
This article was downloaded by: [Mr Graham D. Bodie]
On: 28 May 2014, At: 09:00
Publisher: Routledge
Informa Ltd Registered in England and Wales Registered Number: 1072954 Registered
office: Mortimer House, 37-41 Mortimer Street, London W1T 3JH, UK

International Journal of Listening
Publication details, including instructions for authors and
subscription information:
http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/hijl20

Bivariate and Multivariate Associations
between Trait Listening Goals and Trait
Communicator Preferences
Shaughan A. Keatona, Robert V. Keteyianb & Graham D. Bodiec

a Communication Studies Department, Young Harris College
b Interpersonal Communication Consulting
c Department of Communication Studies, Louisiana State University
Published online: 23 May 2014.

To cite this article: Shaughan A. Keaton, Robert V. Keteyian & Graham D. Bodie (2014) Bivariate
and Multivariate Associations between Trait Listening Goals and Trait Communicator Preferences,
International Journal of Listening, 28:2, 82-97, DOI: 10.1080/10904018.2014.880868

To link to this article:  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10904018.2014.880868

PLEASE SCROLL DOWN FOR ARTICLE

Taylor & Francis makes every effort to ensure the accuracy of all the information (the
“Content”) contained in the publications on our platform. However, Taylor & Francis,
our agents, and our licensors make no representations or warranties whatsoever as to
the accuracy, completeness, or suitability for any purpose of the Content. Any opinions
and views expressed in this publication are the opinions and views of the authors,
and are not the views of or endorsed by Taylor & Francis. The accuracy of the Content
should not be relied upon and should be independently verified with primary sources
of information. Taylor and Francis shall not be liable for any losses, actions, claims,
proceedings, demands, costs, expenses, damages, and other liabilities whatsoever or
howsoever caused arising directly or indirectly in connection with, in relation to or arising
out of the use of the Content.

This article may be used for research, teaching, and private study purposes. Any
substantial or systematic reproduction, redistribution, reselling, loan, sub-licensing,
systematic supply, or distribution in any form to anyone is expressly forbidden. Terms &
Conditions of access and use can be found at http://www.tandfonline.com/page/terms-
and-conditions

http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/hijl20
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/10904018.2014.880868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10904018.2014.880868
http://www.tandfonline.com/page/terms-and-conditions
http://www.tandfonline.com/page/terms-and-conditions


The Intl. Journal of Listening, 28: 82–97, 2014
Copyright © International Listening Association
ISSN: 1090-4018 print / 1932-586X online
DOI: 10.1080/10904018.2014.880868

ARTICLES

Bivariate and Multivariate Associations between Trait
Listening Goals and Trait Communicator Preferences

Shaughan A. Keaton
Communication Studies Department

Young Harris College

Robert V. Keteyian
Interpersonal Communication Consulting

Graham D. Bodie
Department of Communication Studies

Louisiana State University

This article provides validity evidence for a measure of listening goals by showing theoreti-
cally consistent relationships with an existing communication preference questionnaire. Participants
(N = 257) were administered trait measures for listening goals and communicator preferences. The
four listening goals—relational, task-oriented, analytical, and critical—are related to seven commu-
nicator preferences: interpersonal, intrapersonal, auditory, visual-spatial, kinesthetic, linguistic, and
logical. These results are supportive of hypotheses, although there were some contradictory findings
and some findings were not hypothesized. Results of multivariate correlation estimates portray a lis-
tening profile centered on relational goals and interpersonal communicator preferences. Although
acknowledging several limitations, results offer theoretical and practical guidance for future work,
specifically how this information may be of help to individuals, couples, and counselors in utilizing
relational goals and making more careful communicative choices.

Fundamental to social cognitive communication research is the concept of goal: “future states of
affairs that an individual is committed to maintaining or bringing about” (Dillard, Anderson, &
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LISTENING GOALS AND COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES 83

Knobloch, 2001, p. 433). The primary focus of most work in this area is with the goal directed
behavior of the speaker with much less attention afforded to exploring the goal-directed nature of
listening. Even fewer works explore the associations between message production and message
processing goals, which is surprising given that listening and speaking choices seem naturally
associated. In their work, Bodie and Villaume (2003; Villaume & Bodie, 2007) found evidence
of this claim by reporting bivariate and multivariate correlations between a set of listening styles
and a set of communication styles. The purpose of this article is to replicate the work of Bodie
and Villaume by proposing an updated conceptualization of listening goals along with a more
psychometrically sound measurement instrument and a recently formulated conceptualization
of communicator preference that was principally designed with listening in mind. Thus, an
important aim of the current study is to further the validity evidence for a new conceptualization of
listening goals by showing theoretically consistent relationships with an existing communication
preference questionnaire.

LISTENING GOALS

When people engage in social interaction it is in the service of goals, and the ways in which we
listen are a product of what we wish to achieve by interacting (Berger, 1989). The first conceptual-
ization of listening-related goals was developed by Watson, Barker, and Weaver (1995), who pro-
posed the construct listening style as a set of characteristic or habitual ways of listening. In their
framework, listening style was considered an individual difference that explains variability in
how people attend to and process information. In particular, Watson et al. identified four listen-
ing orientations—people, action, content, and time—that individuals habitually orient towards,
especially in novel situations (Imhof, 2004). Thus, for instance, an individual may be primed to
focus on emotions or to solve problems, and each goal produces qualitatively different ways of
approaching information processing (see Table 1 for a full description of each listening style).

TABLE 1
Conceptual Definitions of Listening Styles and Listening Goals

LSP-16 LSP-R

Style Definition Goal
Correlations with

LSP-16

People Primarily concerned about the others’ emotions and feelings;
listen to connect.

Relational People (r = .71)
Content (r = .19)

Action Primarily concerned with task at hand; listen to focus. Analytical People (r = .32)
Content (r = .30)

Content Primarily concerned with details; listen to evaluate. Task-Oriented Action (r = .65)
Time (r = .35)

Time Primarily concerned with listening efficiency; listening can be
viewed as a waste of time.

