

bundle of psychic energy that influence the manner in which we understand and

react to life, and through which we develop motives, ideals, and certain facets of

personality.

(1994, p.13)

The archetypes may be constant over time, but societies produce symbolic

systems, particular arrangements of archetypes, that flourish and fade. The tales of

courtly love that were such strong motivators of behavior and conduct in the 13th century

have vastly reduced import for the modern era. For the present-day Kung people of the

Kalahari Desert, who are separated from the traditions of the high Middle Ages by

culture, geography, and time, the tales, as expressed, are completely devoid of meaning.

But rearranged and recalibrated to the Kung culture, these romans, these stories, would

carry meaning because they are derived from archetypal structures which are uniquely

human and which transcend the limitations of culture, geography, and time.

For Gardner, the story is the vehicle of transformational-charismatic leadership

and is effective because it speaks on a number of levels concomitantly. Stories are

complex structures with symbolic content that directly address individual, cultural, and

human identity. For Gardner, archetypes are a primary mechanism for leadership

communication.
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Using linguistic . . . resources at their disposal, leaders attempt to communicate,

and to convince others, of a particular view, a clear vision of life. The term ìstoryî

is the best way to convey this point. I argue that the story is a basic human

cognitive form; the artful creation and articulation of stories constitutes a

fundamental part of the leaderís vocation. Stories speak to both parts of the

human mindóits reason and emotion. (1995, p. 43)

Gardner is careful to point out that given the relative power of reason and

emotion, it is possible and even common for the latter to subdue and overwhelm the

former. Not all leaders are reasonable. Good data can be assembled in a false and

misleading manner. For every Abraham Lincoln, who fired emotion and passion in service

of the good, there is an Adolph Hitler, who ìbaldly appealed to the lowest common

denominatorî and overwhelmed the collective reason of the German people by evoking

symbols that stimulated resentment, race hatred, and false cultural pride (Gardner, 1995,

p. 48).

Fact, symbol, and emotion, then, have been postulated as the primary tools for

leadership communication and the channels through which leaders seek to motivate those

who follow them. The transfer of data will stand as a broad but useful definition of

communication. But data can be anything from a growl to ìThe Gettysburg Address.î In a

more specific sense, data carry factual information which allows individuals and groups to

evaluate choices and make decisions. Data transfer also serves as the mechanism for the

transfer of symbols.
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Symbols, when presented in the organized form of stories, give leaders direct

access to prevailing human and cultural values. It is not an accident that Jesus taught in

symbolic parables or that the first literary art form was mythic storytelling. The skilled

use of symbols gives the leader direct access to human emotions. Stimulated by symbol,

emotions can be employed as powerful motivators for action or cognitive restructuring.

Feyerherm, in her paper ìThe Place For Passion In Leadership: Creation of

Meaning and Commitmentî (1988), argued convincingly for the primacy of emotional

energy, or passion, in transformational leadership. ìThere is no movement without

passion, no energy and no commitment without this passion-infused meaning. Passion is

the energy brought to human relationships. Without energy, not much happensî (p.10).

Transformational and charismatic leaders are those who understand and

consciously employ the power of emotion. The first task of the leader, according

to J. M. Burns, is ìto make conscious what lies unconscious among followersî

(1978). In this are the keys to motivation, change, and action. Bailey (1983)

speaks directly to this process: ìThere can be no purposive activity without

emotion, for purpose implies goal, and goal, in the end, entails passionî

(Feyerherm, 1988, p. 24).

The literature of charismatic leadership argues strongly for the importance of

emotional energy in change. House and Baetz (1977), like Gardner, posited that the

response to charismatic leaders trades in both reason and emotion. This highly charged

process is set against the work of the transactional manager who operates within the
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physical structure of an organization but does not touch the emotional spirit of its

members.

Gardner also made a strong case for linking charismatic leadership with the

development and alteration of individual and collective identity through the manipulation

of common symbols, while Denzin (1984) argued that individuals are linked to society by

emotion.

In his essay ìThe Responsive Chord,î Schwartz (as cited in Rosen, 1992) argued

that the job of the communicator who wishes to motivate is less the sending of a message

than the evocation of a pre-existing emotional resonance.

A listener or viewer brings far more information to the communication event than

the communicator can put into his message. The communicatorís problem, then, is

not to get stimuli across, or even to package his stimuli so they can be understood

and absorbed. Rather, he must deeply understand the kinds of information and

experiences stored in his audience, the patterning of this information, and the

interactive resonance process whereby stimuli evoke this stored information.

(Schwartz, in Rosen, 1992, pp. 22-23)

Shamir, Arthur, and House (1994) delineated five key processes through which

charismatic leaders exert motivational force on their followers:

1. Increasing the intrinsic value of effort expended in the pursuit of goals

2. Empowerment of followers by increasing self-efficacy and collective-efficacy

perceptions

3. Increasing the intrinsic value of goal accomplishment
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4. Instilling faith in a better future

5. Increasing followersí commitment

The transformational leader uses the tendencies and cultural propensities of

followers to stimulate change through associating the change effort with embedded

symbolic structures and linking the change effort directly to basic questions of identity.

Charismatic leadership increases follower intrinsic motivation by emphasizing the

symbolic and expressive aspects of the effort, that is, the fact that the effort itself

reflects important values, and that by making the effort, one makes a moral

statement. . . . Charismatic leadership also implicates the self . . . by making

participation in the effort an expression of an identity . . . and by increasing the

salience of that effort in the followerís self concept. (Shamir et al., 1994, p. 27)

It is, then, the charismatic leaderís ability to frame his efforts in a symbolic

context which is, at the same time, pertinent to questions of individual identity and to a

greater cultural and social identity that sets this type of communication apart.

Fact, symbol, and emotion can be seen as key components of the leadership

communication process. Each has a particular role that supports the initiation of change

and the motivation to act.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methodology selected for this

examination of leadership communications. Two research techniques were used: content

analysis and qualitative interviewing.

Content Analysis

The research question of this study asked if multiple channels of expression,

specifically factual and symbolic, result in effective leadership communication. The

proposition is that leadership communication is most powerful and most effective when

it contains factual and symbolic content. The assumptions for the study were that

leadership communication can change the listenerís perceptions and provoke emotional

responses, that factual and symbolic content are two distinct and identifiable components

of speeches, and that effective communication provokes an emotional response or

cognitive restructuring. Most important to this work is the idea that the language of one

person can influence the activities and thoughts of another in a manner that produces

change. The author does not assume complete understanding of how this process takes

place. There are many theories of communication and motivation; the subject is

multifaceted and complex.

But for leaders to lead in the modern world, their influence must be actualized

largely through words. It is necessary to assume that the speech of leaders can and does
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influence the world view and activities of those they lead. Language is not the only means

by which leaders lead, but it is certainly one of them and obviously an important one.

This study did not attempt to precisely define leadership in a general sense. Nor

does it seek to examine the process of leading except inside the parameters of leadership

communication discussed in chapter 1. A full examination of leadership communications

is not the goal, but to look at even the small section of leadership communications

described here, it is necessary to have examples from acknowledged leaders who had a

demonstrated effect on those they led.

The simplest and most direct way to get at this process is through the historical

record. Certain speeches have entered the literature of leadership and communication as

examples of clarity and effectiveness. They have stood the test of time. They were

effective because, from the reference point of the historical record, they caused people to

act differently and to think differently. To this end, five key examples of leadership

communication that are commonly understood to have been effective were chosen from

the historical record:

1. Winston Churchill, ìTheir Finest Hour,î 1940

2. Martin Luther King, Jr., ìI Have a Dream,î 1964

3. John F. Kennedy, ìInaugural Address,î 1961

4. Sojourner Truth, ìAinít I a Woman?î 1851

5. Abraham Lincoln, ìThe Gettysburg Address,î 1863

These five selections display many more differences than commonalties. They are

remote from one another in time, authorship, and intent. Two were delivered by American



32

presidents, but are separated in time by almost 100 years. Kennedy was the son of one of

the richest men in America; Lincoln was born in a frontier log cabin. Another speech is the

work of a British prime minister whose life and work nearly span the gap between the

American Civil War and the Cold War, between Lincoln and Kennedy. Churchill is

regarded by many as the greatest leader of this era.

