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progress journal and five videotaped intaexviews. Of the original
twgnty students, sevzn were assessed as having made zdequate
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igprovement; an asscciatice between iaprovement ané students' ability
tc apply rhetiorical me*thods to communication was noted. (This is the
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© THE EFFECTS OF A REETORICAL YETHND OF INSTEUCTION
L% A SELECTED POPULATION OF RETICE)J STURFIIS .

<

. —— by Yancy J. ¥etzger* -
. " i

'.l* -

-The Problen of Reticence -

. 1 .
. As early as 1723, in %Whately's Elenments of Rketoric, we find speech

scholars conceraed with those who wers unable to perforn cormnicative _
functions effectively. Khately focused attention on stagefright, or the
inability to merform orally in public. Some early articles in the pro- ° 1

fessional speech journals considered stagefright as a character disorder -
- b d
£

or as a "lack of faith.” Later authorities concluded that stagefright

was related to feelings of insecurity, low self esteem, and othér ngison-
3 ' :
ality problems. Today, stagefright is a term that c25 describe a variety

Yy
of experiences ranging from mervecusscss or shyness about public speaking

’ to the development of nzusea, hives or even fainting when a speaker is in-

i\

volved in a formal presentation before others. C s
Initial concern about the oroblem of reticence arcse wken scre

speech instructors encountered certain students who soughtrhelp from the
university speech clinic for difficulties not normaily treated at thé;e
facilities. These students were unable to specify their difficulties,
but they were generall; concerned about their ability to communica;te.4

Scme idbtr?ctors noted, as well, that several students in typical class-

rooms; did n;t contribdte very much at 211. Though éhese students appeared .

attentive and were apparently interested in the activitiés of the class,

3 - they did not participate in small-group discussions nor did they ask or

~ answer questions. These behaviors did not appear to fit the descriptions

P

~ - N

i Mancy J. Metzqer is Assistant Professor of Speech and Theagre Arts
at the University of Pittsburgh.
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of starefrisht, but they did offer eviderce of somg form of corunicaticn

M

~ .
The student who has come to te called "reticent” expresses concern

rd
—

about many ora}, corunicative behayiors ranging from public sneaking-to

setinn strarqers and carrying on a few minutes of smail taik.A He says -

g

that me is escecialiy concerned absut tailk wztéfhls peers and with peop]g
of autkority including teachers, gpunselors, store clerks? even parents.
¥ost reticents say they Terl durd and séif-bonscious about their attempis
to corrunicate, SO thoj choose to aveid communication whenaVEr possab]e.

4
2n undergradua;e student Linda, wrote: _ ~ =

»

My whole prob]en is that T hate to talk in fronf of people, =
‘whether it<te impremptu or planned. It isn't necessarliy ‘ .
Jjust people I don"t know, but-a lot of times it's just a .
group of friernds or eyen a group of relatives. ¥henever 1

-~ @2k evbarrassed or an put on the spot for a question or .
corment, sr have io talk in front of a croup, my face turns -
red. . .
1 am very easily swayed, so almost ifimediately I am agreeing
with the opposite view and then it makes me 100k-like & Fool
because I change my mind so rapidly. I never ask questions
in cldss for two reasons. First, when you raise your ha
everyone turns their attention to you and then I start to
blush. Then when I ask the guestions, fo me, all of a sud- .
den they sound dumb. _ So I don’t bother.

And from Susan:

1 have a lot of difficulty talking to people informally.

1 can usually handle any discourse which has a formal basis
with only nervousness and stuttering. However, group
meetings or casual conversations are very hard for me and I
usually do not say anything in such situations. Veéting »
people always sfrains me. I usually respond to them very

bluntly and mispronounce my words. The hardest people for

me to talk with are guys ry age. 1 also find it difficult

to talk with anyone at meals, parties, dorm raps,.or-in

class. Vhen I'm approached at.a party, even though I might

want to get to know the person, I can never seem to convey

my interests.

s

. Some reticents want to be "perfect” communicators, as they see others

—




!.(}

to be. -4t the sawe time, they think perfection is unattainable ¥or the-:

~g
-
hd . 14

Perfection” is usually cerceivad by the FEcicent as oroncuncing all the -

words correctly, rever pausing for more thah a few secends ghen oxpressing
an jdea or encaging in conversaticn with sonesne, always havirn sc-zthinT

19 sav for eyery crcasion, expressing it in organized and correct grai—-

m2tical “ur-, etc. The reticent sees himself always risprorouncing wryds,

. stu~bling over ideas, or 3 other ways playing the fpol, while k2 secs

- <
i

oirers as.natural ard smooth in their falk.