Critical Action (r = .57)
Content (r = .41)
People (r = .11)

Note. Correlations presented in the last column were generated from data reported by Bodie, Worthington, et al.
(2013) and represent those statistically significant relationships (p < .05; N = 409). LSP-16 = Listening Styles Profile;
LSP-R = Revised Listening Styles Profile.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

M
r 

G
ra

ha
m

 D
. B

od
ie

] 
at

 0
9:

00
 2

8 
M

ay
 2

01
4 



84 KEATON, KETEYIAN, AND BODIE

The conceptualization of listening goals as reflecting four orientations toward information
processing has gained widespread acceptance, appearing in nearly every interpersonal communi-
cation textbook with a listening chapter and receiving popular press attention across the globe.
Although these conceptualizations of listening style have been fruitful to some extent, problems
have surfaced in recent work. In particular, studies utilizing the primary measurement instrument,
the LSP-16, consistently report reliability estimates in the range of .50 to .60 for most of the
subscales (for a review, see Bodie & Worthington, 2010). These findings call into question the
results of past research and may signal scale-related problems. The primary limitation of the
LSP-16 is that confirmatory model testing has returned results largely inconsistent with the con-
ceptualization of listening goals outlined by the LSP-16 (Bodie, Worthington, & Gearhart, 2013).
More damaging is the fact that poor fit is primarily the result of substantial measurement error
associated with most of the scale items and high standardized residual covariances.

To attempt to account for these weaknesses, a potentially more psychometrically sound mea-
surement of listening goals was advanced by Bodie et al. (2013), who have framed their typology
as representing four distinct “goals that listeners have when engaged in situations that call them
to be a particular kind of listener” (p. 86). This reconceptualization suggests listening styles
are adaptable and that pursuing a specific listening goal has considerable implications on how
conversational partners may respond (Gearhart, Denham, & Bodie, 2013). The introduction of
this newer, potentially stronger measure of listening goals makes it necessary to retest relation-
ships among listening goals and other constructs found in previous studies utilizing the LSP-16.
Following is a description of each subscale of the LSP-R and how it compares to the original
iteration (see Table 1 for a summary).

First, a fundamental goal of listening involves connecting with others emotionally and
attempting to understand how they feel. Similar to Watson et al.’s people-orientation, the first
listening-related goal in this new framework is labeled relational listening (RL), a concern with
and awareness of others’ feelings and emotions. When the goal of listening is focused on the
relationship there is a corresponding enjoyment of listening and a higher likelihood that one will
attend to others during times of stress. When listening relationally, people are viewed as more
empathic (Weaver & Kirtley, 1995; Worthington, 2001), and their speech is likely more relation-
ally oriented (Bodie & Villaume, 2003). In addition, people who report listening in this way also
report being more outgoing and sociable (Sargent, Fitch-Hauser, & Weaver, 1997; Villaume &
Bodie, 2007; Weaver, 1998).

The second goal, analytical listening (AL), reflects an intentional focus on the full message
of a speaker before coming to judgment. AL more accurately captures a tendency to engage
in systematic thinking, which is clearly evident given AL was found to be strongly associated
with the information processing constructs perspective taking and systematic-analytic processing
(Bodie, Worthington et al., 2013; Study 2). Items on the AL scale such as “I fully listen to what a
person has to say before forming any opinions” recognize a listener’s desire to gather all available
information with the intention to truly understand all available perspectives. AL is also correlated
with RL (r = .39; Bodie, Worthington et al., 2013) suggesting listening in analytically oriented
ways exhibits sensitivity to what others are feeling.

The third goal, task-oriented listening (TOL), reflects concern with the amount of time spent
in an interaction, but also represents a desire by the listener for a speaker to stay focused and
on-topic. These two facets of TOL are neatly evidenced through the two relationships with the
original action- and the time-oriented styles of the LSP-16 (see Table 1). Consequently, people
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LISTENING GOALS AND COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES 85

who report high levels of TOL are those who want a speaker to remain on task and “get to
the point” without wasting time. TOL also is related to a tendency toward verbal aggressive-
ness, a lack of enjoyment for listening, and the inclination to respond nonempathically (Bodie,
Worthington et al., 2013; Study 2). Thus, TOL seems to map conceptually to what past research
calls a socially callous listening style (Villaume & Bodie, 2007; Weaver, 1998).

Finally, critical listening (CL) refers to purposeful attention to accuracy and consistency of a
speaker’s message. The items comprising the CL scale all tap a tendency to evaluate and criti-
cally assess messages, a key component of the original content-orientation factor of the LSP-16.
Indeed, people who report a high degree of CL also report a high need to think about issues and
to evaluate the perspectives of others. Basically, this goal reflects a felt need to critically examine
people and information in general (Bodie, Worthington et al., 2013; Study 2).

Importantly, not only does the work of Bodie and colleagues provide a new conceptualization
of listening goals, it is also a substantially improved measurement instrument. Indeed, the relia-
bility estimates of the new scale have been consistently higher than those produced by the LSP-16
(α’s > .80 vs. < .65), and model fitting procedures conducted with data gathered using the new
scale have produced evidence of construct validity. A primary purpose of this study is to advance
the case for validity for this new measure by showing theoretically relevant relationships among
the various listening goals and a set of communicator preferences detailed below.

COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES

According to Keteyian (2011), individual differences in communication skill and listening skill
are inextricably linked; as individuals “develop more awareness of [communicative] strengths,
[they] will naturally develop more patience in listening to others, asking questions, and commu-
nicating a greater desire to achieve understanding” (p. 92). Keteyian (2011) asserts that there are
seven different communicator preferences making up one’s communication style, and these com-
ponents can fluctuate per individual: Linguistic, logical, interpersonal, intrapersonal, auditory,
visual, and kinesthetic.