Sojourner Truth was a black woman, a former slave, and a fervent abolitionist and

feminist. She had no formal education. Martin Luther King, Jr., also black and also

speaking on the subject of freedom and oppression, was the well-educated son of a

Baptist minister and was one of the most eloquent, effective, and penetrating orators of

this century.

The sources and specific goals of these selections are diverse, but they all retain a

capacity that is undimmed by the passage of time. These are words that move the human

spirit. They are examples of potent leadership communication that hit the mark, and they

were selected for this reason.

All of these selections are quoted frequently. They are also frequently included as

standard text in anthologies of important speeches. Some are studied by communications

scholars as examples of effective use of persuasive language. But more important, all five

were regarded by contemporaries as significant, effective, and motivating communication.

People listened to these words or read them and were changed. Within these speeches are

facts and symbols so arranged that the very fabric of reality was altered. These are words

that caused people to act differently and to think differently, and there is a palpable and

demonstrable power in them.
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Lincoln delivered “The Gettysburg Address” on November 19, 1863. The battle

of Gettysburg was the most savage battle of the Civil War and the three bloodiest days in

American history. The combatants are all dead. Every person living at that time is dead.

American culture in 1997 looks nothing like that of the mid-19th century. The American

language has evolved, and methods of disseminating that language are radically different.

There is no voice recording of Lincolnís speech. We have nothing to study but a written

copy.

Yet, the power is there. It pours out of these words in a torrent. Every school

child reads this speech. Every foreign student of American culture is familiar with it.

Many adult Americans can quote lines from memory. Shortly after publication it came to

be regarded almost as holy writ. One hundred thirty-four years later, Lincolnís words still

elicit tears and continue to evoke an individual and collective cry for peace and justice.

This passion, this researcher believes, lies at the heart of truly effective leadership

communication.

As a researcher, the author is a novice in the field of content analysis. To examine

these examples using this large and very difficult discipline requires a clearly

circumscribed statement of intent, consistent definitions, and a grid or template

appropriate to the material being examined. Otherwise the project quickly becomes

unmanageable.

The analysis undertaken here was simply to demonstrate the presence, in these

selections, of communication pathways of fact and symbol as defined for this study in

the text. This analysis served the proposition that leadership communication is most
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powerful and most effective when it contains factual and symbolic content. The historical

record has set these speeches down as effective in generating emotion or cognitive

restructuring. That much has been established. The content analysis undertaken here

tested the presence of fact and symbol in the speeches. Content analysis, in its most basic

form, is a system for quantifying and objectifying the content of communication

(Berelson, 1952). That was the goal of the content portion of this work: to explore and, if

possible, quantify symbol and fact as they exist in the selections.

Before any analysis can be undertaken, a full understanding of basic terms is

needed. Following are definitions of terms used in this study:

Leadership: ìThe ability to influence a group toward the achievement of goalsî

(Robbins, 1996).

Communication: ìA process by which information is exchanged between

individuals through a common system of symbols, signs or behaviorî (Merriam-

Websterís, 1993, p. 233).

Emotion: “(a) the affective aspect of consciousness

(b) the state of feeling

(c) a psychic and physical reaction . . . subjectively experienced as

strong feeling and physiologically involving changes that prepare the body . . . for

action” (Merriam-Websterís, 1993, p. 378).

Fact: “a piece of information presented as having objective reality” (Merriam-

Websterís, 1993, p. 416).
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The template used was a numbering system which allowed the speeches to be

coded line by line. The pieces were numbered as follows:

Winston Churchill, ìTheir Finest Hour,î number 1.

Martin Luther King, Jr., ìI Have a Dream,î number 2.

John F. Kennedy, ìInaugural Address,î number 3.

Sojourner Truth, ìAinít I a Woman?î number 4.

Abraham Lincoln, ìThe Gettysburg Address,î number 5

Charles Lindbergh, ìAmerica First,î number 6

The sixth speech, by aviator Charles A. Lindbergh, was included for comparison. It was

delivered on the eve of World War II and has not been held in the historical record as

effective. It also is substantially different in content.

The minimum element or bit to be coded was a word. The letter ìSî signified a

symbol and ìFî denoted the presence of a fact. Factual or symbolic elements were

referenced by the speech and line numbers in which they appeared. For example, 1ñ15ñS

meant that the phrase was from Churchillís speech and was located in the 15th line and

that the reference was a symbol. This coding system made it possible to demonstrate the

relative density, speech by speech, of both symbolic and factual references. After the

selections were analyzed for ìmanifest contentî (Berelson, 1952), qualitative interviews

were undertaken to test whether a significant density of fact and symbol in leadership

communication can produce emotion, passion, action, or cognitive restructuring.

Qualitative Interviews
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The second component of this process consisted of six qualitative interviews with leaders

from different fields. It simply was not enough to claim that effective leadership

communication resides in the channels of fact and symbol and then to demonstrate that

the examples chosen do indeed contain these elements. Some external form of verification

was needed.

Qualitative interviewing was selected as the method for providing this external

input. Six subjects from different leadership areas were chosen for these interviews. The

interviews were designed to provide feedback for the researcher on the thesis topic, to

shed further light on the mechanics of leadership communication, and to offer suggestions

for further research.

The following leadership areas and subjects were selected:

1. TeachingóAnne Will, Ph.D., Associate Professor, Prince William Sound

Community College

2. PoliticsóTom Van Brocklin, aide to Alaska House Minority Leader Gene

Kubina

3. BusinessóJackie Robb, Vice President, National Bank of Alaska, Valdez

4. Government ServiceóDave Dengel, Assistant City Manager, City of Valdez

5. ReligionóDan Bower, Pastor, Faith Baptist Church

6. Social ActivismóDeborah Pexa, Executive Director, Advocates for

Victims of Violence, Valdez

A compare-and-contrast method was chosen for the interviews. The subjects were

given a synopsis of the introductory chapter to this paper including the speech by
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Churchill and the description of the role of fact and symbol in the communication

process. Another speech, by Lindbergh, was taken from the same historical period. This

speech does not have the same dramatic effect and concentration of key elements. It also

clearly lacks the emotional impact of the Churchill speech. The subjects were asked to

read the material and discuss their reactions to the authorsí suppositions and conclusions.

The following questions were used to elicit comments:

1. What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one

affect you more than the other? If so, why?

2. What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe

how each made you feel?

3. What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as

channels for leadership communication?

4. When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react, or to change their

minds? Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?

5. Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?

6. How might this work be useful to you as a leader?

7. Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?

The six interviews were taped and the text evaluated for relevance to the topic.

Each subjectís answers to the questions appear in the text, and the highlights are

compared and contrasted.
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Given the highly qualitative nature of this work, it was extremely difficult to demonstrate

direct causality. Whether fact and symbol cause effective leadership communication was

not answerable using this methodology. It was possible and within the scope of this

study to address the research question and examine whether the use of factual and

symbolic content fosters effective communication and to support the proposition that

leadership communication is most powerful and most effective when it contains factual

and symbolic content. Examining how leaders from diverse fields responded to the

premise made it possible to look at the research and to map out territory for future

application and investigation.
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Chapter 4

Discussion of Findings

The purpose of this study was to examine the use of fact, symbol, and emotion in

the delivery of effective leadership communication. The method of study involved two

processes. The first was the application of content analysis to six speeches from the

historical record: five that were regarded as effective in causing listeners to think or behave

differently and one speech that was not considered effective. This determined the factual

and symbolic content that was used in each.

The second process subjected the basic idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as

pathways for leadership communication to examination through qualitative interviews

with six contemporary leaders. Standard questions were developed to explore subjects’

responses to the research question and to explore the subjects’ use of fact and symbol in

leadership communication. The interviews would substantiate the presence of significant

factual and symbolic content in the speeches; would look at fact, symbol, and emotion as

motivating agents for behavioral change or cognitive restructuring; and would prove

whether fact and symbol are effective in producing an emotional response.