. The reticent feels that he is the oniy person who exceriences the
problers he desEribes; he feels that he is an atypical communicazor. In
‘this respect, the reficent might be called egecentric, lacKing the abil-

- - - N - - ,- -
ity to engage in dual perspective, or unable “. . . to identify with the
needs, values, and desires of othaers in order to understand, and hence,
) p )
= persvade them.” Cue, perhaps, to his egocentrism, the reticent has a

Jinited understanding of the connective function of discourse through

mutial creation of meaning. Rather, the reticent views communication as-
L 4

-
-

formulae, routines to be discovered and perfected in and for their own

right. . . o Y

o

Thus, ihe reticept stands in awe of the communicative process and

- - - - - - . ’ -
veels very ruch alone in his silence, a choice which appeirs to him less

threatening than participation -in an arena which he doesn’t underctand.

He waits for some maqic &9 rescue him from his silence and recreafe_him,

as a perfect communicator.

Instructional Respons - to Reticence

The original group of thirty-seven students selected as reticent

was - qathered together in 1965 and taught by six instructors who established

Q.‘

- -

-

-~

*
.




ciose contact with students in an attevpi &2 help them "#pel tetter”

*

akout coruni-aticn and to cuide them in accomplishrent of self-defined

g _geals. Instruction was geared ~ore toward helping students qair confi=

&
dence ard willingness.to corrumicate than toward improved corrunicative

2
skill. Instructioral goals necessitated personal conferences with stu-

dents, which were cathariic sessions for some students who detailed their

coTunication problems. Instructors atievpted to demonsiraie under-
a < - -
standing and acceptarce of the reticent students’ difficulties.

-

Response to ihis pedaqgray was evaluated as qood, based primarily Lt
on changas 7n students® reports of increased self-confidence. 1t was,
however, -tieariy unecononical te maintain a program with a six to one -

.student-teacher ratio. More important, changes in comunicption ability
. 7 - ? .
. of the students were minimal. - - ~

A subseguent approacheio instruction ¢f reticents applied syste-
s " s . *
matic desensitization and proqressive relaxation to help quell physical
g z » - -

reacticns to fear in speaking situations. Buf those who improved with

this method ‘were students wheo feared public performance specifigally.

- The method of instruction was found to be ineffective with students who .

expressed a range of communication problems not tied to formal soeaking
8 . - - - .

-

experiences. ) .

“Recently, a rhetorical method of instruction has been used with
9 : - <
reticent students. The goals of this method, sirategies used, and ef-
fectiveness with reticents will be discussed in the remainder of this

paper. : - .

Rhetorical pedagbgy is based on two goals: (1) revision of the ret-

icent's pe}ception about the communication process and his role in it ’ ]

and (2) acquisition of skills for increased communicative effectiveness
“ & .

- = .
O . ’



"willing te participate in the section under these conditions were

- -

- -

" 3n a rrrber of formal and infor-al speakirg sat*at;nns. fArptovicaily-

based pedagcgy offers ro guarantees {0 the reticeni, tut i
equip hir- with a corunicative perstect tive and a varieily »of
which can aid hin in nebﬁtiatign with others io more offective ends. -
Rhetorlca} jnstruction siresses corunicative effectivensss as ihe result
of ~utual TéS?GﬁSIb]i!ty generaied by daa] pgrspective; it aims to teach
the reticent criti?ai questions ibat he can ask about geals, audiences

and situations, and aliernative sirategies which can help orient hin to

a qiven situation. Further rhetorical instruction aims to ircrease the

x

reticent's repertoire o¥ ro?es or strategies <e thag he may move, bpyond

his self-prescription of silence. .
. o -

A Jongtitudinal study was conducted to determine the efiecis of the

“chetorical method of instruction described with a seiected population of

i 10
reticent students. Twenty students, fen maie and ten femaie,§were

selected from a pool of seventy-five who volunteered for intéerviews to
determine th2ir-need for a soecial speech offering, part of the required

soeech course at The Pernsylvania State Unmiversity. .
- ~ =

- The interviews sought to “determine whether students {1) ware

-

awkward, ipept, or incompetent-in informal oral performance during the
- s - p

¥

interview, (2) verbalized concern about their perceived inadequacies,

and (3) voluntarily asked for aun opportunity to work on their problems -

- - -

in a special section of the speech course.