Individuals who use words carefully to specifically define concepts prefer a linguistic com-
ponent to their communication style. Because a linguistic preference involves careful attention
to detail and word choice, it should be associated with AL because its attributes include care-
ful attention, understanding, perspective, analysis, and sensibility. Furthermore, because TOL
involves a concern with not wasting time, staying focused, and getting to the point, and CL
involves a detail orientation, each shares conceptual space with a communicator preference that
puts a premium on specifics and detail. Accordingly:

H1: Linguistic communicator preferences are positively associated with analytical, critical, and task-
oriented listening goals.

Next, those logically inclined to communicate choose to explore possibilities and construct an
understanding of sequential events and their underlying causes. Logical communicators prefer
to be careful, attentive, and thorough, emphasizing details and consistency of thought. AL goals
should display an association to logical communicator preferences because they involve care-
ful attention, understanding, perspective, and analysis. Logical preference may also be related to
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86 KEATON, KETEYIAN, AND BODIE

TOL and CL goals because they also emphasize specifics and detail. Moreover, previous associa-
tions have been reported between AL and RL. If logical communicative preferences are associated
with AL as these authors claim, then they too should also be correlated with RL.

H2: Logical communicator preferences are positively associated with relational, analytical, task-
oriented, and critical listening goals.

The interpersonal and intrapersonal constructs describe a preference to communicate externally
or internally, respectively. Those who have an inclination for communicating interpersonally
often think out loud and prefer to talk things through with a conversational other. It seems
intuitive that interpersonal preferences, that is, focusing on talk and interaction, and relational
listening goals, which are grounded in empathy and relationships, would be related. On the other
hand, those who think internally often think things through before and after responding, and
often appear reserved and in need of time and space to process information, which insinuates a
connection to AL and CL goals. However, because TOL has been associated with verbal aggres-
sion, lack of enjoyment in conversational listening, and a lack of empathy, these goals should
be inversely associated with interpersonal preferences, which emphasize affect, physical connec-
tion, and talking things through, and intrapersonal preferences, which include a need for time to
process information. Thus:

H3: Interpersonal communicator preferences are positively associated with relational listening goals
and negatively associated with task-oriented listening goals.

H4: Intrapersonal communicator preferences are positively associated with analytical and critical
listening goals and negatively associated with task-oriented listening goals.

Those preferring auditory communication are attuned to the tone, pitch, timbre, and rhythm of
a conversation. This preference would seem helpful in regards to being attentive and picking up
on subtle nonverbal and affective cues applicable to relational encounters, which by extension
may result in a greater probability that one is able to carefully attend to others during listen-
ing scenarios involving a stressful situation. AL goals also involve message processing, and the
ability to hear beyond words would seem to be an apt preference when one wants to understand
every possible perspective in a conversation. Finally, auditory cues may help decode message
intent—especially concerning discrepancies between the tone of one’s voice and the content of
their message—which is essential to CL goals. Therefore, an auditory communication prefer-
ence should display an association to RL, AL, and CL. The following hypothesis is advanced
according to this reasoning:

H5: Auditory communicator preferences are positively associated with relational, analytical, and
critical listening goals.

Others favor thinking in pictures, displaying a strong visual-spatial component to their con-
versational preference. It is not difficult for these individuals to picture events with visually
oriented detail. This preference may allow the communicator to more easily pick up on nec-
essary nonverbal and affective cues, which suggests usefulness in RL situations (akin to auditory
and kinesthetic preferences). Furthermore, to take in all possible information when comprehend-
ing a situation, a listener with AL goals would be interested in gathering visual information to
appreciate every likely perspective (in the same vein as auditory and kinesthetic preferences).
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LISTENING GOALS AND COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES 87

Finally, in the same sense that auditory and kinesthetic cues may help decode message intent
concerning discrepancies between nonverbal cues and message content, visual attention should
be a necessary part of evaluating in terms of CL goals.

H6: Visual-spatial communicator preferences are positively associated with relational, analytical, and
critical listening goals.

Finally, kinesthetic communicators are grounded in experience and prefer to utilize physical ges-
tures and postures to communicate nonverbally. Because emotional and physical connections play
a large part in kinesthetic communication, it would naturally seem related to RL, which empha-
sizes awareness of feelings and emotions. In an opposite sense, TOL goals are concerned with
not wasting time, staying focused, and getting to the point. Because TOL has been associated
with verbal aggression, lack of enjoyment in conversational listening, and a lack of empathy,
TOL should not be associated with a kinesthetic communicator preference that emphasizes emo-
tions and physical connections. In the same sense as auditory preferences for communicating,
kinesthetic communication likewise involves message processing and the ability to decipher
nonverbal and affective cues. Because AL goals similarly focus on a wider understanding and per-
spective, these goals should also be related to kinesthetic communicator preferences (in the same
regard as auditory). Kinesthetic preferences may also aid in discerning discrepancies between
the speaker’s nonverbal expressions, gestures, and the content of their message, which is also
necessary to evaluate messages and accomplish CL goals. Therefore:

H7: Kinesthetic communicator preferences are positively associated with relational, analytical, and
critical listening goals and negatively associated with task-oriented listening goals.

METHODS

Participants

A total of 257 (122 females, 135 males) undergraduate students attending Louisiana State
University and Agricultural & Mechanical College constituted the convenience sample for this
study. Students ranged from 18 to 27 years of age (M = 20.02, SD = 1.45) and represented
the freshman (n = 71), sophomore (n = 99), junior (n = 59), and senior (n = 27) ranks; one
respondent indicated graduate student status. Although recruited through Communication Studies
courses, only 38 self-identified as Department majors or minors.

