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ASSESSING OUTCOMES IN VARIATIONS OF THE BASIC COURSE:
A COMfARATIVE-ANALYSIS OF STUDENT PERCEPTIONS

. o
1

. . ‘\

Basic)courses in Speech Communication exist in indefinite variety.
- - : : . .

’

Basic courses can be structured accotding to different "philosophies" or’

w0

may reflect "expedient compromises" among competing interests within de:
;- . v
.partmgnts. The pgilosophic alternatives might be characterized’on a
contingdm which emphasizes performamce/skill develqpmeht at oﬂé extremet
and informationiexposure/gognitive'éqmprehenéién opbthe~other.‘ In addition
to these "philo§ophicf differeﬁces, basic courses also vary iﬁ terms of |
the content units included. Possible units include Communication Theory,
Interpersonal Communication, Small Group Communicaéion, Organizational
Communication,.Public Speaking, Mass Communication, etc.1 Courses vary
in terms of the units sglected for inclusion, the time'alldcatéd»to the
variohs.units;‘and these diffg;ences interaqt with varying degrees of
emphasis on performance/sf&ll development and information exposure/cpgnitive
comprehension. Given this variety in basic coursés,vit wohld‘be difficult
to empirically assess the impaét of the multitude .of differences. Not
only is the empirical research faéed‘with the problems of séope ana tﬁe~

!
standard relative inability to control variables in the educational setting,

but there is no overwhelming consensus in the discipline over desired
outcomes or wﬂere differences may be found over preferred outcomes. How,

for instanée, does one assess the relative gain in skill development

against a relative loss in information exposure or cognitive comprehensioﬁ?

If one turns to the scholarly literature of the discipline for

”

assistance in answer'ing this sort of a question, then a survey of the
¢ .
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literature since 1970 will reveal no attemptsfté cope wify it and almost

.
P +

§3 research evaluatlng ghe outcomes of ‘basic course 1nstruction In fact,

K~
©

deipite all the phllosophlcal wrangles there‘ls rather little we know
|, about: the outcomes of taklng a basic speech*communlcatlon course.2 It could °
be that a blend phllosophy might actually enhance skill 3Fvelopment more

‘than a philosophy exclusively devoted to performance and,skill development.

' . y .

There is a need for assessing the outcomes of variations in basic courses
to help.answer such questiohs ;é: At what point do ﬁérformancés_ﬁégin to
result in diminishing returns in skill dévelopﬁént? How do variations
in time allocation relate to student comprehension and retention of

. N - .
th?oreti%al information? 'Qo students;éain'as'much from "simulations' as
"graded exercises?" Answers to questions of this sort.wil} be useful to
individual teachers, and course dir;ctorsain ;he design and épenation of
basic courses. But a bettet understanding of the outépmes of basic commu-

' . )

nication instruction “could also be useful in defending the basic course

in terms of its achievements rather than just its goals.

In order to provide preliminary answers to questions such as these, -

and asipart of an ongoing évaluation‘of the basic course at
: 4

University, a ‘survey .of student percep;ions and opinions was
conducted at the end of the Spring 1982 semester in two variations of
blend basic courses. This study will be‘reporfed in the following
fashion:- |

1. Descfiption of Course.Variations

2. Description of Survey and Hypotheses

3. Survey Results and Interpretation

4, Llimitations and Need for Further Research




DESCRIPTION OF COURSE VARIA&IONé« o - e 3

u" . T : v

For ease of reference, one var1at1on will be labeled the BASIC BLEND

L
y

and fhe second labeled as BLEND ‘ PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS. Both varlations

P .
reflect a common approach to the basic course and 1nc1uded units on COMMU-

NICATION THEORY, INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION,'SMALL QRQUP COﬂMUNICATION, "

@

AND PUBLICWSPEAKING. ‘Both courses were tauéht by faculty members who

~

. : CL / . . “
lectured over content material 'and supervised graduate teaching assistané%
who worked in classes with between 25 and 30 students. ;& common textbook

was used In both variations. Figure 1 clarifies the dif ferences in the .