- . ~ ) ’
- Those who volunteered For interviews were asked whether they vere

k1

w?l]ing to be placed in the section to %g studied. They were apprised
of fhe fact that in this secticn they vould part1c1pate in f1ve video- -

taned interviews over an approximate twelve-month period. Persons un-
AN

-
. -

- Pl
-




assigned o an a3?prvay3ve special section. > . T
7 - - .

Rhetorical instruchicn was aimed at two basic goals: : -

i. The student will verbalize an alteration of his percep-
tigns of -himself in cqmunicative settings. He wili . .
deonstrate this alteratien in response.to specific
guestions asked about the way he feels in particular
-compunicaiive settinas. ) .

-
*

2. Tke student will demonstrate commun1cat10r skills - -
sufficient to cope with those situations: which he ™
has defined as ores with which he has been hereiofore
unable to come. Such skills wil¥ be chosen by the

“student. Furtherrors, the student will, in coniunc- .~ .
tion with the instructer, generate a plan of acticn ‘
_ designed to meet the goals {acgquire the skills), and -

" he will rehearse in class and nroduce evidence that he

has met the goals in performance outside of the class-

roon. The student will also judge his own performance

and generate methnds teo compensate for whHatever inad-.
- equar1es he perceives. -

The secord geal 1nv01ved six specific steps. Tbe student wiil:
(1) speczfy goals for his behavzor in selected satuat1ons outside of ,
class, (2) ana]yze his audience and aspects of the situation as they

- .

might affect his accomplishment of goals, {3) prepare alternative stra-
> . . _ :_ '_

tegies he might use in goal accomplishment and iearn a method of organiza-

tion for communication appropriate to formal and informal situations,

-

n - T .
{4} Tehearse These strategies with other students in small groups, (5)

complete his goals in siiuqtﬁons outside of class, {6) “report back to th&

-

class on the degree of success achieved and alternative strategies which

d .

might have bé¢en more successful. «
There weresthree methods used tp assess the effects of the instruc-

. , 6« : .
tion on the students: (1) a journal of class descriptions kept by the in-

-

structor for the duration of the course from which was culled a case his-

tafy of each student,AEZ) a series of five videotaped interviews with

students over an approximate twelve—monthAperiod from which student

»
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-
. ® . & L) - -
- £l

réports of jroroverent were transcribed, ard (» 3 interpreiaticn of these

.{’

¥

interviews by the dnstructer and by eight selected ouiside cbservers to

e
-

1
a%fess student improverment. - P 1

-
-4 -3

. . The journal of descripticns and evaiuations of each class_session

was developed ro]]oming the c]1n1ca1 history technaque descr,bed by -
. = 1 12 13

“ :Menninger and case siudies of Mhite and Riesman. (A student was- 3udqed i
- - 14 P - ..
improved when: {1) he defined and analyzed a cemmunicative goal; {2) ke

cempleted situatien and audience analysis, planned his strategy and/for L

“altered his goal according1y;‘(3) he used structural planning to-organize -
. .. 15 . -
- remarks in both formal and .inforrmal situations; {4) he rehearsed a variety

of commnicative strategies related to-his goal wiih the help of others in
] A | )
- = ) < ) :
‘ a small groun; (5) he cormpleted the required number of qoals in.situations .

outside of ciass; and {h) he displayed willingness to participate in and

abiiity to sustain conversations in and out of class. Student jmprovement

P . - - R :*“ L - .-
) ‘was rated as noticeable, adeguate, or minimal, based on the degree to .

- . B < .

. °  which the behaviors listed above were performed. -- .-

H

4 V1deo*aped 1nterv1=ws ulfh students were approximately five to .

seven minutes in léngth. They were scheduled at five intervals: befpre

.

" the first class as part of the process of admission, at the seventh week
of the class, at the tenth week (terﬁinatibn) of the class, approximately
ten weeks Jater, and approximately six months later. The interviews
were spliced together in this sequence for each student.

The interviews sought to deferm1ne what students belleved about

<

é b -
their inadequacies in communication and increased skill over t]me (speci- ,

-~

fic examples were solicited), fo what extent these Ehanges could be at-

tributed to instruction (specific examples were saliciﬁed), whether the

students' communication during the interviews appeared congruent with

P 8




their werbalizations sbout i-trave~ent, ard 3bhat sfudenxs said ~bout

N ‘--- -’
their varceptions of w2?f in the co~—uricative ﬁrOCESS and changes in
- ¢ - -

gver Lire, 2n evzluaticn of notxcnabie, adequate, or

e
]
10
wy
@
)
2
&
@®
=)
(2l
ml 1
o

Froav scepch ifstructors traired o rheinrical neﬁaqocv for raticent
. . 3 .
studemts cbiwfyedithn cidectare? dnfervieds with all the students. Four

additicral instructors with sirdlar traininqrin rhetorical -bedagogy ob-

- . - -

seryed the interviens with srrn.':udengs. Rased-on their “instructional

avnar1nnC°S?t0bsorvers "ero as-e to record impressipns, citing specific
4
referents for their =~ore5>1uns abeust what the students <czd and how tho
1A ,

siudents behaved.. Dbservers were asked LQ record a final judgment of

7‘
iTorover2n%, no chanae, or regrassion for each studeni.