Procedures

Students were recruited for the study via an online scheduling system. Those choosing this option
earned 1.5% of their course grade for participating. All data collected were confidential, all stu-
dents provided informed consent, and the appropriate Institutional Review Board approved all
procedures. Participants were directed to an external and secure universal resource locator (URL)
where they completed self-report scales measuring listening goals and communicator preferences.
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88 KEATON, KETEYIAN, AND BODIE

Preliminary Analyses

Prior to running primary analyses, data were inspected for violations of multivariate assumptions
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). All measurement scales utilized were assessed for dimensionality
and ability to represent current data. Commonly used fit indexes and comparison thresholds were
utilized: The comparative fit index (CFI) above .90, the standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) below .10, and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) below .08 (e.g.,
Byrne, 2010; Hoyle, 2000; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006).
Internal consistency was estimated using Cronbach’s α.

Statistical Power

With N = 257 and alpha set at .05, power to detect small effects (r = .10) was .48 and exceeded
.99 for medium (r = .30) and large (r = .50) effects. Therefore, a Type II error is possible for
any small effect sizes discovered in this study. The sample meets moderate expectations to detect
small effects and high expectations to detect medium to large effect sizes for correlational model
estimations.

Measures

Listening goals

Listening goals were operationalized using the 24-item Revised Listening Styles Profile (LSP-
R; Bodie, Worthington et al., 2013). This scale contains four factors tapping into Relational
Listening (e.g., “When listening to others, it is important to understand the feelings of the
speaker”; α = .81), Analytical Listening (e.g., “I wait until all the facts are presented before
forming judgments and opinions”; α = .86), Task-Oriented Listening (e.g., “I am impatient with
people who ramble on during conversations”; α = .79), and Critical Listening (e.g., “When lis-
tening to others, I focus on any inconsistencies and/or errors in what’s being said”; α = .82). The
factors were allowed to freely correlate, but error terms were not correlated to achieve model fit.
The latent structure fit the data, χ2 (246) = 366.77, p < .000, CFI = .93, SRMR = .05, RMSEA
= .05, CI90% = .04, .05.

Communicator preferences

A refined and revised version of the Communication Components Inventory (CCI-R; Keaton
& Bodie, 2012) containing 21 items across seven latent constructs was used to measure communi-
cator preferences: Auditory (e.g., “I really notice tone of voice when someone is speaking”; α =
.44), Kinesthetic (e.g., “Physical movement helps me process information”; α = .60), Linguistic
(e.g., “I like explaining, teaching, or persuading other”; α = .70), Logical (e.g., “I reason things
through step-by-step when thinking and talking”; α = .73), Visual-Spatial (e.g., “I can see things
from different angles when I hear a description”; α = .64), Interpersonal (e.g., “It is important for
me to get my thoughts and feelings out in the open”; α = .66), and Intrapersonal (e.g., “Learning
about myself is central to my understanding of others”; α = .67). The factors were allowed to
freely correlate, but error terms were not correlated to achieve model fit. The latent structure fit
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LISTENING GOALS AND COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES 89

the data, χ2 (168) = 317.82, p < .000, CFI = .92, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .06, CI90% = .05,
.07. It should be noted that many of these subscales exhibit reliability estimates that are below
commonly accepted values (i.e., < .70), thus correlations reported in the results section may
underestimate true relationships.

RESULTS

Bivariate Correlations

First, to assess the hypotheses in terms of direct associations, bivariate correlations were esti-
mated between the factors of trait communicator preferences and listening goals. H1 asserts that
linguistic communicator preferences are positively associated with analytical, critical, and task-
oriented listening goals. Bivariate correlations (Table 2) support the assertion in that AL, CL, and
TOL goals are all associated with linguistic preferences.

H2 claims that logical communicator preferences are positively associated with relational,
analytical, critical, and task-oriented listening goals. Bivariate estimates support the statement
in that AL, TOL, CL, and RL goals are all significantly correlated with logical communicator
preferences.

H3 maintains that interpersonal communicator preferences are positively associated with RL
goals and negatively associated with TOL goals. There is partial support for this hypothesis as
RL goals are highly correlated with interpersonal preferences. However, while TOL is related to
interpersonal preferences, it is in the opposite direction. Furthermore, interpersonal preferences
are also correlated with AL and CL goals, which was not hypothesized.

TABLE 2
Bivariate Correlations between Communicator Preferences (CCI-R) and Listener Goals (LSP-R)

LSP-R CCI-R

RL AL TOL CL TER TRA LI LO A V

LSP-R
AL .47∗∗∗ − − − − − − − − −
TOL .17∗∗ .11 − − − − − − − −
CL .21∗∗∗ .32∗∗∗ .46∗∗∗ − − − − − − −
CCI-R
TER .61∗∗∗ .31∗∗∗ .24∗∗∗ .17∗∗ − − − − − −
TRA .48∗∗∗ .39∗∗∗ .29∗∗∗ .37∗∗∗ .63∗∗∗ − − − − −
LI .48∗∗∗ .38∗∗∗ .24∗∗∗ .44∗∗∗ .63∗∗∗ .61∗∗∗ − − − −
LO .22∗∗∗ .31∗∗∗ .35∗∗∗ .42∗∗∗ .27∗∗∗ .46∗∗∗ .52∗∗∗ − − −
A .46∗∗∗ .31∗∗∗ .20∗∗ .23∗∗∗ .49∗∗∗ .61∗∗∗ .65∗∗∗ .55∗∗∗ − −
V .41∗∗∗ .41∗∗∗ .25∗∗∗ .42∗∗∗ .58∗∗∗ .43∗∗∗ .49∗∗∗ .35∗∗∗ .49∗∗∗ −
K .41∗∗∗ .23∗∗∗ .14∗ .15∗ .56∗∗∗ .57∗∗∗ .53∗∗∗ .40∗∗∗ .48∗∗∗ .51∗∗∗

Note. Boldface represents results not predicted by hypotheses. RL = Relational Listening; AL = Analytical Listening;
TOL = Task-Oriented Listening; CL = Critical Listening; TER = Interpersonal; TRA = Intrapersonal; LI = Linguistic;
LO = Logical; A = Auditory; V = Visual; K = Kinesthetic.

