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Executive Summary 

Communication does not end when a message is delivered. It is complete only when sufficient 

evidence demonstrates that the Shared Understanding required for the communication’s intended 

purpose has been achieved. This principle, the verification imperative, is the foundation of the Clario 

Method™’s approach to Communication Effectiveness. 

Clario Foundation Papers CFP-001, CFP-002, and CFP-003 established the methodology, the 

diagnostic framework, and the gap analysis model that enable organizations to evaluate 

communication. This paper, CFP-004, addresses the question that connects those tools to 

organizational outcomes: How do we know that Shared Understanding has actually been achieved? 

Organizations routinely assume understanding. A message is sent, a meeting is conducted, a policy is 

published, and the organization proceeds as though the intended understanding was created. When 

downstream failures reveal that understanding was incomplete, inaccurate, or absent, the 

consequences are attributed to execution rather than to communication, precisely because no 

verification occurred. 

This paper formally establishes five canonical concepts: Shared Understanding, Verification, 

Verification Evidence, Verification Confidence, and Communication Assurance. It introduces a five-

level Verification framework, a Verification Confidence model, and the concept of Communication 

Assurance as a systematic organizational process. Together, these concepts provide the operational 

bridge between communication analysis and Communication Effectiveness, enabling organizations 

to move beyond assumption toward evidence-based confirmation that communication has created 

the understanding it intended. 
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Abstract 

The Clario Method™, established across Clario Foundation Papers CFP-001, CFP-002, and CFP-003, 

provides a structured methodology for evaluating Communication Effectiveness through the Five 

Core Communication Signals and diagnosing Communication Gaps. This paper, CFP-004, formally 

establishes the framework for determining whether communication has achieved its ultimate 

objective: Shared Understanding. Shared Understanding is defined as the degree to which the 

receiver’s constructed understanding is sufficiently aligned with the sender’s intended 

understanding to support the intended purpose of the communication. This paper explains why 

Shared Understanding cannot be assumed, introduces Verification as the structured process of 

obtaining evidence that Shared Understanding has been achieved, establishes a five-level Verification 

framework ranging from passive confirmation to outcome verification, introduces Verification 

Confidence as a measure of evidentiary strength, and presents Communication Assurance as the 

systematic organizational process that integrates verification into governance, leadership, and 

operations. The paper draws on established research in cognitive psychology, healthcare 

communication, military operations, and organizational behavior to support the methodology. It 

serves as the authoritative reference for Shared Understanding verification across all Clario Method™ 

applications and publications. 

Keywords: Shared Understanding, Verification, Communication Effectiveness, Verification Evidence, 

Communication Assurance, Verification Confidence, Clario Method™, Professional Communication 
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1. Introduction 

CFP-001 established that Communication Effectiveness can be intentionally created, systematically 

evaluated, and continuously improved. CFP-002 established the Five Core Communication Signals as 

the diagnostic dimensions through which the Clario Method™ evaluates communication. CFP-003 

established Communication Gaps as the diagnostic concept that explains where and why 

communication fails to create the intended understanding. 

Each of these papers addressed a necessary dimension of communication analysis. Yet analysis alone 

does not answer the most consequential question an organization faces after any communication: 

Did the receiver actually understand what we intended? 

This paper addresses that question. It establishes the methodology through which the Clario 

Method™ moves beyond analysis to confirmation, beyond evaluation to evidence, and beyond 

diagnosis to assurance. It formally defines Shared Understanding, introduces Verification as the 

structured process of confirming it, and presents Communication Assurance as the organizational 

practice that ensures verification occurs before decisions, actions, or implementation proceed. 

“Communication should never be considered successful based on delivery 

alone. Communication is successful only when there is sufficient evidence 

that the Shared Understanding required for its intended purpose has 

been achieved.” 

This principle, the verification imperative, is the defining operational commitment of the Clario 

Method™. 
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2. What Is Shared Understanding? 