Content Analysis

The following six speeches were chosen for content analysis:

Speech 1óWinston Churchill, ìTheir Finest Hourî

Speech 2óMartin Luther King, Jr., ìI Have a Dreamî

Speech 3óJohn F. Kennedy, ìInaugural Addressî



40

Speech 4óSojourner Truth, ìAinít I a Woman?î

Speech 5óAbraham Lincoln, ìThe Gettysburg Addressî

Speech 6óCharles Lindbergh, ìAmerica Firstî

Of the six, only the Lindbergh speech is obscure. The others are frequently

quoted, studied by scholars, and held up as examples of the effective use of persuasive

rhetoric. The Lindbergh speech is included for comparison with Churchillís speech. There

are very few symbolic references in the text, and it was not judged effective. The other

addresses were hand-picked for content and historical importance; they seemed to contain

a high density of factual and symbolic references.

For content analysis, the speeches were listed by number from 1 to 6. The lines in

the speeches were also numbered. Facts were underlined and symbols were italicized. The

coding was registered in the right-hand margin with ìFî denoting fact and ìSî representing

symbol. Each factual or symbolic reference carries a code that allows it to be counted and

located in the text. For example, line 4 in Churchillís speech is followed by two, three-

place codes: 1-4-F and 1-4-Sab. The first number, 1, is the code for ìTheir Finest Hourî;

the second number, 4, means that the references are from the fourth line in that speech.

The “F” denotes a factual reference while the “Sab” records two symbolic references in

that line: “S” for symbolic, ìaî for the first reference, and ìbî for the second reference. The

speeches appear in order (Tables 1 through 6) with a summation of the raw number of

facts and symbols and a calculation of the number of facts and symbols per line for each

address. For example, Churchillís speech used five factual references in 12 lines of text, or
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.42 facts per line. There are 11 symbolic references for 12 lines of text, or .92 symbols per

line.



42

 Speech 1

ìTheir Finest Hour,î Winston Churchill, 1940
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Speech 2

ìI Have a Dreamî, Martin Luther King Jr., August 1963
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Speech 2 (continued)
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Speech 2 (continued)
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Speech 2 (continued)
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Speech 2 (continued)
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Speech 2 (continued)
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Speech 3

“Inaugural Address,” John F. Kennedy, January 4, 1961, Washington, D. C.
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Speech 3 (continued)
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Speech 3 (continued)
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Speech 3 (continued)
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Speech 3 (continued)
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Speech 4

ìAinít I A Woman?î Sojourner Truth, 1851 Womenís Rights Convention, Akron, Ohio

(Written from memory by Frances Gage)
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Speech 4 (continued)
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Speech 5

ìThe Gettysburg Address,î Abraham Lincoln, November 19, 1863
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Speech 6

ìAmerica First,î Charles A. Lindbergh, April 30, 1941
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Speech 6 (continued)
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Summary of Content Analysis

The speeches yielded some interesting results in terms of content. For the

purposes of this study and the content analysis, the following definitions were used:

Leadership: ìThe ability to influence a group toward the achievement of goalsî

(Robbins, 1996)

Communication: ìA process by which information is exchanged between

individuals through a common system of symbols, signs or behaviorî (Merriam-

Websterís, 1993, p. 233)

Emotion:“(a) the affective aspect of consciousness

(b) the state of feeling

(c) a psychic and physical reaction . . . subjectively experienced as strong

feeling and physiologically involving changes that prepare the body . . . for action”

(Merriam-Websterís, 1993, p. 378)

Fact: a piece of information presented as having objective reality (Merriam-

Websterís, 1993, p. 416)

Symbol: An act, sound, object, or idea that has cultural significance and meaning

outside itself and the capacity to excite or objectify a response (Merriam-Websterís,

1993, p. 1194)

From the content analysis, which was based on only two criteria, fact and symbol,

it would appear that the five speeches deemed by history to be effective also contained a

very high density of both factual and symbolic references. It is also evident that the
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Lindbergh speech, which seems fairly typical of this type of fact-based, declarative

rhetoric, is almost devoid of symbolic reference.

Note that the definition of fact used here dictates that the information only be

ìpresented as having objective reality.î It would be too difficult and would also detract

from the emphasis of this paper to examine or debate the factual content of the individual

speeches. Thus, for this exercise any declarative statement fits the broad definition of

fact.

 Lindbergh was an internationally acknowledged expert in the area of aviation and

almost certainly believed what he claimed was true. History has shown, however, that

virtually every statement presented in the speech as fact was erroneous. It was not within

the scope of this work to gauge the truth or falsehood of the ìfactsî in the six examples.

The goal was to discover why they were or were not effective.

A short numerical review of the speeches shows that all were factually dense:

ìTheir Finest Hourîó5 factual references in 12 lines, or .42 facts per line

ìI Have a Dreamîó64 factual references in 127 lines, or .50 facts per line

“Inaugural Address”ó22 factual references in 108 lines, or .20 facts per line

ìAinít I a Woman?îó8 factual references in 28 lines, or .29 facts per line

ìThe Gettysburg Addressîó10 factual references in 20 lines, or .50 facts per line

ìAmerica Firstîó16 factual references in 30 lines, or .53 facts per line

The speeches, while they share very few commonalities, all fell within a fairly

narrow band of factual content: from .20 facts per line in Kennedy’s “Inaugural Address”

to .53 facts per line in Lindberghís ìAmerica First.î
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However, measurement of the symbolic content was more revealing:

ìTheir Finest Hourîó11 symbolic references in 12 lines, or .92 symbols per line

ìI Have a Dreamîó63 symbolic references in 127 lines, or .50 symbols per line

“Inaugural Addressîó22 symbolic references in 108 lines, or .20 symbols per line

ìAinít I a Woman?îó7 symbolic references in 28 lines, or .25 symbols per line

ìThe Gettysburg Addressîó14 symbolic references in 20 lines, or .70 symbols per line

ìAmerica Firstîó2 symbolic references in 30 lines, or .07 symbols per line

Once again, symbols were concentrated and tightly grouped in Kennedyís

ìInaugural Addressî at .20 symbols per line at the low end and in ìTheir Finest Hourî with

.92 symbols per line at the high end. The exception, of course, was Lindberghís speech,

which contains little symbolic content.

Given the data presented in this format, it is strongly suggested that effective

leadership communications from the historical record used both factual and symbolic

content to produce an emotional response. The speeches that were effective have a

substantial content of both types of reference.

Qualitative Interviews

The qualitative interviews were structured as follows. Six leaders were chosen

from different fields. The interviews took place on February 2, 3, and 4, 1997. Five of the

interviews were conducted in person. The sixth, with Van Brocklin, was conducted over

the phone. All of the interviews were taped, and synopses were generated from those

recordings.

Following are the subjects and their respective fields:
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1. TeachingóAnne Will, Ph.D., Associate Professor, Prince William Sound

Community College

2. PoliticsóTom Van Brocklin, Aide to Alaska State House Minority Leader Gene

Kubina

3. BusinessóJackie Robb, Vice President, National Bank Of Alaska, Valdez

4. Government ServiceóDave Dengel, Assistant City Manager, City of Valdez

5. ReligionóDan Bower, Pastor, Faith Baptist Church

6. Social ServicesóDeborah Pexa, Executive Director, Advocates for Victims of

Violence, Valdez

The subjects, three women and three men, ranged in age from 29 to 55. Education

ranged from high school graduate to doctorate. They were provided a printed introduction

to the research topic and copies of ìTheir Finest Hourî and ìAmerica First.î The materials

as presented to the interview subjects are included as Appendix A.