∗Significant at the p < .05 level. ∗∗Significant at the p < .01 level. ∗∗∗Significant at the p < .001 level.
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90 KEATON, KETEYIAN, AND BODIE

H4 states that intrapersonal communicator preferences are positively associated with AL
and CL listening goals and negatively associated with TOL goals. This hypothesis is partially
supported. AL and CL goals are associated with intrapersonal preferences. However, TOL is
significantly correlated in the opposite direction. Furthermore, intrapersonal preferences are
related to RL, which was not posited.

H5 posits that auditory communicator preferences are positively associated with RL, AL, and
CL listening goals. This hypothesis is supported in that all three are significantly correlated.
Additionally, auditory preferences are likewise positively related to TOL.

H6 claims that visual-spatial communicator preferences are positively associated with RL, AL,
and CL listening goals. This hypothesis is supported in that all three are significantly correlated.
Of further note is that visual-spatial preferences are also positively related to TOL.

H7 asserts that kinesthetic communicator preferences are positively associated with RL, AL,
and CL listening goals and negatively related to TOL listening goals. This hypothesis is supported
in that RL, AL, and CL are significantly correlated with kinesthetic communicator preferences.
However, TOL is in the opposite direction as predicted (it is also positive).

Multivariate Correlations

Next, multivariate correlations were estimated to observe whether there were significant linear
combinations of the set of trait communicator preferences and the set of listening goals. Results
indicate two significant canonical dimensions: canonical r1 = .68 (F = 8.72; 46% overlapping
variance) and canonical r2 = .49 (F = 4.65; 24% overlapping variance). The remaining two
canonical dimensions are not statistically significant (see Table 3).

The four listening goals are significantly correlated with the first canonical dimension; of
the communicator preferences, interpersonal, intrapersonal, and linguistic are significantly corre-
lated with the first canonical dimension. However, when examining the standardized results, only
interpersonal communicator goals are greater than .30, signifying a moderate to large association
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Intrapersonal and linguistic communicator preferences are associ-
ated to a small to moderate degree. Of the listening goals, only RL is large in magnitude. The
other three listening goals are small to moderate correlations (Table 4).

The first canonical dimension lends support to H3, which asserts that interpersonal commu-
nicator preferences are positively related to RL. To a slighter degree, these results also support
H4, which states that intrapersonal communicator preferences are positively associated with AL
and CL, and hypothesis one, which posits that linguistic communicator preferences are positively
associated with analytical, critical, and task-oriented listening goals.

TABLE 3
Tests of Canonical Dimensions

Dimension Canonical r Wilk’s λ Multivariate F df1 df2 p

1 .68 .38 8.72 28 791.04 .000
2 .49 .70 4.65 18 622.74 .000
3 .27 .92 1.82 10 442 .06
4 .09 .99 0.42 4 222 .79
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LISTENING GOALS AND COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES 91

TABLE 4
Standardized Canonical Coefficients

Dimension

1 2

Listener Goals
Relational .72∗ −.72∗
Analytical .22∗ .34∗
Task-Oriented .21∗ −.03
Critical .24∗ .82∗

Communicator Preferences
Interpersonal .39∗ −.96∗
Intrapersonal .23∗ .28
Linguistic .24∗ .41∗
Logical .05 .41∗
Visual-Spatial .19∗ .39∗
Kinesthetic .00 −.23
Auditory .12 −.16

Note. Asterisk indicates statistical significance.

The second canonical dimension is composed of relational, analytical, and critical listening
goals and interpersonal, linguistic, logical, and visual-spatial communicator preferences. All of
the associations are at least moderate in strength, and with interpersonal, RL, and CL in par-
ticular, large in magnitude. Of particular note is the strength of the association of interpersonal
communicator preferences (r = −.96) to the canonical dimension. As listeners’ propensity to
attend to feeling and emotions (RL) decreases, tendencies to employ analytical and critical lis-
tening goals increase. They are also less likely to prefer to communicate interpersonally but are
more likely to prefer linguistic, logical, and visual communication. Conversely, individuals who
tend to listen relationally are more likely to prefer interpersonal communication, less likely to
listen analytically or critically and less likely to prefer to communicate linguistically, logically,
and visually.

The second canonical dimension also supports H3, which again maintains an association
between interpersonal communicator preferences and RL. It also lends further support to H1 in
that linguistic communicator preferences are positively associated with analytical and critical
listening goals. H2 maintains that logical communicator preferences are related to all listening
goals, so it is partially supported in two of the four instances (AL & CL), and contradicted by
the negative association with RL. Finally, H6 states that visual-spatial communicator preferences
are positively associated with RL, AL, and CL listening goals. Again, it is partially supported
through associations with AL and CL, but contradicted by a negative association with RL.

DISCUSSION

This study advances the exploration of the goal-directed nature of listening by beginning to
unpack associations between message processing goals and preferences for ways of conversing.
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92 KEATON, KETEYIAN, AND BODIE

It shows how the concerns that listeners tend to utilize during interaction are related to choices
they are likely to make as communicators. All listening goals are related to every communicator
preference and results are largely supportive of predictions, although there were 1) some
contradictory findings and 2) some findings not predicted (see Table 5). The results of multivariate
correlation estimates paint a picture of a listening profile centered on relational goals and inter-
personal communicator preferences. Although acknowledging several limitations (e.g., use of a
convenience sample, self-report data), our results still offer theoretical and practical guidance for
future work. It is to those implications that we now turn.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