course, showing the time allocation betwee%’units and qhe:sequenciné of

Ce

units. ) P
) FIGURE 1
COMPARISON OF COURSE VARIATIONS : : j:7 T
COURSE UNIT TIME - : o . /
ALLOCATION . BASIC BLEND BLEND: ' PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS
COMMUNICATION THEORY 3 1/3 weeks . ' 5 2 weeks
INTERPERSONAL COMM. - 2 weeks P 2 weeks
SMALL GROUP COMM. 2 2/3 weeks : 2 weeks
- PUBLIC SPEAKING 5 weeks 'y P 7 weeks
EXAMS . "1 week ! 1 week.
UNIT SEQUENCE’ . BASIC BLEND " BLEND: PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS
COMMUNICATION THEORY . . COMMUNICATION THEORY
INTERPERSONAL COMM. - PUBLIC SPEAKING: INFORMATIVE
SMALL GROUP COMM. SMALL GROUP COMMUNICATION
PUBLIC SPEAKING PUBLIC SPEAKING: PERSUASIVE
INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION
GRADED ., : : .
PERFORMANCES . ) BASIC BLEND BLEND: PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS
N C ‘ oo
Problem-solving discussion Problem—solving}discussion'
Discussion outline Discussion outline )
3 Two speeches T e Three speeches
* - o i Vo 1 Three speech outlines '

-

The BASIC BLEND allocated more time to the Coﬁmunicatien Theory and

4

. ¢ )
Small Group Communicdtion units of the course and less time to Public Speakt

. . . T
\‘1‘ , - ) 5
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idgf "Although tlie eime~differen§ia1 wae en}§:two weeks in percentage terms,
the BASIC BLEND spent 66% more time on Communication Theory, 337 more time .
on Small_G?oup Communieation, and 402“1essFtime on Public Speaking than the
BLEND:'éUQPIC SPEAKINC EMPHASI1S ., In‘sequeneiné the BASLé BLEND followed a
standard sequence from'pOMﬁUNICATION THEORY through the levels of commu-
"',nicacilon_: INTERPERSONAL, SMALL CROUP, AND PUBLIE. In contrast, the BLENQT
PUBLIC ,spEg.;(IﬁG EMPHASIS began with COMMUNICATION THEORY, moved to BUBLIC
SPEAKING, sandwiched GROUP COMMUNICATION between sub-units on PUBLIC
SPEAKING;(both for dariety and under a problem solving theme wﬂdch unified
both units), and ended with INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION. . In regard tg

assigmments, ‘the key difference was the additional speech and graded out-

lines in the BLEND: ' PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS.

e ,
DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY. AND. HYPOTHESES

A thirty-two item instrument was developed to measure gtudent self-
perceptions codcerning their improvement‘in'cogngtive comprehension and
skill develoﬁment ae a result of taking a basic speech communicdtion
course. (A copy of the survey is attached aS'AppeddiQII.) The survey Qas
cireulated among departmental faculty and'pafticularly between ghe two
lecturers for‘phrasing and preliminary consensus on i;clusion of items
generally considered amoné‘the éeals of intfoductqry cOurses'in\speech
commuiication. ‘

. The survey .included five demographic items providing cIassification,'
sex;.expected grade;/gfﬁde poidt average, and instrhctbr. One item dealt
with overall satiefaction with instruction, and one 1€ém with overalll
stddent satisfaction with.knowledge and abiiity developed in the course.
Twenty items were devoted to assessing student self—perceptions of improve-

. ment in "understanding'" or "ability" in various units of the course. Of




e, T ( SRR 5
. N /

N\

these twenty items, three items concerned Communication Theory; four items

concerned Interpersonfl Communication; two items concerned group communi- '
0 i} < ’ )

-

cation; ning items coficerned Public Speaking, and two items with the trans-

»

ference of compos?ti n skills to writing. Finally, five items -of student

f

opinion were includeqd as assessments of their perceptions of their own. . N
I ' : con : ‘
needs, interests and/ general improvement.. - )

L

Bepéuse the survey w#s based on student self~perceptions of improveﬁent,(

t , : .8 s
. there seemed no reason to assume that students ‘in variations of the basic

course would percefve thémselves as more improved simply by virtue of the .
. — . '
course section they eﬂrolled in. §£udents*were réporting perceptions of
) > ’

self~improvement, not‘cébparing themselves to students in other variations.
Thus, the initial hypothesis was that ‘there would be no significant
differences in perceived improvement between the BASIC BLEND and the BLEND:

ey -

PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS..