Summary of Results

Quite aside from the valuable information gained about the use of fact, symbol,

and emotion in leadership communications, the interviews provided the researcher with a

very real sense of the complexity of the subject. Commonalties were observed among the

responses, to be sure, but all subjects offered highly individual interpretations of the

material presented. The common elements found in the interviews are arranged by theme

and are explored in this section of the paper. Synopses of the interviews appear as

Appendix B.
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The first and most important of the themes is the critical significance of producing

an emotional response in the listener for effective, change-producing communication to

occur. All subjects agreed that to move people required an appeal to reason as well as

emotion, to thought as well as feeling. Will spoke directly to the issue, saying simply that

ìto sacrifice, we need to be convinced.î For her, ìemotion engages the heartî and ìsecures

deep commitment.î Pastor Bower described the ìintricate balanceî between fact and

emotion and the need to frame the facts in a ìvehicle that people understand.î For him

emotion was absolutely needed to get people to act or change their minds, and the use of

symbols provided a way that ìconnects fact to heart, mind and symbol.î In answer to the

question of when emotion was needed to effect change, Mr. Van Brocklinís response was

simply, ìAlways.î

Responses to interview questions about the need for emotional engagement as a

vehicle for change included repeated use of words and phrases that associate the use of

fact and emotion with moral and ethical concerns. Language employed by the respondents

included numerous value-charged words such as ìjustice,î ìintegrity,” and ìconvictions.î All

of the subjects validated the use of emotion as a motivator as effective and useful, but

they also identified the dangers of such use.

Thus, the second common theme to surface from the respondents was the

awareness that emotion as a motivator can be misused and that doing so can be

manipulative and unethical. Dr. Will was very clear about the dangers of misuse. She

spoke of the ìpotential for abuseî when facts are altered or ignored or if the speaker
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contrives to ìplay upon the fears and manipulateî the audience through the false

employment of fact and symbol.

Ms. Robb stated that ìfacts have to be pureî and that ìyou should never use

emotion by itself.î She referenced Waco, Jonestown, and the Simpson trial as examples of

factual information withheld or misused to manipulate the listener into an emotional

response. A response that is real and valid for the person who feels it, but not connected

to a greater factual context, can be dangerous to both the listener and to society. Pastor

Bower described the leaderís ìneed for humilityî and the responsibility of the leader to

avoid ìmanipulationî through the use of a purely emotional appeal.

Taken together, these themes support each other well. On the one hand, the use of

fact and symbol to generate an emotional response works in the communication style of

the leaders who were interviewed. At the same time, the overuse of the emotional appeal

or the manipulation of factual information to elicit a false or inappropriate emotional

response was seen as a very great danger.

For example, 20th century history is filled with words and deeds of demagogues

who honed the craft of manipulation to a fine art. Leaders have power and power is

always open to abuse. The necessity for the leader to possess an internal moral structure

that will regulate how and when emotion is used as a motivator becomes critical.

Sometimes even this is not sufficient to prevent terrible consequences. World War I was a

patriotic war. The soldiers who participated, at least for the first two years of the war,

generally believed that they truly were serving their countries. Leaders capitalized on this

patriotism and sent millions to horrible and largely futile deaths. From the outset, the real
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causes of the war were lost in the passion of its prosecution. The patriotic words and

songs that helped to convince so many to die in the trenches seem, after the passage of 80

years and hundreds of millions of deaths in other senseless wars, hollow and almost

criminally manipulative.

The problem with this or any other potent form of motivation is, in part, that the

end point of human action frequently is obscure. Belief and moral conviction simply are

not enough. Bad things can be done for what seem, at the time, to be good and moral

reasons. This is as true for corporate restructuring as it is for national policy.

The third common theme to emerge from the interviews was restricted to the

female subjects. All three were professional women of intelligence, experience, and

apparent strength. They were chosen as subjects because they are, by any standard,

leaders in their areas of work. Yet all three stated plainly during the interviews that they

did not regard themselves as leaders. This was, for the researcher, perhaps the most

surprising outcome of the interview process and it is not, at first glance, directly related to

the core matter of fact, symbol, and emotion.

This difference in attitude about personal leadership shown by male and female

subjects certainly requires further study. No one would question the status of Margaret

Thatcher as a leader, and it is unlikely that she, if asked, would express any doubts about

her role. But what of the lesser leaders working in smaller arenas? How do these women

frame what they do? Is the concept of ìleaderî differentiated by gender, and can it be tied

through gender to the use of fact, symbol, and emotion as tools of communication? Is the

concept of leader itself an essentially male paradigm that excludes or ignores the female
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ethics of nurturance and cooperation? These are difficult questions and would produce

complex answers.

Finally, the last and perhaps most significant theme to emerge from the interviews

was the degree to which each subject appropriated and personalized the information as

presented. Will described matching her communication style to the Myers-Briggs

classifications of sensing versus intuiting and the importance of including both groups in

effective communication for teaching. Bower saw an important key to his success in his

ability to style his message so that it appealed to a variety of learning styles: visual,

auditory, and kinesthetic.

Van Brocklin saw the need to craft his political arguments much like syllogisms so

that they appealed with the force of intellectual integrity, yet he acknowledged that, in

the end, it is usually emotion that convinces. Dave Dengel, in government service,

regarded the use of emotion in communicating with his city council as something to be

avoided. His job is not always to convince, but to offer an even-handed presentation of all

sides of a question so that the politicians can effectively evaluate the matter at hand.

Those in public life, he believes, need to rely on the emotional appeal.

Robb and Pexa were concerned about the pitfalls of using emotion as a

motivational tool. This expression of concern may be related to the gender differences

referenced above. To what degree do women, as leaders, avoid the emotional appeal

because of gender stereotyping? Can a man rely on the effectiveness of the emotional

appeal in situations where it would be inappropriate for a woman to do so? The words



68

“hysteria” and “histrionic” have their origins in the Latin words for womb (hyster) and

actor (histrion).

Americans are culturally preprogrammed to see women as more emotional and

thus less rational, less clear-headed, and essentially weaker as decision makers. For a

woman to use the emotional appeal plays into this stereotype and may lessen the

effectiveness of the female leaderís argument. Note that the only public emotion Thatcher

allowed herself was a stern and very controlled anger which was essentially male in effect

and intent. Her stock-in-trade was to be tougher than any man who had held the office,

and she drew upon the Old Testament tradition of judgment and righteous indignation to

sway her audience. Thatcherís method certainly qualifies as an emotional appeal, but it is

remote from the values American culture associates with women, such as nurturance and

forgiveness.

In the end, the interviews both confirmed and expanded upon the central idea of

this study. Fact, symbol, and emotion were viewed as important tools by all of the

subjects. Yet all internalized the basic elements and crafted them into unique forms.

Human behavior and human communication are infinitely variable, and this study

certainly demonstrated this capacity for individual differentiation in style and intent.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research

The western mind has an affinity for proof, for certainty. This preference

probably arises from the long employment of science as a principal epistemological tool.

It has been noted over and over that science works remarkably well for inanimate objects.

But the track record of the scientific method in the areas of human behavior and human

culture is mixed. The subject of human communications and, by default, the study of how

leaders communicate are as complex and difficult as any in the world of modern

academics. It is an enormous tent, embracing all of the social sciences and most of the

physical sciences including physics, chemistry, and biology.

All of the six speeches subjected to analysis had substantial factual content. Five

of the speeches were selected from the historical record because they have been celebrated

for their effectiveness. These also had significant incidence of the symbolic component.

The Lindbergh speech, which is obscure and which has not been noted for its

effectiveness, was nearly devoid of symbolic reference. While no incontrovertible

conclusions can be drawn from this comparison, it does offer a suggestion that both fact

and symbol are vital in engendering an emotional response. It would be interesting to test

this supposition with a more comprehensive review of the historical record using many

more speeches, perhaps selected over a longer time period and from rhetorical areas other

than politics.
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The interviews provided a wealth of information about leadership communication

as a process and prevailing attitudes toward leadership communication. All six of the

interview subjects, to a greater or lesser degree, stated that the supposition that fact and

symbol can produce emotion, action, and change was both valid and useful. Of the six,

only Bower preferred the more dry, factual presentation of Lindbergh, and this preference

was tempered by his affinity for the only portion of the ìAmerica Firstî speech where

fact and symbol are employed together to make a point.

The interview subjects affirmed that symbolic language made the difference for

them between the Churchill and Lindbergh speeches and generally tied symbol and

symbolic language to emotional response. They affirmed emotion as a primary means of

motivating people to act or to change their minds but cautioned that emotion without

sound basis in fact can be unethical and manipulative. They also offered a number of

useful suggestions for determining when and where to use an emotional appeal.

The subjects also generally recognized that the information presented for the

interviews had caused them to examine their own styles of communicating and posited

that this was, at least in part, how they used persuasive language. Overall, the subjects

spoke clearly and directly to the power of fact and symbol to engender emotion and

change.