H3, H4, and H7 maintain that interpersonal, intrapersonal, and kinesthetic communicator pref-
erences are negatively associated with TOL. However, in all three instances, the association was
positive and significant. In addition, it was found that TOL is positively correlated with audi-
tory and visual communicator preferences. These results are surprising given that engaging in
listening situations with a task mentality is related to a tendency toward verbal aggressiveness,
a lack of enjoyment for listening, and an inability to respond empathically (Bodie, Worthington
et al., 2013; Study 2), and also is reminiscent of a socially callous listening style (Villaume &
Bodie, 2007; Weaver, 1998). These findings may be cause to reconceptualize task-oriented lis-
tening as more integral to conversations than previously maintained. Indeed, in many situations,

TABLE 5
Hypotheses and Support

Hypothesis
Supported by Bivariate

Correlations

Supported by
Multivariate
Correlations

H1: Linguistic communicator preferences are positively
associated with analytical, critical, and task-oriented listener
goals

Yes Yes

H2: Logical communicator preferences are positively associated
with relational, analytical, task-oriented, and critical listener
goals

Yes Partially

H3: Interpersonal communicator preferences are positively
associated with relational listener goals and negatively
associated with task-oriented listener goals

Partially Yes

H4: Intrapersonal communicator preferences are positively
associated with analytical and critical listener goals and
negatively associated with task-oriented listener goals

Partially Partially

H5: Auditory communicator preferences are positively associated
with relational, analytical, and critical listener goals

Yes N/A

H6: Visual-spatial communicator preferences are positively
associated with relational, analytical, and critical listener goals

Yes Partially

H7: Kinesthetic communicator preferences are positively
associated with relational, analytical, and critical listener goals
and negatively associated with task-oriented listener goals

Partially N/A

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

M
r 

G
ra

ha
m

 D
. B

od
ie

] 
at

 0
9:

00
 2

8 
M

ay
 2

01
4 



LISTENING GOALS AND COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES 93

being focused on the task is likely beneficial to not only the listener and his or her meeting social
goals but also to the other participants who also may be crunched for time or otherwise in need of
“quick” listening. For instance, in meetings where the decision to be made is rather straightfor-
ward or the outcomes of any given decision are benign, a need to belabor the pros and cons of all
the available options, truly consider all sides of an issue, or focus on emotions and feelings may
work against the accomplishment of a group’s goals to move onto other business that is more
consequential or otherwise complicated.

Other associations that were not hypothesized reveal gaps in the listening goal literature. It was
found that interpersonal preferences are correlated with AL and CL and that intrapersonal prefer-
ences are related to RL. These results are somewhat counter-intuitive. However, previous research
has surmised that AL may reflect a sensitivity to what others are feeling due to careful and sys-
tematic listening that calls to mind an interpersonal orientation (Bodie, Worthington et al., 2013).
CL also might involve a greater investment in the message of the conversational other to eval-
uate other perspectives. Indeed, some work in the realm of supportive communication suggests
that inspiring others to think about a problem differently (i.e., to reappraise the stressful situ-
ation) may enhance coping and speed up the comforting process (Bodie, in press; Burleson &
Goldsmith, 1998; Jones & Wirtz, 2006; Nils & Rimé, 2012). Given these points, it may also
call for a reconceptualization of these listening goals and their associations with interpersonal
communicator preferences. Finally, those who prefer to communicate intrapersonally are also
inclined to relational listening. Perhaps a deeper awareness of self enables one to interact more
successfully with conversational others. These and other relevant speculations derived from these
data should be subjected to empirical scrutiny in future work.

Lastly, there are important conclusions to be drawn from the multivariate analysis. The most
meaningful inference drawn from the first canonical dimension is that utilization of a relational
listening goal is associated with a strong preference for communicating interpersonally. Since the
relative importance of RL compared with the other three listening goals and the interpersonal
preference compared with the remaining six communicator preferences was substantially greater,
the first multivariate correlation seems to suggest that individuals who have a clear relational
listening goal in mind have an inclination for thinking out loud and talking things through with
conversational others. Such a finding is in line with the conceptualization of RL as an important
relational resource (Bodie, 2012; Bodie, Vickery, & Gearhart, 2013; Halone & Pecchioni, 2001;
Pecchioni & Halone, 2000; Rhodes, 1993). Practically, this result suggests that RL is likely to
manifest into communication behaviors shown beneficial for close relationships (e.g., relationship
talk; Theiss & Solomon, 2008), especially when a close other is experiencing a stressful life event
(MacGeorge, Feng, & Burleson, 2011).

Similar implications come from the most ready interpretation of the second canonical root:
The combination of low RL with high CL and a moderate degree of AL seems to paint a multidi-
mensional listening goal that directs an individual toward listening closely to all sides of an issue,
perhaps to point out inconsistency and errors with less concern for emotions and feelings. This
profile is related to a lack of an interpersonal preference and linguistic, visual-spacial, and logical
communicator preferences, all of which are detail-oriented communicator styles. This combina-
tion suggests that this profile, which features critical listening goals supported by analytical goals
(and deemphasizing relational goals) incorporates a careful and attentive multifaceted communi-
cator approach that requires close attention to word choice, visuals (such as nonverbal cues), and
an understanding of sequential events and their underlying causes.
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Therefore the canonical analysis suggests two listening profiles: The first centers on RL and
interpersonal preferences; the second on a critical, detail-oriented approach. These profiles are
supportive of previous research finding two dimensions underlying listening constructs (Kluger
& Zaidel, 2013). The degree to which a detail orientation (or lack of) in listening during particular
situations is related to outcomes (for the listener, his or her interlocutor, and the ensuing con-
versational narrative produced) is an open area for future empirical work and theory building.
Concerning the first listening profile described above, one potential consequence of the near
exclusive focus on relational listening is a concomitant lack of detail, especially when it comes
to analyzing. Thus, as was noted in the original conceptualization of people-oriented listening,
relationally oriented listening may lead people to become mired in emotion. The second profile,
however, suggests that there are listeners who tend to focus careful attention to details in listening
scenarios. Both “types” of listening may be advantageous in particular situations and interactions
with particular people.

