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THE PERSISTENACITY OF PUBLIC ADDRESS

Sung to the tune of the Petér Pan Peanut hutter commercial jingle:. "Do you

believe in public speaking? Ya- gotta believe;Lf-" Our meeting "motto" calls us

. »

to survey and analysis, not ‘to debate or persuasion, and yet the title of my
paper and the one to follow seem to imply the defense of a public speaking orienta-
tioﬁ vs. a defense of 1nterpersonal communication in the basic course. Yet I'm

not sure 1if I m affirmatiVe or negative--for good ol' status quo public speaking--
» ' ~ - R . . :

or if interpersonal communication has become the status quo and I'm the one

"advocating a change-~back to good ol' public speaking. Houever, I have recently.

'Y

become a local politician, and have therefore acquired some experience in

mugwumping and an earnest‘desire to please all the ., people all the time. I hesitate

+

to offend those of you who, like one of the participants eﬁéluating the October,.

1975' Southern Speech Communication Workshop on the Basic Course, see "'the ipfight
( ; 1
among Speech (Public Speaking) and Interpersonal people" a8 not useful. ‘Despite

-~

\ ~ my need to refer to interpersonal‘communication in discussing the persistenacity;

‘\\

. N

Interpersonal ‘Communication" button at home. o ‘ . C”\\_ .
. . . e . R

' This analysis will use twd basic divisions: ‘a discussion of description,

of pyblic address, then, I hope you will find that I have left my "étamp‘Out

in terms of what the basic coprse is, and a discussion of prescriptiony in terms

(\- ~

~——

of what speech profe551o als and‘o;hers\think that the basic course should be. -
~J
. Because of my limitations and those‘bf our field, neithir area *“11 be complete
~—— © . >
or- def1nitive, but per‘)s he discuss_ion will be thought~-provo..ug and "further

\\ - ) »
. study~-generating' ratherbthan simply pJovoking.' : -
j> . Let's look first at the descriptive area. In analyzing or examining the /}

basic course in order.to determine its’ compositién, we .frequengly think of one
. P ,

major component as the "Fourse‘content,".including both theory and pracgife._

Fe LY

baper presented at the Southern Speech ommunication Association Convention,

San Antonio, Texas, April 8 1976. N
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We have had, through the fears, a number of surveys.which study the content
, o e ‘ i

of the basic course; Norman T. London in 1964 cited surveys on the purpose

and nature of the first course in speech ‘published in 1949 1950 1952, and

1956 The earlier suryeys as well as London's own survey showed an overwhelming

public speaking orienta%ion. In the London survey, more specifically, the

o i | « 5

"ektemporaneous speaking method was being given major emphasis in teaching

and practice in over 90 per aent of the institutiohs reporting.u Dedmon and
‘ -

Frandsen, also in l964,lfound that over half the required first courses in- ',‘
Bt § : . ‘
institutjons responding ‘to their survey described their courses as 'practical
A : :
. N -~y
public speaking" courses|'and that an additional 30 per cent used a combination

of aPP:Oaches with publit speﬁking as the mﬁjor emphasis.3,

.Iﬁ October, 1967, a systematic effbrt“hegang under the auspices of what

was then th- v'dergraduaﬁe Speech Imstruction Interest Group of the Speech

[ ) -
Communication .. sociatiorf, to monitor {he status of the basic course. The

P

cdmmittee charged wigh tdis;responsibility used the survey method, obtaining

in 1968 what they consiqued to be 2 f'/resentative sample of the basic course,

: 4
in Junior colleges, colleges, and universities. The group reported these
. . B AN

v

finj?@,.f\- T, AR o

It is apparent that since 1963 -64, a sizable number of schools
s have shifted their, "declared" émphasis from public speaking

“or fundamentals: to ‘communication or rmultiple .approaches.
Nevertheless, the basic course in nearly 50 per cent .af the

colleges, univer31ties, and junior colleges_continues to ‘have
@ public speaking or fund&megtals emphasis.