For the researcher it was interesting and exciting to see how each subject

personalized the information and made it relevant to his or her particular experience. Each

put a very different spin on the same information. Will, for example, wondered how

relevant this type of charismatic rhetoric is, both in her classroom, which is organized
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around a pluralistic, cooperative model, and in the larger public arena, where language of

the style employed by Churchill may no longer be effective. She pointed out that use of

lofty rhetoric is rare, that few politicians currently speak like King and might not be taken

seriously if they did. Have we at last become a society dominated by the more pedestrian

ìmanagerî types who direct but do not lead? Kotter (1960) has pointed out some large

differences between managers and leaders. Managers work within systems to make them

more efficient; leaders foster change in systems in response to a new vision by

communicating this vision to those around them. It would be interesting to compare the

communication content of a leader like Welch at General Electric with other leaders less

devoted to vision and transformation as a core philosophy. Would there be a greater

reliance on factual content rather than a mixture of both fact and symbol? Is it the ability

to use both elements consciously and skillfully that sets the ìcharismaticî leader apart?

In a related area of concern, it is clear that the process of leadership in business is

changing. Often leadership positions are not formalized but situational. It would be

interesting to test the look at communication in a team-based or other, more cooperative,

business environment and see if fact, symbol, and emotion remained primary tools of

leadership. Certainly passion (emotion) for the matter at hand would be a factor, as would

expertise (fact). But what role would symbolic language or storytelling have in a non-

hierarchical work environment?

The idea of different communication styles and different learning styles was raised

by both Will, who spoke of the Myers-Briggs classifications of sensing versus intuiting,

and Bower, who related his concerns about the need to address the visual, auditory, and
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kinesthetic learners in his congregation. Here is a process and a concern completely

outside the scope of this paper, but which would relate directly to the success or failure

of leader communications and the use of fact, symbol, and emotion. Another research

exercise could be designed around the responses of listeners with different Myers-Briggs

scores or different learning styles to the speeches of charismatic leaders.

The interview subjects were united in their concern about the misuse of the

emotional approach and the dark side of charismatic leadership. Certainly the 20th

century is replete with examples of leaders who, in their desire for power above all else,

moved individuals and populations to unspeakable acts. To the actors on the grand stage

such as Hitler and Stalin, one would need to add lesser figures such as Koresh or Jones.

There is definitely a dark side to leadership and especially to charismatic leadership. The

emotional appeal without sufficient grounding in facts may be one source or cause of this

dark side.

Gardner (1995) linked charisma with the calculated use of emotion through access

to the collective unconscious of the audience through symbols. But he is also very aware

of the shadow of the charismatic style. In Leading Minds, more than 30 references to

Hitler are scattered from beginning to end. Hitler is consistently held up as an example of

a leader who could move an entire population but who lacked the moral structure to make

that movement, that change, socially useful. Hitler was more concerned with power than

with truth, with response than with reason, with success than with goodness, and finally,

with symbol and emotion than with facts. In the end, it is not simply the grounding of

symbolic communication with facts but a morally defensible goal which makes the
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emotional appeal both effective and positive. Without facts and a morally defensible goal,

the emotional appeal is simply manipulation.

There are some lessons in this for the field of organization development.

Charismatic leaders are highly desirable in situations of flux and change. The ability to

elicit a passionate response certainly is key to fostering organizational change. People

need to care enough to put out the effort required to alter course and restructure core

work processes. But how often is this sort of upheaval really needed? Churchill did his

best work at a time of extreme crisis. Managers do not generally work in this sort of

rarefied environment. Most leaders do not either. Even given the rapid pace of change in

the business environment today as opposed to before World War II, stasis is still more

the rule than is alteration. The periods of stasis are certainly shorter, but so are the

periods in which change is accomplished. Increasingly, major reorganization projects are

targeted for weeks and months rather than years. Thus, the skills of the charismatic, those

who can effectively play the emotional card, are still needed to galvanize the organization

for change. But like the fire-brand anarchist revolutionary who is shot by his less

passionate comrades the day after the old government falls, too much charisma can be

worse than none at all. Emotion is exhausting and may be a poor motivator over time. The

more pragmatic approach of the factual manager still inhabits the core of a great deal of

everyday business practice.

Finally, the idea of embodiment was brought forward by several subjects. This is a

key concern in modern leadership theory. To what degree does the personal story of the

leader embody the vision that is being communicated? Bower offered what must be seen
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as a profound response to the final question, an answer that added a new dimension to the

discussion. He spoke of leadership communication as incarnation or a process whereby

the Word, the symbol, and the spirit become flesh. He saw in Churchill the incarnation,

the embodiment of the message he carried. Bower commented, ìHe lived it.î This is, he

says, the job of every pastor, to embody the ìWord.î This touches closely the mystery of

effective leader communication. Certainly leaders are expected to ìwalk the talk,î but there

is more to this than the simple consonance of behavior and action. Effective leaders are

the symbolic and factual embodiment of their messages. They are living metaphors that

connect directly to the subconscious desires and aspirations of those they lead and,

through the very force of this embodiment, change these aspirations or galvanize them

into direct and significant action. In Jungian terms, the incarnate leader is an embodiment

of themes coded into the collective unconscious. They are, to some degree, living

archetypes that use their own lives, deeds, and words to tap a deep and powerful source

of human passion.

To say that fact and symbol combine to produce an emotional response which

stimulates action or a change in thinking describes a process, but it does not explain it.

The truth is that no one really knows how people understand each other or why certain

collections of words have such awesome and enduring power while others are simply

forgotten. The process by which symbols affect us is not completely understood. Neither

can it be stated with any consistent reliability whether any statement is or is not a ìfact.î

Truth is not often quantifiable and is usually appended with significant cultural baggage.

Frequently it cannot be had in any form.
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This study set out to examine a circumscribed area of leadership communication.

It has, to some degree, verified the role of fact, symbol, and emotion in that area. But it

does not unlock the secret of how people lead and are led; of what makes a leader; and of

how words, facts, and symbols are transformed into independent thought and material

action. This work will not reveal how the charismatic words of a Churchill or a King

become more real, more incarnate than the person who spoke them and how the

omnipotent language of the charismatic leader can reach out across decades, across

millennia, and compel others to think and behave differently, or move them to tears.

This work will not show how the lives, the physical beings, of these singular

individuals were transmuted by the alchemy of collective unconsciousness into animate

symbol and living myth. Here is the central mystery of leadership communication, and

through it humanity is directed to the most fundamental questions of existence. What are

we? Why are we? And by what obscure and ancient mechanism do we touch so closely

the lives, thoughts, and deeds of others with this sacred transubstantiation called human

speech?
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APPENDIX A

Interview information given to subjects for leadership interviews Interview
Information for Leadership Communication Thesis

January 31, 1997

James Winchester

Introduction
I would like to thank all of the interview participants for agreeing to give their time to my
thesis project. The interview will probably take no more than an hour, but the data
collected is vital to the completion of my MSOD degree from Pepperdine University.
The results from the interview will be transcribed and compressed into synopsis form. It
is hoped that these interviews will shed light on the basic premise of my paper.

Thesis
The thesis of work is very simple. It concerns leadership, communication and the process
through which leaders communicate with and motivate those they lead. The model
postulates that truly effective leadership communication contains three components; fact
symbol and emotion. In the process of effective leader communication, factual and
symbolic content are employed to produce an emotional response in the listener which, in
turn, causes action or cognitive restructuring In other words, there is an alchemy that
takes place inside effective leadership communication. Factual references and symbolic
references working together, reach out to listeners and cause them to act or to change their
minds on a subject.

The paper does not attempt to generate a full and comprehensive analysis of the
mechanism by which leaders lead. It focuses on one very small piece of the dynamic; the
role of fact, symbol and emotion. For the interview, two speeches from the early years of
World War Two were chosen as a center for the discussion. The first, by Winston
Churchill, from May, 1940, is famous. The ìfinest hourî speech was perhaps Churchillís
defining moment as a leader. The effectiveness of the speech does not require further
demonstration. The second speech is by Charles Lindbergh and is from April, 1941.
Lindbergh, in addition to his fame as a pioneer aviator, was an important international
figure in the American isolationist movement in the months leading up to active US
involvement in the global war.