Practical Considerations

Recognizing conversational styles was popularized in linguistic studies (e.g., Tannen, 1993), and
this approach illuminates tendencies (conversational patterns) that occur within different con-
texts (e.g., mother/daughter, men/women, boss/subordinate). Awareness of listening styles and
communicator preferences has the potential to enhance practical, relational tools to strengthen
relationships. With a better understanding of the relation between individual listening styles and
communicator preferences, we deepen our knowledge of what occurs in conversation between
two people. Communicators stand to be more intentional about how they employ these behav-
iors (tools) in relating to one another, increasing opportunities for better communication. When
two individuals (regardless of the relationship) enhance awareness of their listening tendencies
and can directly discuss them with each other, they might increase the likelihood of achieving
understanding.

Furthermore, with information about listening styles and communicator preferences, couples,
for instance, might clarify with each other what they need to better define context for conversa-
tion. For example, if an individual is emotionally upset and needs support, it is likely that the first
listening profile (RL + interpersonal) would be helpful. CL, as a first order of listening, is not
likely to be of help in that situation, although it could be if conversational participants (together)
determine such a strategy is best. Awareness of different listening approaches and clarity between
the parties about what is needed and/or desired is likely to result in positive outcomes.

In addition, if counselors educate themselves about listening goals and communicator prefer-
ences, they can exercise greater flexibility in meeting clients’ needs. Similar to the above example
regarding couples, counselors might clarify the conversational context with clients to strengthen
the working alliance. To illustrate this point, if a counselor and client together decide that the
second listening profile (CL + detail oriented approach) would be most helpful in a particular
situation, then their working alliance becomes more collaborative where rapport and trust might
be likely to deepen. Also, couples counselors can help clients identify listening styles and com-
municator preferences as a means of noticing the impact they are having on each other. Specific
education about the two listening profiles outlined in this study and how they might best be used
can add value in teaching communication skills and help clients develop specific problem-solving
tools.
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Of course in any relationship, awareness of listening goals and communicator preferences can
be useful. Knowing one’s tendencies and recognizing that others do not always have the same
inclinations might aid in creating an accepting and respectful environment. Being flexible as a
listener, clarifying the needs and goals of the speaker, and collaborating in setting the context
of the conversation can help emphasize the importance and value of a relationship. Ultimately,
having a common language to identify different options for listening might increase the likelihood
of better communication.

Future Research

In addition to providing some speculative theoretical and practical guidance, this study also sets
the stage for a program of research on listening goals. First, this investigation does provide addi-
tional evidence for the validity of a new measure of listening goals, one not marred by substantial
measurement error. Of course validity is an ongoing process, and the LSP-R should be contin-
ually tested and potentially refined. Second, our results should be interpreted not as a proposal
for categorical “styles” of listening but as situationally determined dispositions. Future research
should continue to explore patterns of variability in the implementation of listening goals uti-
lizing experimental procedures that present participants with various situations in which certain
styles would be preferred over others, especially in regards to critical listening styles that may
act as beneficial in some situations but may act against being an effective communicator in other
scenarios.

Similarly, quasi-experimental designs can be employed to explore how listening goals man-
ifest in “real world” interaction settings from the classroom to the boardroom and beyond. The
results of this study suggest, for instance, that task-oriented listening may be advantageous in
certain situations; thus, determining the characteristics of those situations is of utmost practical
importance. Equally important is determining the degree to which holding multiple goals during
certain interactions constitutes more competent listening analogous to work on message design
logic (O’Keefe, 1988) or the pursuit of multiple goals in compliance gaining situations (Wilson,
2010). Concern about what constitutes competent listening is a mainstay of research in listening,
and the multiple goals framework offered here suggests yet another conceptualization of what it
means to be a “good listener.” Indeed, listening is thought as key to a variety of specific communi-
cation contexts and relationships, and our goal framework is broad enough to apply equally well
to a supportive conversation between friends as it is to a conflict negotiation between strangers.
So, although the specifics may differ, we hope that the larger framework can influence the field
in positive ways and perhaps help generate unifying theories that explain why and how people
listen and interact in the ways they do.

FUNDING

This research was funded by the 2012 Synergist Award, awarded to all authors by the International
Listening Association.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

M
r 

G
ra

ha
m

 D
. B

od
ie

] 
at

 0
9:

00
 2

8 
M

ay
 2

01
4 



96 KEATON, KETEYIAN, AND BODIE

REFERENCES

Berger, C. R. (1989). Goals, plans, and discourse comprehension. In J. J. Bradac (Ed.), Message effects in communication
science (pp. 75–101). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Bodie, G. D. (2012). Listening as positive communication. In T. Socha & M. Pitts (Eds.), The positive side of interpersonal
communication (pp. 109–125). New York, NY: Peter Lang.

Bodie, G. D. (in press). The role of thinking in the comforting process: An empirical test of a dual-process framework.
Communication Research.

Bodie, G. D., Vickery, A. J., & Gearhart, C. C. (2013). The nature of supportive listening I: Exploring the
relation between supportive listeners and supportive people. International Journal of Listening, 27, 39–49.
doi:10.1080/10904018.2013.732408

Bodie, G. D., & Villaume, W. A. (2003). Aspects of receiving information: The relationship between listening preferences,
communication apprehension, receiver apprehension, and communicator style. International Journal of Listening, 17,
47–67. doi:10.1080/10904018.2003.10499055

Bodie, G. D., & Worthington, D. L. (2010). Revisiting the Listening Styles Profile (LSP-16): A confirmatory fac-
tor analytic approach to scale validation and reliability estimation. International Journal of Listening, 24, 69–88.
doi:10.1080/10904011003744516

Bodie, G. D., Worthington, D. L., & Gearhart, C. C. (2013). The Revised Listening Styles Profile (LSP-R): Development
and validation. Communication Quarterly, 61, 72–90. doi:10.1080/01463373.2012.720343