SURVEY RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION

The survey was admiﬁistered during the last,day of the 1982 Spring

seﬁester prior to the fi;al expminationvpériod. The survey was given to 101
- '

students from -the PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS and 132 student from the BASIC
BLEND. Students were not randoml& selected. All students attgnding-the
last class period were given the survey to complete.

- The survey results concerning stﬁdent self—peréeption of improvement
and ability in the units of the course are reported in Tables 1 throuéh 3.
Table 1 provides an itedkbyiitem }isting of fesulté including mean scores, /
E_value,;E value ;nd vafiancé accountedvfor. Table 2 provides a unit by
unit comparison in‘which all items relating to a given course unit are
pooled in the éomparison. Mean scores,:g value, é value, and variance =~ “

accounted for are provided. Finally, .Table 3'provides'a rank ordering

of the items noting differences judged to be "meaningful."

Voms

Q . Lo 7

-
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In interpreting the results of the survey an important statistical
~caution.is important. Because there were a large number of students in the

study, statistical power was very high. When statistical power is very
. &

high, the probability of discovering "statistidally significant difference"”
’ oy : ’ : .

is great but théﬁhb@gingfulness of the difference in practical terms can

be minimal. Therefore, d;scovering.a statistically signifieant différence

was considered a necessary but insufficient criteria for any éurvey results

"to be considered meaningful. In order to.be‘cénéidered'meaningful, an

2 . . . ) : .
eta. (variance accounted for) value of 5% (.05) was set as criterion.
Although this is an arbitrary standard, it assures that results considered
[ .
meaningful are not merely artifacts of. statistical power.
' A < :

" TABLE -1

I - ’

Survey Results for Items 7-26

. ° MEAN
e PUBLIC MEAN
L o SPEAKING  BASIC . )
. ITEM # AND ISSUE EMPHASIS BLEND t P eta
7. Improved understanding © 3.84 3.54 2.95 .004 .036
' of communication pro-
cess, . . @ , )
8. Improved understanding 3.83 3.78 50 .61% 001
of communication L - : .
. ‘breakdown. ’ )
9. Improved understanding - 3.70 3.57 1.18  .241 .006
language influence on _ =
thought, perception - : ’ ’
10. Improved understanding .. 3.68 3.67 .15 .884 .0001

'small group decision , .
making procef&s. :

11. Improved understanding- 3.81 3.60 1.84 .067 .014
‘communication effects K )
‘interpersonal rela-

¢ tionships i -

12. Improved ability to 3.64 3.54 .91 .363 .0004

participate in ‘small
group discussion.

13. Improved ability as 3.62 3.32 2.61 .01 .029°
listener. /

14, Improved ability to 3.58 3.50 .77 A .003
S use feedback. ‘ o



ity because of research,
organization, and analy-
tic skills taught in
speech communication.

TABLE 1 _ 7
. Cont'd.
MEAN v
PUBLIC MEAN’
. . SPEAKING  BASIC )
ITEM # AND ISSUE EMPHASIS BLEND t p eta

15. Improved ability in- 3.69 3.41 2.56 011 .028
interpersonal comm. ) . . o

16. Improved understanding 3.82 3.74 .73 .469 .002
‘purposes, types of, : : - : .

. parts of public speech v : .

17. Improved ability to 4,117 3.82 2.55 .012 .027

, organize a speech. .

18. Improved ability to 3.76 3.39 2.99 ~ .003 .037
research a speech.- .' ' -

© 19, Improved ability to S 73,93 -.3.26 5.37 .0001 .111
logically outline. - _ "

20. Improved ability to 3.95 3.61 3.16 - .002 .041
effectively deliver o '

a speech. ' . . :

21. Reduced fear of 3.69 3.25 3.23 . ,001 043

: public speaking. . - , '

22, Improved ability to - 3.41 3.22, 1.66 .093 .012

) invent/generate ideas Ny - ‘

23. Improved ability to 3.45 3.06 3.40 .001 .048
analyze and'explain ’
causes, . o

24, Improved ability to 3.63 3.12 4,42 .0001 .078
develop and support a ‘ '

' thesis. L.