Interview Process
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Please read the speeches carefully and pay close attention to how they affect you. Think
about your style as a leader and communicator and see if either of these documents has
any resonance with that style.

Definitions
Fact - a piece of information presented as having objective reality

Symbol - An act, sound object or idea that has cultural significance and meaning outside
itself and the capacity to excite or objectify a response.

Emotion - a: the affective aspect of communication
b: the state of feeling
c: a psychic and physical reactionÖÖsubjectively experienced as strong 
feeling and physiologically involving changes that prepare the bodyÖ..for
action.
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“An Argument in Favor of Isolationism”

(“America First”)

Charles A. Lindbergh

April 30, 1941

It is not only our right, . . . but it is our obligation as American citizens to look at

the war objectively and to weigh our chances for success if we should enter it. I have

attempted to do this, especially from the standpoint of aviation; and I have been forced to

the conclusion that we cannot win this war for England, regardless of how much

assistance we extend.

I ask you to look at the map of Europe today and see if you can suggest any way

in which we could win this war if we entered it. Suppose we had a large army in America,

trained and equipped. Where would we send it to fight? The campaigns of the war show

only too clearly how difficult it is to force a landing, or to maintain an army, on a hostile

coast.

Suppose we took our Navy from the Pacific, and used it to convoy British

shipping. That would not win the war for England. It would, at best, permit her shipping.

That would not win the war for England. It would, at best, permit her an air force that we

could send to Europe. Where would it operate? Some of our squadrons might be based in

the British Isles; but it is physically impossible to base enough aircraft in the British Isles

alone to equal in strength the aircraft that can be based on the Continent of Europe. . . .
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There is no better way to give comfort to an enemy than to divide the people of a

nation over the issue of foreign war. There is no shorter road to defeat than by entering a

war with inadequate preparation. Every nation that has adopted the interventionist policy

of depending on someone else for its own defense has met with nothing but defeat and

failure. . . .

War is not inevitable for this country. Such a claim is defeatism in the true sense.

No one can make us fight abroad unless we ourselves are willing to do so. No one will

attempt to fight us here if we arm ourselves as a great nation should be armed. Over a

hundred million people in this nation are opposed to entering the war. If the principles of

democracy mean anything at all, this is reason enough for us to stay out. If we are forced

into a war against the wishes of an overwhelming majority of our people, we will have

proved democracy such a failure at home that there will be little use for fighting for it

abroad.
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“Their Finest Hour”

Winston Churchill

1940

Upon this battle depends the survival of Christian civilization. Upon it depends

our British life, and the long continuity of our institutions and our Empire. The whole

fury and might of the enemy must very soon be turned on us. Hitler knows that he will

have to break us in this island or lose the war. If we can stand up to him, all Europe may

be free and the life of the world may move forward into broad, sunlit uplands. But if we

fail, then the whole world, including the United States, including all that we have known

and cared for, will sink into the abyss of a new Dark Age, made more sinister, and

perhaps more protracted, by the lights of perverted science.

Let us therefore brace ourselves to our duties and so bear ourselves that, if the

British Empire and its Commonwealth last for a thousand years, men will still say, ìThis

was their finest hour.î
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Appendix B

Synopses of Qualitative Interviews
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APPENDIX B

Anne Will, Ph. D.

20 years teaching history, grades 7 through university

46 years old

Q1: What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one affect

you more than the other? If so, why?

A: Churchillís speech stunning and heroic, monumental. Lindbergh is flat-footed and

pedestrian, banal. Churchillís speech is fluid, smooth, and compact. Lindbergh is more

limited. Vision is limited. Must sustain limited vision with flawed factual information.

Churchill appeals to something large in you. Churchill sets the battle in a greater historic

conflict.

Q2: What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe how

each made you feel?

A: (a) I was intrigued by Lindberghís speech because he was wrong. But the difference is

in the speeches. One is flat-footed. It doesnít say anything. The other is a call. (b) Not

sure that this is an emotional response, but Lindberghís speech is hard to remember. It

does not hold my attention. Churchill inspires.

Q3: What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as channels

for leadership communication?

A: Iíve been thinking about this for a few days in terms of my teaching. I work in a factual

field. History has little meaning without facts. Those symbols have no meaning if not
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placed in human emotional context. But I teach with passion. When I speak with

conviction, students listen. That is what Iíve learned to do. I intuitively find the symbols

that work. Symbols give me a bridge to my students. Symbols have to resonate.

Q4: (a) When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react, or to change their

minds? (b.) Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?

A: (a) Emotion is what makes us . . . it works at the pain/pleasure level. To sacrifice, to

give greatly, we need to be convinced. This touches peopleís convictions. You want to

make people feel that this course of action is not just expeditious, but right. But more

than we can be. Emotion engages the heart. It motivates. It secures deep commitment. (b)

There are times when it is unethical to use emotion. If the facts are wrong, for example.

Then you play upon fears and manipulate fact and symbol in ways that are misleading.

One of the things that is arresting about this model is the potential for abuse. Facts have

to be verified. Symbols develop and emotions arise. If the facts are wrong demagogues can

use it.

Q5: Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?

A: I donít think of myself as a leader! But increasingly I see that my students value my

opinion. I do have a leadership role. This model describes a style of leadership that is

more authoritarian and hierarchical. I try to give voice to a lot of students and fragment
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the power in the room. But I think that the elements of fact, symbol, and emotion can be

present in a consensus organization. One person is usually the lightning rod that

expresses emotion.

Q6: How might this work be useful to you as a leader?

A: This has been very interesting to me. To think about myself as a leader and to think

about how I communicate effectively. It is important in my work for the facts to be pure

first. In terms of the Myers-Briggs, most people are sensors and need the facts. Intuitors

think in symbols. But 70% of the population are sensors and need the facts.

Q7: Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?

A: Description of model is very clear. It would be hard to find speeches on the same topic

that illustrate the model. But from the perspective of a historian, you need more examples

A true test would have much more material for examination.

 Jackie Robb

30 years National Bank of Alaska

Vice president, National Bank of Alaska, Valdez branch

Board president for 12 boards and commissions

55 years old

Q1: What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one affect

you more than the other? If so, why?

A: Churchillís speech was definitely more effective. It was/is timeless and global. You

could make this speech at any time, probably. Lindberghís is less effective. I had a

cognitive response to Lindbergh and an emotional response to Churchill.
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Q2: What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe how

each made you feel?

A: Lindbergh had no real factual information. It is hard to say how I would have reacted in

1941, but it is based in opinion, not fact. There are no symbolic attachments. He does not

do what Churchill does. He doesnít tie you to the material with symbols or emotion.

Q3: What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as channels

for leadership communication?

A: I think that you are hitting key definitions. There is a difference between this and a live

presentationóno body language. But I think youíve touched on a core process. All

threeófact, symbol, and emotionóare required.

Q4: (a) When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react, or to change their

minds? (b.) Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?

A: (a) Emotion is always needed to get people to change. This ties in to the idea that facts

should always be pure. In my own reading of this, I am not an isolationist. I would not

agree with Lindberghís point. (b) You should never use emotion by itself. Emotional pleas

or appeals can be manipulative. The facts are always important. Look at Waco,

Jonestown, and the Simpson trial. Facts just werenít important. Just watch TV

commercials.

Q5: Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?
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A: I donít want to compare myself with these two men. I try to be factual and hope so,

but it is obvious that I use symbolism and emotion to lead. I think Iím pretty effective

and I wouldnít use the tools I use if that werenít so. People need to trust you.

Q6: How might this work be useful to you as a leader?

A: I think that a good mixture of fact, symbol, and emotion with an emphasis on fact

really makes for good communications.

Q7: Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?

A: Good presentation. It made me think about what I do. Iíll think more, in the future, in

terms of these three components.
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Tom Van Brocklin

MA in literature, post-graduate in rhetoric

2 years Valdez city council

5 years legislative staff

Non-profit board president

47 years old

Q1: What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one affect

you more than the other? If so, why?