2.1 Canonical Definition 

Within the Clario Method™, Shared Understanding is formally defined as: 

“Shared Understanding is the degree to which the receiver’s constructed 

understanding is sufficiently aligned with the sender’s intended 

understanding to support the intended purpose of the communication.” 

This definition reflects the constructivist foundation established in CFP-001: meaning is not 

transferred from sender to receiver. It is constructed by the receiver from the communication they 

receive, using interpretive resources, prior knowledge, assumptions, expectations, cultural 

frameworks, and contextual factors, that the sender did not provide and cannot fully anticipate. 

2.2 What Shared Understanding Is Not 

Shared Understanding is not identical thinking. Two people may construct different internal 

representations of the same communication and still achieve Shared Understanding, provided their 

interpretations are sufficiently aligned to support the communication’s purpose. A project manager 

and a software engineer may hold different mental models of a feature specification, but if both 

understand the deliverable, the deadline, and the quality standard, Shared Understanding is 

sufficient for the communication’s purpose. 

Shared Understanding is not agreement. A receiver may understand a communication perfectly 

and disagree with it entirely. Understanding and agreement are distinct outcomes. The Clario 

Method™ evaluates whether the receiver understood the communication as intended, not whether 

the receiver endorses it. 

Shared Understanding is not permanent. Understanding can degrade over time as memory fades, 

context shifts, or new information reframes prior communication. Shared Understanding achieved at 

one point in time may need to be re-verified as circumstances change. 

2.3 The Sufficiency Standard 

The definition includes the phrase "sufficiently aligned" deliberately. Perfect alignment between 

sender and receiver understanding is neither achievable nor necessary in most professional contexts. 

The standard for sufficiency is determined by the communication’s purpose. A safety-critical 

instruction requires near-perfect alignment. A general awareness announcement requires only that 
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the receiver grasps the main point. The Clario Method™ evaluates Shared Understanding against the 

specific purpose each communication serves, not against an abstract standard of comprehension. 

 

Figure 1. The Shared Understanding Model 
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3. Why Assumptions Create Communication Risk 

The most common barrier to Shared Understanding is not poor communication. It is the assumption 

that understanding has been achieved when it has not. Organizations routinely proceed from 

communication to action without verifying that the intended understanding was created. This 

assumption, treated as a shortcut to efficiency, is one of the most reliable sources of organizational 

failure. 

3.1 Cognitive Factors 

The Curse of Knowledge. As established in CFP-001 and CFP-003, senders who possess knowledge 

systematically overestimate the degree to which receivers share that knowledge (Camerer, 

Loewenstein, & Weber, 1989). This bias causes senders to believe that their communication was 

clearer and more complete than it actually was, reducing their perceived need to verify. 

The False Consensus Effect. Individuals systematically overestimate the degree to which others 

share their views, beliefs, and interpretations (Ross, Greene, & House, 1977). Senders assume that 

receivers will interpret the communication the same way the sender would, because the sender 

implicitly believes that their interpretation is the natural or obvious one. 

Confirmation Bias. When senders do seek evidence of understanding, they tend to notice evidence 

that confirms understanding and overlook evidence that suggests misunderstanding (Nickerson, 

1998). A nodding head, a brief "got it," or the absence of questions is interpreted as confirmation, 

even though none of these provides reliable evidence of comprehension. 

The Illusion of Transparency. Senders overestimate the degree to which their internal states, 

intentions, and emphases are apparent to others (Gilovich, Savitsky, & Medvec, 1998). A sender who 

feels strongly about a particular point assumes that the urgency or importance was communicated, 

even when the communication itself contained no explicit signal of emphasis. 

3.2 Organizational Factors 

Several organizational dynamics reinforce the assumption of understanding: 

Time pressure. Verification takes time. When organizations operate under deadline pressure, 

verification is often the first activity eliminated. Communications are sent, meetings are concluded, 

and decisions are implemented without confirming that the intended understanding was created. 