Burleson, B. R., & Goldsmith, D. J. (1998). How the comforting process works: Alleviating emotional distress through
conversationally induced reappraisals. In P. A. Andersen & L. K. Guerrero (Eds.), Handbook of communication and
emotion: Research, theory, applications, and contexts (pp. 245–280). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural equation modeling with AMOS (2nd ed.). Ottawa, Canada: Routledge.
Dillard, J. P., Anderson, J. W., & Knobloch, L. (2001). Interpersonal influence. In M. L. Knapp & J. A. Daly (Eds.),

Handbook of interpersonal communication (pp. 425–474). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Gearhart, C. C., Denham, J., & Bodie, G. D. (2013). Listening as a goal-directed activity. Paper presented at the National

Communication Association, Washington, DC.
Halone, K. K., & Pecchioni, L. L. (2001). Relational listening: A grounded theoretical model. Communication Reports,

14, 59–71. doi:10.1080/08934210109367737
Hoyle, R. H. (2000). Confirmatory factor analysis. In H. E. Tinsley & S. D. Brown (Eds.), Handbook of applied

multivariate statistics and mathematical modeling. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional

criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6, 1–55.
doi:10.1080/10705519909540118

Imhof, M. (2004). Who are we as we listen? Individual listening profiles in varying contexts. International Journal of
Listening, 18, 36–45. doi:10.1080/10904018.2004.10499061

Jones, S. M., & Wirtz, J. (2006). How does the comforting process work?: An empirical test of an appraisal-based model
of comforting. Human Communication Research, 32, 217–243. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2958.2006.00274.x

Keaton, S. A., & Bodie, G. D. (2012). An empirical assessment of the communication components inventory. The Family
Journal, 20, 58–62. doi:10.1177/1066480711430487

Keteyian, R. V. (2011). Understanding individual communication styles in counseling. The Family Journal, 19, 90–95.
doi:10.1177/106648071038872

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Guilford.
Kluger, A. N., & Zaidel, K. (2013). Are listeners perceived as leaders? International Journal of Listening, 27, 73–84.

doi:10.1080/10904018.2013.754283
MacGeorge, E. L., Feng, B., & Burleson, B. R. (2011). Supportive communication. In M. L. Knapp & J. A. Daly (Eds.),

Handbook of interpersonal communication (4th ed., pp. 317–354). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Nils, F., & Rimé, B. (2012). Beyond the myth of venting: Social sharing modes determine the benefits of emotional

disclosure. European Journal of Social Psychology, 42, 672–681. doi:10.1002/ejsp.1880
O’Keefe, B. J. (1988). The logic of message design: Individual differences in reasoning about communication.

Communication Monographs, 55, 80–103. doi:10.1080/03637758809376159
Pecchioni, L. L., & Halone, K. K. (2000). Relational listening II: Form & variation across social and personal

relationships. International Journal of Listening, 14, 69–93. doi: 10.1080/1090418.2000.10499036

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

M
r 

G
ra

ha
m

 D
. B

od
ie

] 
at

 0
9:

00
 2

8 
M

ay
 2

01
4 



LISTENING GOALS AND COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES 97

Raykov, T., & Marcoulides, G. A. (2006). A first course in structural equation modeling (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Rhodes, S. C. (1993). Listening: A relational process. In A. D. Wolvin & C. G. Coakley (Eds.), Perspectives on listening

(pp. 217–240). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.
Sargent, S. L., Fitch-Hauser, M., & Weaver, J. B., III. (1997). A listening styles profile of the Type-A personality.

International Journal of Listening, 11, 1–14. doi:10.1207/s1932586xijl1101_1
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.
Tannen, D. (Ed.). (1993). Gender and conversational interaction. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.
Theiss, J. A., & Solomon, D. (2008). Parsing the mechanisms that increase relational uncertainty: The effects of uncer-

tainty amount, open communication about uncertainty, and the reduction of uncertainty. Human Communication
Research, 34, 625–654. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2958.2008.00335.x

Villaume, W. A., & Bodie, G. D. (2007). Discovering the listener within us: The impact of trait-like personality vari-
ables and communicator styles on preferences for listening style. International Journal of Listening, 21, 102–123.
doi:10.1080/10904010701302006

Watson, K. W., Barker, L. L., & Weaver, J. B., III. (1995). The listening styles profile (LSP-16): Development
and validation of an instrument to assess four listening styles. International Journal of Listening, 9, 1–13.
doi:10.1080/10904018.1995.10499138

Weaver, J. B., III. (1998). Personality and self-perceptions about communication. In J. C. McCroskey, J. A. Daly, & M.
J. Beatty (Eds.), Communication and personality (pp. 95–117). Creskill, NJ: Hampton Press.

Weaver, J. B., III, & Kirtley, M. D. (1995). Listening styles and empathy. Southern Journal of Communication, 60,
131–140. doi:10.1080/10417949509372970

Wilson, S. R. (2010). Seeking and resisting compliance. In C. R. Berger, M. E. Roloff, & D. R. Roskos-Ewoldsen (Eds.),
The handbook of communication science (2nd ed., pp. 219–235). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.

Worthington, D. L. (2001). Exploring juror’s listening processes: The effect of listening style preference on juror decision
making. International Journal of Listening, 15, 20–37. doi:10.1080/10904018.2001.10499043

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

M
r 

G
ra

ha
m

 D
. B

od
ie

] 
at

 0
9:

00
 2

8 
M

ay
 2

01
4 


	ABSTRACT
	LISTENING GOALS
	COMMUNICATOR PREFERENCES
	METHODS
	Participants
	Procedures
	Preliminary Analyses
	Statistical Power
	Measures
	Listening goals
	Communicator preferences


	RESULTS
	Bivariate Correlations
	Multivariate Correlations

	DISCUSSION
	Theoretical and Practical Implications
	Practical Considerations
	Future Research

	FUNDING
	REFERENCES