v

The committee observed that more than thﬁée— Ehs‘ F the courses used‘the

e

term pudlic speaking r "fundamentals in the course title. Further détailed|

 analysis og\\he>data from ‘the schools’ 1ndicat that the course content of WMany

S

\inﬁﬁén{ of:the‘"communication" courses, hsd'a public address emphasis.

reporting a "communication" orienfation actuakiy entered on what the committee.

considered public speaking, and théf“the textt

ooks mos} frequently used, even

5
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> The second and most recent of the survﬁys In the SCA’ effort to“monitor the
- ‘tatus of the basic course was reported;in l974, based on a survey made in late.
- " ‘ Toeghe
1973. The committee found that, compared to, fiye yedrs before, there was an
. &

A - (\"

.apparent reduction in courges emphasizing publ g speaking, fﬁndamentals, and

“voice and art1culation, and~an increase in cours emphasizing a multiple approach.
. ; o (

The multiple approach;was named by the largest gréup, 39.4 per centw communication
b

was reported by 24.5 per cent; public speaking by 21. 3 per cent, d fundamentals

<<\ ‘ by 12.8 per cent.8 It might be obvious to thoughtﬁ%} readers that thh one-choice
- b7 . »'
L4l - o \\
= categorizing labels 1isted without defin1tion or description to- guide respond :

£ i

or later report readers ‘seem to overlap and are ambiguous..gwhe course 'tha I call

' “\
communication," for instance, could easily emphasize public address—-yet I might

.label it "communication" for the course catalog and on the survey form to make?it
seem more palatable or 'with it."9 ,
. — ‘ .

The committee itself speculated, as in the earlier survey, that'the‘apparent'

: . . -
change in orientation might be more a change in name than a change. from the
* “graditional public speaking course content. :Detailed data revealed that a largé_:!‘

majority of those reporting required the delivery of 4:to lO speeches and many'?

:required 1to 3 speeches. Much course time was given to public speaking-related

N

‘ 10 .
lecture topics. Further, the most frequently used textbooks were still

public speaking oriented although 1nterpersonal textbooks were increasing in

11
popularity. As the authors state in their summary, "courses may have been

-

- re-named or designated as 'communication' courses or courses reflecting a

'multiple’ approach (including 'cqmmunication') because of the assumed attractive-

- " B
ness of the word communication.“lz_

The committee survey also concluded that among all types of courses, despite B

some suggestion' in our Journals that theory-only courses should supplanﬁ\theory

s

and practice courses,13 the large majority of courses used a’ combination of

theory and practice, with more time spent on performance than on_theory invall

types of beginning couﬂbes.14 Es.




~

It is also evident that of the many articles concerning specific improve-

' ments in the basic course in the 1960's and 197Q’s (except those Juggesting a

change to.tne interpersonal approach), almost all epvisioned the public-address

1
1l

~ oricnted basic course as the setting or context. for the authors' suggestions
concerning team teaching, use of model sﬁeechesvand common materials, contract

;[ grading, simulation games, closed-circuit television, and videotaping.15 Unless
Sl 1 . . : :
the wvarious authors of recent articles, from many universities and training

»

,backgrounds, have been completely'insensitive to trends, their basic assumption
of a public address course seems to speak.to what is still the "norm."

Surveys have attempted to discover what the basic course composition is

¢

with_regard to content--the theories and skills that are taught and/or practiced.

¢

It is clear from our earlier discdussion that our surveys are imperfect with '

regard to—designating and'describing what we mean by our categories when we ask
: _ 'respondentsatgﬁcategoriée, and we are ieft'with educated guesses in that.area
1 of'coursefcompoéiticn.f;Course composition can aiso include the‘consumers of the
course."Let's see_if'ue fare better in discussing who takes the basic course.