Authority gradients. In organizations with strong hierarchical structures, subordinates may be 

reluctant to signal that they did not understand a communication from a superior. The absence of 

questions is interpreted as comprehension when it may actually reflect deference, uncertainty, or 

fear of appearing incompetent. 
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Digital communication. Email, messaging platforms, and document-based communication lack the 

real-time feedback mechanisms that help senders detect misunderstanding in face-to-face 

communication. A sent email provides no evidence of understanding. A read receipt confirms 

delivery, not comprehension. 
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4. Verification 

4.1 Canonical Definition 

Within the Clario Method™, Verification is formally defined as: 

“Verification is the structured process of obtaining evidence that Shared 

Understanding has been achieved.” 

Verification is not an informal check. It is a deliberate, structured process that produces observable 

evidence. The form of verification varies by context, but its purpose is constant: to determine whether 

the receiver’s constructed understanding is sufficiently aligned with the sender’s intended 

understanding to support the communication’s purpose. 

4.2 Verification Methods 

Established professional practice provides multiple verification methods, each appropriate for 

different communication contexts: 

Readback. The receiver repeats the communication in their own words. Widely used in aviation, 

military, and healthcare communication (Joint Commission, 2007). Readback confirms that the 

receiver can reproduce the content, though it does not necessarily confirm understanding of the 

rationale or implications. 

Teach-back. The receiver explains the communication as though teaching it to someone else. Used 

extensively in healthcare patient education (Schillinger et al., 2003). Teach-back provides stronger 

evidence of understanding because it requires the receiver to reorganize and restate the content 

rather than simply repeating it. 

Demonstration. The receiver performs the task or procedure described in the communication. 

Provides the strongest evidence of operational understanding because it confirms not only that the 

receiver understood the communication but that they can execute it. 

Structured questioning. The sender asks targeted questions designed to reveal whether the 

receiver understood specific elements of the communication. Effective for testing understanding of 

complex or multi-part communications. 

Written confirmation. The receiver produces a written summary, plan, or response that 

demonstrates their interpretation of the communication. Provides a documented record that can be 

reviewed and compared against the sender’s intent. 
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Observable behavior. The sender observes whether the receiver’s subsequent actions are 

consistent with the intended understanding. Provides indirect but often highly reliable evidence of 

Shared Understanding. 

Table 1. Verification Methods 

Method Mechanism Evidence Produced Best Suited For 

Readback Receiver repeats 

content 
Reproduction accuracy Orders, instructions, protocols 

Teach-back Receiver explains 

content 
Comprehension depth Patient education, training, 

briefings 

Demonstration Receiver performs task Operational 

competence 
Procedures, skills, processes 

Structured 

Questions 

Sender asks targeted 

questions 
Specific understanding Complex or multi-part 

communications 

Written 

Confirmation 

Receiver writes 

summary 
Documented 

interpretation 
Decisions, agreements, handoffs 

Observable 

Behavior 

Sender observes 

actions 
Behavioral consistency Ongoing operations, 

implementation 

Verification methods and the evidence they produce. 
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5. Verification Evidence 

5.1 Canonical Definition 

Within the Clario Method™, Verification Evidence is formally defined as: 

“Verification Evidence consists of observable information demonstrating 

that Shared Understanding has been confirmed.” 

Verification Evidence is not the receiver’s subjective sense of comprehension. It is not the sender’s 

belief that the communication was clear. It is observable, documentable information that supports 

the conclusion that Shared Understanding has been achieved. 

5.2 Evidence Quality 

Not all verification evidence carries equal weight. The quality of evidence depends on its directness, 

specificity, and independence from the sender’s interpretation: 

Direct evidence demonstrates understanding through the receiver’s own actions or words: a correct 

teach-back, a successful task execution, a written summary that accurately reflects the intended 

understanding. 

Indirect evidence suggests understanding through circumstances: the absence of errors, consistent 

downstream behavior, or contextual indicators that the receiver is operating under the intended 

understanding. Indirect evidence is weaker than direct evidence because it requires the evaluator to 

infer understanding rather than observe it. 

Assumed evidence is not evidence at all. The absence of questions, a brief acknowledgment, or the 

sender’s belief that the communication was clear are assumptions, not evidence. The Clario 

Method™ treats assumed evidence as the lowest form of verification, carrying minimal diagnostic 

value. 