A: Churchill is poetic, melodic, and loves language. More persuasive. Lindbergh was more

analytical. [Throw?] facts. It was less convincing. But it is impossible for me to divorce

myself from what I know of the time and the men. Churchill was much more effective. I

enjoy language. Churchill has the grandeur of language. Lindbergh was very dry. Lindbergh

was erroneous and didnít get it.

Q2: What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe how

each made you feel?

A: (a) Churchill used symbols effectively. He didnít try to convince me objectively. Iím

not a Christian and I donít like the British Empire, but he was able to call up universal

symbols that speak to the human psyche at large. Lindbergh tried to be mathematical and

failed. (b) I didnít have much emotional response to either. I remember hearing Churchill

read his speechóI could feel some of what the English must have felt in 1940.

Q3: What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as channels

for leadership communication?
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A: No doubt about it, this is a good, abbreviated way to talk about some of the key

aspects of persuasive language. We live through symbols. Symbols are part of what keeps

us human. Churchill uses them effectively to touch what makes us human. Lindbergh does

not have this. Emotion is tied to symbols. Worse, Lindbergh tried to be factual and failed.

Q4: (a) When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react, or to change their

minds? (b.) Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?

A: (a) Always! I love a good, logical argument, but in most cases there must be an appeal

to emotion. But if emotion is coupled with a well-reasoned argument, then it is most

persuasive. (b) I would rephrase this. Is there a time when emotion should be kept to a

minimum? I donít think anything should be free of emotion. When giving a good, clean

argument, a touch of emotion should be embedded in it.

Q5: Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?

A: I find that the best type of argument or persuasion appeals to the heart as well as to

the mind. A good speech does both. Iím insulted if someone merely appeals to my

emotions. Emotions often evaporate. Facts last. I try to balance fact and emotion.

Q6: How might this work be useful to you as a leader?

A: ìCommunication is everything.î Those words say it all. I canít think of a time when

good, clean communication that touches our humanity is not effective. These are more

successful if we reach people.

Q7: Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?
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A: Nothing to add. You are into an emotional part of what it is to be human beings. That

is, how do we communicate with facts, symbol, and emotion? These are critical factors.
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Dave Dengel

Assistant city manager

MS in regional planning

Board of directors, Alaska Planning Association

Treasurer, Prince William Sound Economic Development Council

42 years old

Q1: What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one affect

you more than the other? If so, why?

A: Churchill was more animated. Used symbols more. Intent was different. It wanted to

reach out to the public. The Lindbergh speech was more factual. I could see Churchill

waving his hands and shaking his fists, but Lindbergh standing with his hands behind his

back. Churchill grabs you more.

Q2: What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe how

each made you feel?

A: Lindbergh had more facts, but Churchill was designed to change people.

Q3: What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as channels

for leadership communication?

A: I think emotion is needed to get people to change their minds, to get them started

moving.

Q4: (a) When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react, or to change their

minds? (b) Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?
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A: At times, emotion is needed. It depends on the issue. In government service, you work

for an elected body. Itís their job to sway the voters. We have to be more neutral.

ìLindberghís speech would be the one that a bureaucrat would give to Churchill to explain

the situation.î Churchill goes out and sells it to the people.

Q5: Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?

A: Itís like this Borough formation process. Elected officials were not in tune with it. We

kept feeding them the facts, but they didnít do anything with the information until they

got some emotion in it. Now they are out there trying to sway the public with the

emotional part of the issue.

Q6: How might this work be useful to you as a leader?

A: It depends who your audience is. Itís not usually my job to sway the public. I present

the facts to the council and they do the convincing. It is useful to know when to use

emotion and when not to. Also what effect emotion has on a person and whether that is

the effect I want. If emotion is going to have the effect I want then itís good, one on one.

In the council chambers, though, I canít use it.

Q7: Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?

A: The model makes sense. Itís pretty much how I use the elements.
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Deb Pexa

Director, Advocates for Victims of Violence

Masterís candidate

Board of directors, womenís shelter

Leadership experience in domestic violence programs

29 years old

Q1: What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one affect

you more than the other? If so, why?

A: When you dropped the material off, I quickly ran through it but didnít quite get the

fact, symbol, and emotion definitions until I read the two speeches. I didnít get involved

in the Lindbergh speech until the material on democracy. Iíd never read Churchill before,

but it really took me. I felt that Churchill might have been trying to pull the wool over my

eyes, but it was still effective. Lindberghís going over the facts didnít get to me.

Churchillís speech drew me in. It was value-oriented. It was very big. Very emotional.

Q2: What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe how

each made you feel?

A: Churchillís speech made me think of Martin Luther King, J. F. K., and Abraham

Lincoln. It was the emotional hook that made the difference. I could not fail to identify

with Churchillís symbols. I didnít feel that with Lindberghís speech until the very end

when he talks about democracy.

Q3: What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as channels

for leadership communication?
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A: I had not considered this before. But it is an opportunity to consider these things. I am

a ìnewî leader and it is interesting that I can start tailoring what Iím doing in order to

inspire and motivate this community.

Q4: (a) When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react, or to change their

minds? (b) Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?

A: (a) I think itís needed when action is needed. When a situation demands action. If a

task that needs to be accomplished or a wrong righted. (b) Two levels to leader

communications. When you are in public speaking and daily, one-on-one communication.

Emotion plays a different role in the two. My staff would get tired of me if I were

constantly emotional. When giving presentations in domestic violence/sexual assault, we

are breaking down stereotypes and if I am too symbolic or emotional, people have a

tendency to not believe. I have to temper it with the factual. I canít go too far too fast. If

people manipulated, we lose them.

Q5: Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?

A: I donít have that many presentations at AW. But I have spoken to womenís issues

many times. The common thread I see running through the times when I was effective is

when I combine fact and symbol and emotion.

Q6: How might this work be useful to you as a leader?
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A: It is very beneficial. We want to build a new shelter. It is a hard job in this community.

We have support, but there is a lot of education that must be done as well. Finding the

balance is important. We need to set the facts out, but to get people to contribute we need

to pull those strings too. Each audience is individual. Some know the facts, some donít.

Q7: Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?

A: Nothing at this point. I have been connecting this to inspirational quotes in my office.

One says, ìDespite our attempts to inform, it is our ability to inspire that will turn the

tide.î This is exactly what the model is about. It is inspiration that gets people to act.
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Dan Bower

MA in divinity, MA in education

30 years pastoral experience

50 years old

Q1: What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one affect

you more than the other? If so, why?

A: (a) You try to put yourself in that context, but I canít. Both speeches had merit and

appealed at different levels. Both were interesting. Lindberghís speech was a logical

process, building on assumptions. Churchillís speech was an emotional process, but both

had merit. (b) I go back to how I learn. I like more of an objective, logical process. I read

Lindbergh and thought it made sense. But the part that affected me was the appeal to

democracy, which was emotional. It reminded me of my own experience with Vietnam.

Q2: What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe how

each made you feel?

A: I think that Churchillís speech was like a crusader. The symbolism, darkness to

sunlight, for example. If I had been in the audience, I think I would have responded more

to the Lindbergh speech. For example, the [ ? ] was objective and cognitive. Iím not

emotionally involved in the war of 1940. I still think I would prefer the Lindbergh style.

But Iím very sensitive to the learning and information styles of others, so I use a number

of types of appeals. But Lindbergh appeals to me personally. I would use this approach

more often.
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Q3: What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as channels

for leadership communication?

A: Churchill had a larger vision and made a call for sacrifice. Lindbergh had an isolated

vision. There has to be a balance. I distrust the emotional appeal. If facts are wrong, then

the argument is wrong. But there is an intricate balance going on. Churchill had to put

facts in a vehicle that people understood. To get people to act, emotion is needed. Symbol

is the vehicle that connects the fact to heart, mind, and body.

Q4: (a) When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react, or to change their

minds? (b) Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?

A: I think I use this model regularly, but I like to affirm the plurality of leadership. I donít

feel itís my job to be the voice of God and tell people how to react emotionally. In the

faith community there is another dynamic which is the spirit. Those in leadership need to

be humble. We need to avoid manipulation and there are good ways to do that. But too

much emotion in the appeal is manipulative. Also, when people are in emotional states,

like grieving, that is not the time to press for other decisions through the use of emotion.