.~Our.yery.definitipn of the basic course, since we can't generalizé on the basis

.a -

'of content, seems to stem to some degree from the course consumers. The 1968

SCA committee survey defined the ba51c course as '"... that.course either
requlred or recommended ‘for a signficant number of undergraduates; it is that

-~

s speech course which the department either has [recommended] or would' recommend
. .
' ' 'as<being required for all or most undergraduates if the college administration

‘rasked it to name a course. so required."16 Bert Bradley accepts this

It é‘/s definition in lieu of a mdre prec1se one as a basis for his discussion of the
‘:t:-' basic course; n;ting that the wide variance in course content does not enable us
-2 . -
£o use content as & basis for definition.17 o
Who, then, arevthe consumers? We can generalize little about- them i )

/
except that tnfy areethose undergraduates Who are guided, by requirement or ,

’. . 4
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reéommendation,'in o' theybasic speech course. .The surveys distussed earlier

- reﬁeal that the ldrge majority of undergraduates are still’reguired to take the

»

basic cerse. 'The most recent SCA survey showed that course enrollments in _

most institutions in 1973 were stable or increasing over five years before,
. :

and that thp growth rate in the basic course was the same as or greater than

Ve

Y , _
the overall -institutional growth pattern. The most recent class size reports

indicate, as did earlier reports, that classes are kept small at most colleges *
- . .
and universities, usually-lB to 22 students.19 -
Our desgriptios of the coﬁsuﬁesxof the basic course could.also include tﬂe
decision-makers in the varloss academic curricula or 'msjor" areas who continue .
| . i

to require or recommend that students in those majors take the basic speech
course. Even the dmployersnof the ‘students yho take our basie course snd the

_ taxpayers who help subsidize it could be considered '"far—out'" subfactors of
this "consumer" factor in our description of the basic course. .Whether the =
speech ski%‘kneeds and desires of students, (needs and desires.as we see "them
snd/or'as they see qhem), academic major decision makers, employers, and_taxpayers

is a valid.copsideretios in deciding what the basic course shesid.hg_is a -
matter for our "prescriptive" section. o |

Another signficant factor in our analysis by description is the teacher of
the basic course. Some of our surveys of the basic course have considered whether -
”regular" fgculty or graduate assistants teach the course. The most secent -
survey'found that despite economic pressures, there has been no decided trend
tows;d the assumption'by'graduate students of a large psrt'of the basic course
load;20 However,'I have found no recent survey of the suitability of the
treining‘snd experience‘of‘instructors of the bssic course in qualifying them
to teach whatever approach is taken-to the basic course in that instructor's b

college or university. This lack of data in the-descriptive area will weaken

our discussion in the prescriptive area.

. (. L
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<\ We have had problems of definition in'our attempt to discover what is
thpcning in the basic céurse. How Quch more cgmplex will our task become fiow,
"as we turn to the views of speech professionals and'speech'courae c;nsumers i
concerning what should Eg happening? Let's éo back to my opéning commercialq‘
Following the’priginal peanut butter jingle Seginning, "Do you believe in peanyt
butter," Peter Pan inquires, "Ds you believe?" All respondents, from
appropriately plump ur;;ins to élaerly gfandmus, reply coopérativelf; "I believé"
in turA. OJ} believers in pgg;ié é;eaking are among the most respécted names.
in the profession. Among them are authors of textbooks and néw{editiona of
textbooks since 1970 who'appérently have made believers out of their publishers.
For example, a.new 1972 basic cou¥se Eextbookfby Bert Bradley states that "this
book is focused upon the beginning course in oral communication or public
. : . .
* speaking.".21 Charles Gr&ner. Cal Logue, Dwight Freshley, and Richard Huseman
in their 197& basic course .textboc;kz2 make stpong pointe in the preface for\the
. persistenacity of public address, although they nod to thglinterpersonal trend
by including chapters on interpersonal commhnigation. In a,1976 text which

emphatically moves "back to fundamentals'" as its title declares, the same

authors state specifically, "Whereas our book Speech Communicdtion in Society

. [1972] was written for the basic course which includes hoth public speaking

and interpersonal communication, this work...is written for the public-speaking -

- oriented course.;.ip general this is a new woric."23 Bryant and Wallace, in

' their fourth edition of the short version of their basic course textbook (1976),

make specific reference to "some of the other important points of view" in “

3

the field (including the interpersonal approach), which they suggest as

additional rgadings at the ends of chapters;24 Obviously, waever, in revi;ing

) “

-.both this text and the fifth edition of their longer and even mbore popular

Fundamentals of Public Sanking,25 which are both definitely oriented toward

-7 L - o . ‘ A -
. \ E; : .