Table 2. Verification Evidence Quality 

Evidence Type Example Quality Diagnostic Value 

Direct Correct teach-back; accurate 

written summary; successful 

demonstration 

High Strong basis for concluding Shared 

Understanding was achieved 
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Evidence Type Example Quality Diagnostic Value 

Indirect Consistent downstream 

behavior; absence of errors over 

time 

Moderate Supports but does not confirm 

Shared Understanding 

Assumed "They didn’t ask questions"; "I 

was clear"; "They nodded" 
Low Provides no reliable basis for 

concluding Shared Understanding 

Evidence quality framework for evaluating verification strength. 
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6. Levels of Verification 

The Clario Method™ establishes a five-level Verification framework. Each level represents a 

progressively stronger form of evidence that Shared Understanding has been achieved: 

Table 3. Levels of Verification 

Level Name Description Evidence Confidence 

1 Passive 

Confirmation 

Receiver acknowledges 

receipt without 

demonstrating 

understanding. 

"I understand."; "Got it."; 

Read receipt. 
Lowest 

2 Verbal 

Confirmation 

Receiver explains the 

communication in their 

own words. 

Readback; verbal 

summary; paraphrase. 
Low–Moderate 

3 Knowledge 

Verification 

Receiver correctly 

answers structured 

questions about the 

communication. 

Correct responses to 

targeted questions. 
Moderate 

4 Behavioral 

Verification 

Receiver performs the 

required task or action 

correctly. 

Successful task 

execution; correct 

procedure. 

Moderate–High 

5 Outcome 

Verification 

The communication 

achieves its intended 

purpose. 

Intended outcome is 

realized; purpose is 

fulfilled. 

Highest 

The five-level Verification framework used by the Clario Method™. 

The levels are cumulative in evidential strength. Level 1 provides the weakest evidence; Level 5 

provides the strongest. Higher levels subsume lower levels: a receiver who successfully performs a 

task (Level 4) has implicitly demonstrated the understanding that would have been tested at Levels 

2 and 3. However, higher levels are not always feasible or necessary. The appropriate verification 

level depends on the communication’s purpose, the consequences of misunderstanding, and the 

context in which the communication occurs. 

6.1 Selecting the Appropriate Level 

The Clario Method™ does not prescribe a single verification level for all communications. Instead, it 

recommends that the verification level match the communication’s risk profile: 
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Safety-critical communications (medical orders, military operations, emergency protocols) should 

target Level 4 or Level 5 verification. The consequences of misunderstanding are severe, and the 

investment in verification is justified. 

Operational communications (project assignments, policy changes, process instructions) should 

target Level 2 or Level 3 verification. Verbal confirmation or structured questioning provides 

reasonable evidence without excessive overhead. 

Informational communications (awareness announcements, status updates, general briefings) 

may require only Level 1 verification, supplemented by access to the original communication for 

future reference. The consequences of incomplete understanding are manageable. 

 

Figure 2. The Verification Evidence Pyramid 
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7. Verification Confidence 

7.1 Canonical Definition 

Within the Clario Method™, Verification Confidence is formally defined as: 

“Verification Confidence is the degree of confidence that Shared 

Understanding has been achieved based on available evidence.” 

7.2 Confidence Levels 

Verification Confidence is determined by the quantity, quality, and consistency of verification 

evidence: 

Table 4. Verification Confidence Levels 

Confidence Level Criteria Organizational Implication 

High Multiple forms of direct evidence confirm 

Shared Understanding. Verification at Level 3 

or above. No contradictory evidence. 

Proceed with high confidence. 

Communication has achieved its 

purpose. 

Moderate At least one form of direct evidence supports 

Shared Understanding. Verification at Level 2 

or above. No significant contradictory 

evidence. 

Proceed with appropriate 

monitoring. Verification is 

adequate but not comprehensive. 

Low Only indirect or passive evidence available. 

Verification at Level 1 only. Some indicators of 

potential misunderstanding. 