25, Used knowledge of 3.52 3.00° 4.11 .0001 .068
speech composition to ‘
improve writing.

26. fﬁproved_writing abil- 3.51 2.80 .62 .0001 .120
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TABLE 2 ,
RESULTS FOR CLUSTERED ITEMS
RANKED ACCORDING TO VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR

MEAN
PUBLIC MEAN
+ SPEAKING BASIC 9
CLUSTER ISSUE ‘ .. EMPHASIS BLEND t p eta
_WRITING 3.52 2.90 . 5.33  .0001 . .109
(Items 25, 26) - o . *
PUBLIC SPEAKING ¥ 3.75 3.39 © 4.38 ° .0001 .077
(Items 16-24) _
ALL ITEMS o 3.n 3.41 3.99 .0001 - .064
(Items 7-26) o T :
INTERPERSONAL . 3.68 3.46. . 2,42 7,02 .025
(Items 11, 13-15) ' , . ' ' -
COMMUNICATION THEORY 3.79 -3.63 1.80 .07, - " .014
(Items 7-9) :
SMALL GROUPS, ' 3.66 3.60 0.61 - .54 . .002
(Items 10, 12) L §w .
. ’ . '/\
, N
.
TABLE 3
MEANINGFUL RESULTS
N , RANKED ACCORDING TO VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR -
v MEAN
PUBLIC
SPEAKING , . 9
ITEM #'AND ISSUE EMPHASIS BLEND t p eta

26. Improved writing 3.51 2.80 5.62 .0001 .120

abllity because of ' :
- research, organization,

and  analytic skills

taught in speech comm. .

19, Improved ability tq 3.93 3.26 5.37 20001 .111
logically outline. ' ’

24, Improved'ability‘to 3.63 3.12 4.42 .0001 .078
develop and support e
thésis, -

25. Used knowledge of . 3.52 3.00 4.11 .0001 .068
speech camposition to ' . .
improve writing. ~
. i .

. \
‘ -»
Q . B »" | -:l()
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Comparison of the mean scores in ‘'Table 1 reveals that the BLEND: PUBLIC
SPEAKING. EMPHASIS ranks higher on all items than ﬂuaBASIC BLEND. Examina—
tion of Table 2 shows that when pooled by course un;t and overall there
Are statlstically s;gn1fieant‘differences between -the courses overall,

and in the units'on interpersonal communication_and public speaking. However, -

~ the variance accounted for in lnterpersonal Communication is only 2 5/

and ‘thus is not considered meaningful. The only differences which meet

- both the criteria of statistical significance and over 5% of the variance

accounted for are the public speaking units and tompafisons between the

two courses overail. The difference in the cluster concerning skill trans-

‘'

ference to writing may be viewed as a“prohab}e concomitant outcome of_the
differences in the pyblic speaking units. Ih terms 'of variance acceunted
for this seems to signal the strongest difference betwéen the two courses.
Examination of Table 3 shhws‘that only four of the twenty items of the
survey meet the criteria'feh being considered meaningful. ‘These itens

) .

which suggesf tha; students in the PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS perceive

themselves to be more. improved in their abiltiy to logically-outline,

develop and support a thegis, and to use and improve their writing skills

as a result of the‘fesearch, analytlcal end organizational skills leerning

is speechﬂéomhunication;ball seem most related to the effects of the

«

public speaking unit. Further; three otHer items from the public commu-

nication cluster approach the criteria for meaningfulness accohnting for

over 47 of the variance. These items were increased ability to analyze
3 o
causes, reduced fear of public speaking, and improved effectiveness in

e

delivory (see;itemsb20, 21, 23 in Table 1). _ B VI

When measured against the criteria of student perééptiohs of improve-

‘ment, 1t seems clear that the BASIC BLEND and PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS

11
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produce approximately equhva]ent results on the un1ts of COMMUNICATION

A

THEQRY, INTERPLRSQNAL COMMUNICATION, and SMALL CROUP COMMUNICATION How~

-

o ever, the PUBLIC SPEAhING EMPHASIS does’seem to result%tn greater self— .