public speaking, Bryant and Wallace are believers. Although rummaging in my

L]

own attic cbuld_hardly éualify as a scholarly and acceptable survey, I note
thgt there are on my shelves 14 basic cdurse textbooks out since 1970 that do

not even mention interpersongl communication; thelr cortents do not seem

influenced to any significant degree by the interpersonal approach.
‘ . 3
On the other hand, oi.ly one of the 17 ﬁredominnntly interpersonal textbooks

s on my shelves omitsany reference to public speaking. Some at least acknoﬁledge

the bast predominance of public address before defending their departure from

. ¢ . . .
it. Most incorporate some Ypublic speaking skills" into a bdasically

» . N . .
interpersonal textbook, apparently saying with Boreman and Bormann that "We

have not...igonored the still-useful tradition that comes from a study of

rhetoﬁic and public speaking fn regard to such mattgrs as the use of evidence,

the organization of messages, and the delivery of public_speeches."26 In .

.
the preface to the second edition of their basic text, Wiseman and Batker

' observe that"...many schools recognize that while communication theory and

ideal are importsnt, theory and practice.in public speaking are still vital;

i . - - N
and we retain key aspects of the latter."27 Brooks states in his preface to

)

”

the seéonq edition of his popular Speech Communication that he rejected a

.

° w
nar¥ow treatmeftt in his introductory text because "It was clear that the
students and teachers using the text appreciated the broad approach that

provided a iremework for relating\intrspersonal,_interpersongl, public, and
cultural communication."zsl ’ ‘ N
As infetpersonal,authors have included material on public speaking, 8o
public i:dress authors have included interpersonal themes. Baird, Knower,
and BeckEr in the fourth edition of-their basic text report'that'"Though

Essentials of General Speech Communication’'does not mi‘ze formal speaking,

’ -«

it enlarges f/s\\\ e to focus on a variety of the communication exqeriences
g i e

which a student wi encounter in the post-academic world.

-’ 9 ._ ~
3 ) . .
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Wiseman and Barker even go as far as to state that public apeaking ttwelf

should be considered as lnterpersonal communication: "The intent of our first
¢

cdition was to ntimulgtc atudents to view public speaking as interpersonal

communication...The second edition maintains theé position that public apeaking
should be interpersonal in nature...."

] N\

L}

-,

Tubbs and Mosa seem to concur,
reporting that they place public speaking "Within the total context of human
communicat fon"
\

and asserting that most of the material on, interpersonal
'

U communication can be applied by the public speaker as well. Gruner and
1 . ) y
tolleagues have the same idea with '"reverse emphasis'; they cite Brigance*b
R ’ .
3
bdief that public speaking should have many of the characteristics of
9 .
!
"‘enkarged conversation,'"
B
v *
spcukh@g

1

adding that "The study and practice of public

-]

can make a person a better speaker in all situations'--obviously
AN

implyiné\ that public speaking skills can be applied to fﬁte;persoﬁal
. Y /
COmmunicatEQn.32

AN

“ >
It is cléqr that many recent textbooks ar

N
could be designated "interpersoﬁii\

e iqcluding maeerial‘which
\to a greater or lesser degree. Their
prefaces prescribé an interpersqnal‘apprOACh, ; public speaking approach, or
a "cogbination" apprgach. Rationéles for thqge recommenda;ioné are often

included in the prefaces and are more fully developed in journal articles

by textbe#ok authors and other speech professionals. However, Bert Bradley

uses a number of.journal articles to show that we often d?sagree about what

interpersonal communicat}on is in the first place. He proceeds to argue,

about both-.33

with his definite pro-public speaking bias, that we are abandoning public
speaking for interpefsonal communication on the basis of faulty assumptions
. o

He advocates further study and research into the purposes

and personnel gf the bagic course and into how best td serve the per nel,34

a recommendation with which I heartily concur. In the meantime, hoﬁever,
lgt'us look at the reasons that some spefech professiohals‘preacribe public
Y . ' .
( - 10 7
QN . - \‘ .
ERIC -



“state or imply that structured, pre-planned "public speech' messages are far

npadking, both theory and practice, (n the basic source.