Proceed with caution. Additional 

verification is recommended 

before critical decisions or actions. 

Insufficient 

Evidence 

No verification has occurred. Understanding 

has been assumed. No observable evidence 

supports or contradicts Shared 

Understanding. 

Do not proceed on assumption. 

Verification is required. 

Verification Confidence levels and their organizational implications. 

Verification Confidence is not a subjective judgment by the sender. It is a structured assessment 

based on the evidence available. The sender’s belief that the communication was clear does not 

constitute evidence and does not increase Verification Confidence. Only observable verification 

evidence increases confidence. 
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8. Communication Assurance 

8.1 Canonical Definition 

Within the Clario Method™, Communication Assurance is formally defined as: 

“Communication Assurance is the systematic process of verifying that 

communication has created the Shared Understanding required for its 

intended purpose before decisions, actions, or implementation proceed.” 

8.2 From Verification to Assurance 

Verification is an act applied to a single communication. Communication Assurance is a practice 

embedded in organizational operations. Communication Assurance integrates the Five Core 

Communication Signals (CFP-002), Communication Gap analysis (CFP-003), and Verification (this 

paper) into a systematic process that organizations apply across their communication landscape. 

Communication Assurance answers a question that individual verification cannot: Is this 

organization systematically confirming that its communications create the Shared Understanding 

required for its objectives? 

8.3 Implementing Communication Assurance 

Organizations implement Communication Assurance by: 

Establishing verification expectations. Defining which communication types require verification, 

at what level, and through what mechanisms. Safety-critical communications may require Level 4 

verification. Strategic decisions may require written confirmation. Routine operations may require 

periodic spot-checks. 

Integrating verification into governance. Embedding verification checkpoints into meeting 

protocols, project management processes, policy deployment workflows, and leadership 

communication practices. Verification becomes a standard step rather than an optional afterthought. 

Monitoring verification evidence. Tracking the quantity and quality of verification evidence across 

organizational communication. Identifying patterns of assumption, recurring Communication Gaps, 

and communication domains where verification is consistently absent. 

Building a verification culture. Establishing organizational norms that treat verification as a 

professional practice rather than a sign of doubt or distrust. When verification is positioned as a 
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commitment to Shared Understanding rather than a challenge to competence, it becomes a source of 

organizational strength. 

 

Figure 3. The Communication Assurance Framework 
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9. Organizational Applications 

The verification framework applies across all professional contexts where Communication 

Effectiveness matters: 

Healthcare. The teach-back method has been demonstrated to improve patient comprehension and 

reduce adverse events (Schillinger et al., 2003). The Clario Method™ extends this principle beyond 

patient communication to include care team handoffs, surgical briefings, medication orders, and 

interdisciplinary coordination, each evaluated through the Five Core Communication Signals and 

verified through the appropriate level. 

Military. Military doctrine has long recognized the verification imperative through practices such as 

briefback, readback, and commander’s intent. The Clario Method™ provides a structured framework 

for evaluating these practices systematically and extending them to contexts where verification has 

traditionally been informal. 

Leadership communication. When executives announce strategic changes, verification determines 

whether the organization understood not just what is changing but why it is changing, what each 

group should do differently, and what success looks like. Without verification, strategic 

communication often creates the illusion of alignment while individual teams operate under 

divergent interpretations. 

Project management. Requirements, scope, timelines, and deliverables are communicated across 

multiple teams and stakeholders. Verification at project milestones, scope reviews, and handoff 

points reduces the Communication Gaps that produce rework, scope creep, and missed deadlines. 

AI-assisted communication. When organizations delegate communication tasks to AI systems, 

verification must extend to the AI’s output. The Clario Method™ applies the same five signals and the 

same verification framework to human-AI communication, evaluating whether the AI’s output 

creates the Shared Understanding that the user intended and whether the user has verified the AI’s 

interpretation of their instructions. 