Using e judc’?ﬁts §rom the taree sources es, the instructor-made a

fira% judgrent about fhe progross of nach student. These judgments were

.
- e

rncordea as horlcoaele, a&qua*e, or m1n1ma] 1mnr049ment 0F the original

;went/ cfudonts n:npfpen completed the study. Seven were assessed as

t-—-——- . .

hav1ng made adeguate improvement,.and three were dssessed as having made ’

3

minimal improverent.’ , . . .

“ere seemed to be.an associatitn beiween imorovement of students

7 o~
. -

and their ability to apply rhatorical methods‘tovc«:vmmurricatio.';.r The

-

students.who improved acticeabiy said that they continued to use rhetorical

L3

methods after the course had ended, while those who made minimal Amprove-

ment verbalized 1ittle use for such dn approach. In the interviews with
studen¥s toward the end of and after the course, for example, students

L. - <

offered the following observations about their communicative behavior:

1. Increased <scial conversation with the use of rhetorical
technigues {preparing topics for ¢onversation; initiating,
conversation, using structural-skills).




- 2.

4.

5.

6.

:.

7.

"yolusidered-for-orwere elécted .to positions such as

< - “
Increased narticipation in.classes.” -

4 »

3.. Use of goal setting for socidl conversat10h situations, ‘}ﬁ

conferences with an adv1sor and i general nlanning.

-
-

Increased and 1 nore positive responses f?om other oeop]p >
uh1ch'encouragod communlcation attempts.

, ;
Less concentration on, react10ns.such as blushing, for—
getting, mixing up uerds and more-concentration on ways
to appeal to the aud1encé more effectively in a aJven -
situation. .

R
.

3

Revision of self imace from that of shy nonparticipator -
to more capable communicator. Revision of seif <mage

led to fewer reactions of apathy, exclusion, discourage-
ment- in communicative situatiens. Students felt they , . .
now had ‘a choice about whether or not to pgrt1c1pate .
because they knew they had sufficient rhetorlca] skill
to participaté if .they wanted. to.. .

Accep tance of positions or 1eaﬂersh1p or attention.
Aporox.mate]y one third of the mémbers of the class

g

-~

[

.87

“The methods of qoal definition and qoal analysis,
tural technique,

’ o kiunley in Fh
worked most efifectiveiv in the class.

fraternity officer, horticulture show manager, dormi- T
tory counse]or undergraduaté +each1nq intern. :
Interest 1n additionat SUEECh‘C?&SSPS 1n advanced publlc
speaking and debate. .

and rehearsal of alternative strateaies in small groups
Students feporied that the struc-
< ,

tural technique was.particularly helpful in organizing information for a

public speaking situation.

versaticn responsibilities of initiation, bypa551nq awkward’pauses making

{ was also helpful in handling social con-

“,

transitions into different topics, and e1ab0rat1nq on~a topic.

Thus, reticent students vho exoerienced a rhetorical method of in-

struction gener21ly revised their view of the communication process and

their role in it.

)

allowed them.to reas 15PSS Eheir bpl]pf that the1r prnb]émr were atvp1ca1

“And strive for nenot1at1on with others for achievement of qgoals.
, .

-

Further,

-
-

use of the struc- -

Most developed qreater‘identification with others which

-
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stédgnis;impiemented specific rhetorigfl éechn%ques in é var}at*fof
_cd@municatjye'situaé}éns,Qdiside the classrogm. The.fhe;orica] perspec-
tive offered-tﬁém encouragement to face these situatibnsnénd alternative . % .
“skills to negotiate: them. . "_ . . ) .

k- Tite ?hgtoriéal approach %o instructiqn offered no orescriptionsz o \

~ -

‘ 3 ‘ o“ -o - -
however: no magic to «transform the reticent inte a perfect communicator. -

=

" .
A . .

’ > N ) ° . >
Perhaps the few students who made minimal improvement with this method

. e « ] . ”
were not persuMed -that maaic would not happen. . - . &

<. % - . - -
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