Dofﬁndcru of the public speaking approach, 1ike detenders of interpersonal

\

communicdt fon, argue that the consumer of the course-—the student~-beneflits

from the public speaking approach. Although {t is clear, as {nterpernon-

4 .

ali mts obscrve, that people spend fnr'mqu communication time ip interperaonal
[
situations than {n public gddvess ultuncionu.3) defehderas of public addresns

do not concede that "time spent' cquals relevance or importance. Some authors

|

v - 36
more difficult and therefore more worthy of study in a college course. But

the traditional view of-the importancc of public address to society as

~

l/-\

~"prLsentgd in countlesa introductory chapters of basic texts is this, as stated

'by Grungr and colleagues in their preface to Speech Communication in Society:

[y

pgcause we strongly feel that the educated citizen has not

only the right, but the duty to be a responsible and‘vocal'citizen."37

. in answer to the interpersonalists, they add, "...ve bélieve, with Aristotle,

that the study of public speaking is justifiable even if the student does not

subsequently practice the craft actively—;since he needs to know the craft in

order to defend himself againsf it as used by the politician, the,ha;esman,

and the advertiser."38 Our texts stress critical listening skills’ in the

basic course. Bradley cites studies by Kathleen Kendall and Stacks dnd
)‘\

Gordon to show that public sReaking may be done much more after graduation
than we thiqk it is, and to suggest that we need more research into the
frequency and importance of the public speaking of college‘students after

. 39
graduation.

»

There are those who refer to the basic course as the '"'service" course.

The preceding discussion of gervLce to the consumer was from our more
. -

¥

knowledgeable and experienced (?)“biewpoint as -we condldered whaf the student

Al

as an 1ndividﬁ§i and a group memberuiﬁ society. needs. Although many of us

' 11 o - "
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resist "the customer {s always right" philosophy that would allow students
. ' ) »
to tell un what they want from the basjfe course, some proponents of the

]
.

-~
fnterperaonal approach use the "more satisfied customer" as a reason to change-

)

: 0
from publfc speaking to the {nterpersonal upproncn.a Mehrley and Backes
dincuns the negative Lmage of the public speaking orientation in the banic'
course and call for fevolutionary change to a communication approach which
will improve our image with students, academic area’ heads who require the
, . 41 ;

course, and other faculvy. Conversations with colleagues from schools
which have begun to emphasize iInterpersonal communication reveal that these

¢ .
colleagues attribute some of the customer satisfaction to the significantly.

-

higher grades that have accompanied the change. Robert M. Smith describes

the far greater popularity of the interpersonal course over the publ}c speaking
course at wichitu State University, where studcnté hnvé a choice. However,

he states that {ts popularity, in his vicw;'ié probably due to the fact that
"younger, and somewhat moré exciting teachers" Eeach the interpersonal course,
that students are¢ avoiuing public spéaking rather than specifically choosing
interpersonal, that students receive slightly higher grades for the interpeigonal
course, and other factors which,haQe "nothing to do with 5 dichotomy befween v
the content 1; the specific courses."l’2 Some colleagués complain, in

. _ o / .
conversation, that students like the interpersonal course because all they

haye to do is be cooperative and friendly during class and they get A's or
: . 4

B's in performance.