<

kg

' perception of improvement in- public speaklng than_ the BASIC BLEND. Time

L

alone spent on thc unit does not seem to be the critical factor, for‘if

greater time spent on a unit results in greater student.Lelf perceptlon

of- improvement then the BASIC BLEND ought to result in greater self-

- perceptians of improvement on COMMUNICATION THEORY and SMALL GROUP COMMU-

"sense of maturation/improvement. - .

NICATION units. uYét, this result did not occur. Perhaps,\it is the

concentration of more time on a single unit or the cumulative.impact of

N /

additional public speaklng theory and exper1Ence which results in improved

«

‘ understanding and abllity in the pub11c speaking unit. 'Perhaps the

0

additional practice on one additional speech performance allows a greater

w

LIMITATIONS ‘AND NEED- FOR FURTHER RESEARCH’

Like much educational research, it was not‘possible to conduct the
N .

survev with the rigor of a laboratory experiment. Students were not

o

randomly‘assigned to course variations. The classes met at different
times of the day As an attempt to consider some of the possible
alternative explanations to the results, a number of items were included

'

ln the survey. "Table 4 provides a demographic comparison of the two

" course variations. Table 5 provides student opinions of areas of -

- the courses., Tablc 6 provides student satisfaction with instruction and

| ¢

overall achievement.inethe course,



: \/ L 1
_ L - . TABLE 4 e
: e - DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS B
- . ‘ - . ,. Vi i - ! .
o o . PUBLIC SPEAKING EMPHASIS °  BASIC BLEND ST
.'CLASSIFICAIION wt Freqqgn;y Percentage  Frequency . Percentage o
T . ‘Freshman -GL: e 64 . 63.4 . 68 '51.5 .
© Sophomore Cetagy o 180 17.8 40 : °'30.3 -
~Junior - o 12 7 11,9 17 o 1209
. Senior % P 6.9 © 6 , 4.5
CUOTHER T T L 0, | 0.8
. Ay = [N — — L sl
i To'rAL BT 1007 -~ 132 100%
‘ - SEX L \ ° - '
" Male ~41 40.6 45 13400
Female . .58 *57.4. 86 65.2
No ReSponse ; 2 . 2.0 1 0.8
TOTAL' ) ) 101 1002 132 100% -
.. EXPECTED GRADE, Loe '
. A i T 7.9 20 15.2
B 81 80.2 69 52.3
C - 12 11.9 40 - 30.3
D 0o 0. 2 1.5°
F- ) 0 . 0 1 0.8
GRADE POINT AVERAGE ' |
3.5 - 4.0 4 4.0 11 8.3
. 3.0 ="3.4 28 127.7 © 30 22.7
..2.5 -_2.9 ’ 40 39.6 46 34.8
2.0 - 2.4 . 27 26.7 42 31.8
, below 2.0 h L2 . 2.0 3. 2.3
, TABLE 5 .
STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF AREAS OF THE COURSE
N\
, ST BLEND: PUBLIC SPEAKING T
ITEM AREA. OF COURSE " EMPBASIS . BASIC BLEND
g T . Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
127 - the most-  a. comm. process 11 10.9 15 11.4 °
interesting unit b. interper. comm. 45 . 44.5 36 27.2.
of this course c. cmall group comm. -20 -'19.8 34 25.8
was: ‘d. public speaking 24 23.8 45’ -34.1, .
o OTHER 1 o« 1.0 2 1.5
» 101 100% 132 - 100% -
“128 -~ the most a. comm. prbcess 23 22.8 . . 23 17.4
important unit b. interper. comm. . 27 ©26.7 7 . 23 17.4
of this course - c. small group comum. 17 16.8 - 15 11.4,
should be: " d. public gpeaking 33 32.7, 69 52.3
‘ o OTHER 1 1.0 2 * 1.5
) 101~ 100% 132 100%



- . . ' TABLE 5

12 -

-~

£

‘ knowledge and abil- -- o
‘\\.itytdeveloped in : - ,'_.?f .

the course.