Cross-cultural communication. Verification is particularly critical when communication crosses 

linguistic and cultural boundaries. The same words may carry different implications in different 

cultural contexts. Verification mechanisms must be calibrated for each cultural environment, 

accounting for differences in how agreement, understanding, and authority are expressed. 
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10. Relationship to Future Foundation Papers 

This paper, CFP-004, establishes the verification and assurance framework for the Clario Method™. 

Future papers and implementation resources will build on this foundation: 

CFP-005: Why Misunderstanding Persists. Will examine the cognitive, cultural, and organizational 

factors that cause Communication Gaps to persist even when verification mechanisms are available. 

Future implementation resources will include verification templates, Communication Assurance 

assessment tools, professional certification curricula, and organizational readiness frameworks that 

operationalize the concepts established in this paper. 
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11. Conclusion 

Shared Understanding cannot be assumed. It must be verified. Verification produces evidence. 

Evidence enables confidence. And confidence, grounded in evidence rather than assumption, is what 

enables organizations to proceed with the assurance that their communications have created the 

understanding required for their intended purposes. 

The Clario Method™ provides a structured methodology for achieving that assurance. Through the 

Five Core Communication Signals (CFP-002), Communication Gap analysis (CFP-003), and the 

verification and assurance framework established in this paper, the methodology offers 

organizations a complete, evidence-based approach to Communication Effectiveness. 

This paper establishes Shared Understanding, Verification, Verification Evidence, Verification 

Confidence, and Communication Assurance as canonical concepts within the Clario Method™. Every 

future publication, application, certification, and evaluation instrument in the Clario Method™ system 

should cite CFP-004 as the authoritative reference for these concepts. 

Communication is effective only when it creates the Shared Understanding required for 

the intended purpose. 
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Appendix A: Verification Question Library 

The following questions support structured verification across the Five Core Communication Signals. 

Table A-1. Verification Question Library 

Signal Verification Questions 

Purpose Can you tell me, in your own words, what this communication is asking you to achieve? 
Why does this matter right now? 
What would success look like for this communication? 

Action What are you going to do next based on this communication? 
By when do you need to complete that? 
What standard should the result meet? 

Decision What has been decided? 
Is this decision final, or is there still room for discussion? 
What decisions remain open? 

Tone How did this communication make you feel about the situation? 
Do you feel the urgency level was appropriate? 

Shared 

Understanding 

Can you walk me through your understanding of the whole picture? 
Is there anything that seems unclear or that you’d like me to clarify? 
If you had to explain this to a colleague, what would you say? 

Verification questions organized by Communication Signal. 
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Appendix B: Verification Planning Worksheet 

The following worksheet supports planning verification for a specific communication. 

Table B-1. Verification Planning Worksheet 

Field Entry 

Communication to Be Verified  

Purpose of the Communication  

Intended Audience  

Consequences of Misunderstanding  

Required Verification Level (1–5)  

Verification Method(s)  

Verification Timing  

Evidence to Be Collected  

Responsible Verifier  

Target Verification Confidence  

Blank worksheet for planning verification activities. 
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Appendix C: Verification Evidence Checklist 

Use the following checklist to assess whether sufficient verification evidence exists for a 

communication. 

Table C-1. Verification Evidence Checklist 

Evidence Check Status 

Has the receiver demonstrated understanding (not just acknowledged receipt)? Yes / No 

Is the evidence direct (receiver’s own words or actions) rather than assumed? Yes / No 

Does the evidence address the specific purpose of the communication? Yes / No 

Has the evidence been collected through an appropriate verification method? Yes / No 

Is the verification level appropriate for the communication’s risk profile? Yes / No 

Has contradictory evidence been considered? Yes / No 

Is the Verification Confidence level documented? Yes / No 

Are follow-up verification activities planned if confidence is Low or 

Insufficient? 
Yes / No 

Checklist for confirming verification evidence adequacy. 

 

Institute for Shared Understanding 

www.theifsu.org 

Clario Foundation Paper Series 
© 2026 Institute for Shared Understanding. The Clario Method™, CUE™, and the Clario Diagnostic Process™ are trademarks of the 

Institute for Shared Understanding. 