’

We hgve no broad survey data that I'could discover on how students
themse}ves compare and rate tﬂe’two basic approaches. -In January, 1975, I
conducted an un§cientific survey at Louisiana Tech University»among upper-
level speech students who had been exposed tolbogh approaches, and was L2
surpriséd to find that 29 of the 35 survéyed fglt that both speech majors‘

and non-majoré would find the public speaking approach in the first course

more valuable than the intérpergonal;' The same numRer felt that in a multiple



the sort of basic course they will require of their majors.f’4 Some of my

Ly
[

’ :;‘b 0

»'1"

approach emph331s ‘stiould be. on public speakfng.uapoj,;

"Unlversity of Iowa Alumni found that although social conversation; giving

information, and-dec1sion-making with one persom were used mostvfrequently;

various types of speaking to a group were ranked a) most diffidult. The
» '..é,
RPNt
alumni recommended the giving of various types* of)public speedhé% ch more

highly than they recommended various tgpes of interpersgnal.activities or

discussion. "As Lohr observes, "The results of this study suggeq; that public

speaking traininé»should receive sttong'emphasis in a Fundamentals Spéech

Course. Four public speaking activities topped the list of recommended

aetivitiés."43- Again, we need more data to draw firm conclusions about

.

student desires. Yet we do have some data which might in?icate that

freQuency of later use, popularity, and perceived value ﬁight not necessarily

w
3

" be the same. _ S .

<

We also suggested that the majer academic area decision makers’, ‘the
employers of students, .and even' the taxpayers might be‘considered consumers

of the basic course. We could become even‘morf ndirect and state that

‘soéiety as a whole'is the consuﬁer. The edueat on major who becomes a first

.
grade teacher and influences the speech of his students could illustrate the

"ripple" effect. We are given to speculation what these eonsumers ' need,
o

but again we lack data. . o ’ /ﬁ{\

Some speech departments apparently éllow other academic areas to choose
) . P

v

colleagues maintain in conVetsation that other academic areis wart their majors
tb.bestaikFt public speaking. But are the academic;aréa'de:'ﬂinn-makers

aware of their options? Surveys and studies have been made to discover what
cgmmunication skills employers want from their employees at various levels,45

but even here our data is sketchy, and we are not sure employers can make a

wise choice if they are not familiar with all our wares, °

ST s 13
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Ky _ In the area.of the "other consumers,' perhaps we.need to ifdform our, consumers

.

and then survey them. We could find out which academic areas and which employers
: ot

do not specifically require certain communication courses or skills for their .

- N

personnel, and why. Other studies of our_consumers needs and. desires--from

8 . our point of view and theirs--could be undertaken. oot

-

[T Y

\ ‘ " We have a prescription also concerning'the_size of the course. We generally

- prefér the smaller size class, perhaps 18-22 students, for the course in both

«
L3

the interpersona1 and the pub1ic address performance approaches.46 Although
many of us would not prescribe as ideal a situation in which large 1ecture
usections emphasizing'theoryganh not practice prevail, some, such as East and
Starkey, have suggested this approach for economic reasons.47 The E\ig and
‘gtarkey approach combines a 1arge 1ecture(course in rhetoric (200~-250 students)

with small performance sections (25-21.students each). Kirn and Taylor, (

- o
° .

however, discuss the non-performance "1ibera1 arts" ‘approach which is
> [
alytical and historical and which trains the student in>making value

., é, " " 48 A\
judgements and stimulates his imafinftion as a "model" approach, and *
~Bevilacqua offers rhetorical theory to satisfy."students'.demand for Bub-

a4

stantive courses in speech which offer subject matter of historical and
a i

philosophical impoﬁtance.“49 Advantages of the non-performance approach
include the economic advantage of using large sections if necessary, but g
speech professionals who favor a non-performance course and a course using

" large rather than small sections seem to be in the minority.

The teacher of the basic ‘course has also been prescr1bed Bradley

P
-

notes the widespread use of senior faculty members rather than almost
e exclgsive use of graduate assistants and other junior staff members as had

been expected with budgft restrictions. He feels that the use of sénior

.faculty is "a recognition of the importance ‘of the basic courses to our

various departments and our discipline.”" He adds that pone important way \\\c,//

to attract students as speech majors is to use "the most. e7perienced and

ERIC =™ o4




-
successful members of the dfpartment" in the basic course.50 Although a

e teacher 8 success (1), attractiyeness to studgnts, training, and experience

A

A o

ma; or may not be correlated and although we have little idea of the kinds

gf skills that are necessary for the interpersonal and the public speaking
/ﬁ/teacher to be a "good! teﬁiper 'we do well to question. We do not have .
~