Respect and integrity are key.

Q5: Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?

A: This is where integrity, vision, and purpose become important. There are times when a

pastoral leader needs to be very direct and at the same time very emotional. Some people
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respond more to an overtly emotional appeal, but I donít like to use it. I try to balance

fact with vision, but you need to use a lot of different communication techniques.

Q6: How might this work be useful to you as a leader?

A: I hadnít really thought about how I communicate. Not all people respond in the same

way. They are at different points in their emotional process and I have to be sensitive to

that. I learn and respond one way, but others are different. I respond to fact, but others

are more emotional. Emotion holds attention. I use parables.

Q7: Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?

A: Itís a process, and the model works itself out. You come to your own understanding of

it. Really this type of communication is [ ? ]óthe Word made flesh. Churchill is living the

story. He is in it. A pastor must do the same thing.
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To get a better sense of the commonalties and the differences among the

respondents, the material provided must be further distilled. A short summation of the

answer given by each subject, by question, provides an excellent method for close

comparison of the responses.

Q1: What was your individual reaction to the two speeches presented? Did one affect

you more than the other? If so, why?

Anne Will

Saw Churchillís speech as monumental and framing the battle in a greater historical and

symbolic context.

Jackie Robb

Believes Churchillís speech is timeless and global. Experienced an emotional response to it

and a cognitive response to Lindbergh.

Mr. Tom Van Brocklin

Churchill is poetic, persuasive, and effective. Lindbergh was dry and he was wrong.

Dave Dengel

Churchill used symbols more. Intent was different. He wanted to reach out to the public.

Deb Pexa
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Lindberghís speech ìdidnít reach meî. Churchillís was seen as ìvalue orientedî and ìvery

big; very emotional.î

Dan Bower

Prefers more of an objective, logical process. Believes Lindbergh used that. But believes

the most effective part of Lindberghís speech to be the emotional appeal to democracy at

the end.

Q2: What made the difference between the two samples for you? Can you describe how

each made you feel?

Anne Will

Sees Lindbergh as flat-footed. Does not move her. He is historically wrong. Churchill

inspires.

Jackie Robb

Lindbergh does not tie you to the material with symbol and emotion. Churchill does.

Tom Van Brocklin
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Churchill used symbols effectively. He didnít try to convince with objectivity. Lindbergh

tried to be mathematical and failed.

Dave Dengel

Lindbergh used more facts, but Churchillís speech was designed to change people.

Deb Pexa

Churchillís speech made her think of Martin Luther King, Jr., J. F. K., and Abraham

Lincoln. It was the emotional hook that made the difference. ìI could not fail to identify

with Churchillís symbols.î

Dan Bower

Thought Churchill spoke like a crusader. Was not emotionally involved in the events of

1940 and prefers Lindberghís style in general. But is sensitive to the learning styles of

others and recognizes the need for a variety of communication methods.

Q3: What was your general reaction to the idea of fact, symbol, and emotion as channels

for leadership communication?

Anne Will
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Symbols have no meaning if not placed in an emotional context. Subject teaches with

passion and when she speaks with conviction, students listen. She intuitively finds

symbols that give her a bridge to students. Believes symbols have to resonate.

Jackie Robb

Thinks that these are key definitions in communications. Large differences between

reading material and hearing it delivered live. No body language. Fact, symbol, and

emotion are a core process of communication.

Tom Van Brocklin

This is a good, abbreviated way to talk about some of the key aspects of persuasive

language. Symbols are part of what keep us human. Emotion is tied to symbols.

Dave Dengel

Emotion is needed to get people to change their minds.

Deb Pexa

Had not thought about the process of communication before, but can start tailoring

communication to inspire.

Dan Bower

Distrusts the purely emotional appeal. Needs a balance between fact and emotion.

Symbol is the vehicle that carries fact to heart, mind, and body.
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Q4: (a) When is emotion needed to get people to respond, to react or to change their

minds? (b) Is there a time when emotion is not appropriate?

Anne Will

(a) Emotion works at the pleasure-pain level. To sacrifice we need to be convinced.

Emotion engages the heart. It motivates.

(b) There are time when it is unethical to use emotion. If the facts are wrong or if you

play on peopleís fears.

Jackie Robb

(a) Emotion is always needed to get people to change.

(b) Never use emotional appeal by itself. It is manipulative. Get the facts right.

Tom Van Brocklin

(a) Emotion is always needed to get people to change.

(b) There are times when emotion should be kept to a minimum in favor of a  clear

argument.

Dave Dengel

(a) At times emotion is needed. It depends on the issue.

(b) People in government service need to be more neutral. We inform the politicians and

they go out and sell the people with symbol and emotion.
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Deb Pexa

(a) Emotion is needed when action is needed; if there is a task to be accomplished or a

wrong righted.

(b) There are two levels of leader communications: public presentation and daily, one-on-

one. Too much emotion on a daily basis is ineffective. In public, it depends on the issue.

People distrust the emotional appeal and wonít believe if you use it too much.

Dan Bower

(a) Uses the model regularly, but stresses the other, sacred, dynamic in faith

communications. Those in leadership need to be humble and affirm plurality of leadership

in the community. He is not the voice of God.

(b) Too much emotional appeal is manipulative. Respect for listeners and integrity are

the keys.
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Q5: Can you relate what has been discussed here to your own experience in leader

communications? Is there a time when you felt that you were particularly effective? Can

you describe the situation?

Anne Will

This model describes a style of leadership that is more authoritarian and hierarchical.

Subject tries to give a voice to all in the class. But fact, symbol, and emotion can be used

in consensus leadership situations. One person is usually the lightening rod that

expresses emotion.

Jackie Robb

Subject tries to be both factual and honest, but uses symbol and emotion extensively to

convince others.

Tom Van Brocklin

Believes the best type of persuasive argument appeals to the heart and the mind.

Superior communication balances fact and emotion

Dave Dengel

Facts are important, but people really donít change until there is an emotional response.

Deb Pexa
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Subject speaks on womenís issues frequently and is most effective when combining fact,

symbol, and emotion.

Dan Bower

Believes this is where integrity and purpose become important. A religious leader needs

to be very direct and also very emotional. Subject tries to balance fact with vision., but is

aware of the need to use a number of different communications techniques.

Q6: How might this work be useful to you as a leader?

Anne Will

Found it very interesting to think of communication as a process. In terms of the

Myers-Briggs test, 70% of the population are sensors and need the facts first. The

intuitors are more comfortable with symbols, think in symbols. For most people,

facts must be there first.

Jackie Robb

Thinks a balanced mixture of fact, symbol, and emotion with an emphasis on real facts

makes for good communications.
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Tom Van Brocklin

Believes communication is everything. Subject could not think of a time when good

communication that touched our humanity was not effective.

Dave Dengel

For this subject, it depends on the audience. When presenting to City Council, only the

facts are needed. Would use emotion in one-on-one situation. Believes it is very useful to

know when to use or not use emotional appeal.

Deb Pexa

Model was very beneficial for subject. Finding the balance between the parts of

communication is important. To get people to contribute to building fund, she will have

to pull some emotional strings.

Dan Bower

Had not thought about his process of communication. Not all people communicate in the

same way. Needs to be sensitive to that. He personally responds to fact, but others

respond to emotion.

Q7: Is there anything that I could add that would make this more clear to the reader?
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Anne Will

Description of the model is very clear. From the perspective of a historian, many more

examples are needed to draw hard conclusions.

Jackie Robb

Good presentation. Made her think about how she communicates. Subject will think

more about using three components.

Tom van Brocklin

Nothing to add. Model is into a critical part of what it is to be human beings. Fact,

symbol, and emotion are critical factors.

Dave Dengel

Model makes sense. It is how he uses the elements.

Deb Pexa

Nothing to add. Has an inspirational sign in her office that says, ìDespite our attempts to

inform, it is our ability to inspire that will turn the tide.î Believes that this is what the

model is about.

Dan Bower

Model is a process that works itself out. Each comes with his/her own understanding of
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it. In the process of superior communication is an incarnation where the Word becomes

flesh. Churchill, like Jesus, was living his story. He was in it. A pastor needs to do the

same thing.