/, "enough data to prescribe specifically, but Loren Reed" s advice to contemporary
' . e ~N _ .
speech "teacher apprentices is this: "Prophecy‘is hazardous; probably those//

will continuéﬂhi

r the majority, butithe fundamentals teacher should be training in grqu
% <
process as well as in speechmaking "51 We assume, although the assumption

@ .
. f -

ffirst courses that put a major sfiphasis on speech'mak

Iz

may be false, that most of our first course teachers have training in speech-

\

making. We prescribe-training in interpersonal skills, butsre we now _ _

equipped, as a profession, to teach the interpersonal course? Jeyn Stewart

r

says that the’ interpersonal course "does not require the teacher to be a

clinlcal psychologist, but it does require a commitment to §tudents as a -

')//i human being.">?2 " He adds, '"Our experience with this: approach indicates that

it is sometipes frustrating. The approach requires man)|-changes on the

9'part of both - students anﬁ teachers."53 The necessary changes were seen
and‘stated/yore bluntly by one of my speech students: 'If you use this
interpersoéal/jpproach, too many changes would have to be made. You'd

have to becoie a psychiatrist and I'd have to become psychotic to take

Ty
i 12
the course." v

P
Again we lack data.for our prescription of the ideal teacher for

both approaches. Perhaps we should collect data, analyze it, and formulate
guidelines in the building and maintenance of good basic course teachers.
One final criterion: we always prescribe course "effectiveness" as

.an obviously implied, if not stated,'assumption. Bradley discusses the

A

problems we have with determining our effectiveness in the basic course.
4 . . .

\ . | :

He -suggests that false judgments of our purpose d lack of effectiveness

Q. : ' 1.55-
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%P us}nslgﬁhapublic addres%'approach to the basic course have led to odr
. apparent shift to interperBonal communication.sn Yet public speaking

approach was con81dered effective under the definition of effeqt veness

used by Faul:s, LittleJohn, and Ayerétss We know too little about effec—
L3

tiveness in the basic course. Some have found the problem of effectiveness;

~

RT«;} to be related to the larger "apeech" probdem of uniqueness and specific

% .
purpose: The February, l975, presidential mess%ge of SCA president Herman
N .

s - Cohen speaks indirectly to oqur problem,SGIas do ﬁhltner and Henning.sl

What, then, shall we céhclude? One conclusion is that we know very

2
1ittle from which to draw a conclusion. Wt need: to do much, more research.

. . '

‘?Basically though we can conlude descrfptively that we find that éhe public
L
_speaking orientation, butthat name oOr any other, ‘is still in use in many, ,

» ," if not most, ba61c courses. We can’ conclude prescriptively that many

textbook authors, administrators, teachers, and thoughtful students feel

3 that the public speaking-approach, alone or in combination with other

t
approaches, conainues to be the most valid for their needs. It i8 possible,

.

2 however, that-the incumbent has become recumbent. We who are interested

‘in the public speaking apprbach should bring innovative ideas into our work.

. .o , . ‘ S
We should find ways’to combige public speaking with interpersonal communication

(Y )

and group discussion; and give training in asking and rgsponding to questions'
. from the audience following prearranged pres&ntations. Talkhback sessions,

one-on-one discussions after the speech, "reverse" forums in wh1ch the

. , - s
speaker asks the questidns and the audience-members answér, pre- and post-—
SRl
tests, and other means of.combining 1nterpersonal approaches with public
_ 5 ' R
speaking could be used. \\\ _ // . ' Ny !
J .

Like peanut butter, public speaking can be combined with other ingredients,

. . . % . . . RN B
such as the jelly of interpersonal c unication: to make An excellent sandwich.=<

» | ' 1;6; N S ‘ . v
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), Georgia State Unﬁt?rslty, October 1%- 18, 1975, 5. (Mimeographed) ,
. ' 7, »
ZNorman T. London, . "Pro[ouu]onnl ALtlLuduu Wanrd n VlruL Courta (n
| Speéech and Its Requiremént:in Auwrican Collcg«.s Spg»ch 'l'oncher, 1 (1964).
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