T - = | |

D - : ° Cont'd, N ’
R * BLEND: PUBLIC SPEAKING .
~ ITEM _ AREA OF COURSE ) EMPHASIS BASIC BLEND
' . e Frequency Percentage Frequency  Percentage
" 129 < the area a. interper. ‘comm, 10 « 9.9 12 ‘ 9.1 -
"of comm. I most  b. small group comm. 15 14.9 21 . 15.9
needed improve- c. public speaking 73 72.2 91 68.9
ment in when the OTHER < 3 - 3.0 87 . _eh
course began 101: & 100% »y 132 100%
was: . ' . \ kN
130 - I hhyé a. interper. comm. © 20 19.8 21 - 15.9
most improved b. small group- comm. le 15.8 41 ©31.1
‘'my comm. skills - ‘¢. public speaking - 63 % 62.4 - 65 . 49.2
in: ' »  OTHER . o 2 2.0 5 3.8
) — ‘ 101 100% 132 1007 |
- ﬁ K N . .
131 - the area a. interper. comm. 19 18.8 29 22.0
of the course b. small group comm. 18 -17.8 29 22.0
which will be c.. public speaking 61 . © 60.4 69 52,2
most useful as . OTHER 3 3.0 5 3.8
part of my o - * 101 " 100% 132 - 100% .
general academ- : : :
_1ic preparation | T L, ’
cis: T o
. TABLE 6’
SATISFACTION WITH INSTRUCFION AND ACHIEVEMENT ‘
S MEAN PUBLIC MEAN )
ITEM {# AND ISSUE ‘SPEAKING EMPHASIS BASIC BLEND t P eta .
6. Satisfaction with 4.29 4.05 2.23 .02\ .021
‘ instruction. ‘ e - -
32.. Satisfaction with 4.28 . 3.94 3.09 .002 .04

)
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In.regard to the demographic comparisons presented'in Table:4, some
%

N
[

noticeable differences were revealed.. First, although the prqportion of -
juniors and senlors was approximately equal between the' two vafiations in-

the basic course there were proportionately.more freshman in the public

‘speaking emphasis and more sophomores in the basic ‘blend. Second, there

was a greater proportion of females to males in the basic blend than the
public sgvaking emphasis. In the basic blend the ratio was approximately

2 to 1, and in the public speaking the ratio was 3 to 2. Third, grade

‘

expectations were slightly lower in the A category in the public speaking

emphasis, but much higher in the B category. In fact, combining the A7

13

' s
'and B levels, approximately 88/ of the public speaking emphasis students

expected higher level grades compared to 68% of the basic blend students.

s

This result is only slightly moderated by the fact that students in the
public speaking emphasis reported a slightly higher GPA.’ Since it is
plausible that higher grade expectations influences students' "sense of

improvement," this is an important alternative explanation which gannot
_ v . ’

be discounted.

Table 5 reveals striking similarities between the students_ in both
. \

variations and some apparent paradoxes. For exampie, students in both

~

course variations ranked the areas of communication in which they most

.needed improvement at the beginning of the course as 1) public speﬁking’“

(approximately 702 of all students) followed by 2). small group communi—
]

cation, and 3) ipterpersonal communication. Also, students in both

variations reported that public speaking was the area in which they had .

1

most improved their communication skills. Finally, students in both

variations reponted'that ‘they. felt that public ‘speaking was the area of

R ' .
the coursé "most useful as part of my general academic preparation.”

v
<
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. Paradoxically, public speaking was considered the most interesting

7

unit of the conrse in the basic blend, while interpersonal communication -
was considered the most 1nterest1ng unit in the public speaking qnpha51s

Similarly, although students in both variations judged that public speak~-"
ing should be the most important unit in the course, this was a, clear <i
majority opinion in the Basic Blend while only a plurality opinion-(32.;%)
in”the Public Speaking Emphasis. The degree of consénsus between students
in the two var1ations suggests considerable similarify despite the’ demo—'

graphic differences. The apparent paradoxes are most plausibly explained
[ ]
as a function of the sequencing of units. For example, that students in

the- public speaking emphasis regarded interpersonal communication~as most'
f1nteresting was. probably in part due to its being the last unit in that |
‘ course variation. Similarly, public speaking was the last unit‘in the
Basic Blend: A similar recency effect may have also influencedlstudent;

opinion of the relative importance of various course units.’.
., :

Table 6 reveals potential alternative explanations of the Survey re-
. sults of considerable importance. Student satisfaction with. instruction
differed in the two course variations. However, the difference, although

0 3 a . .
statistically significant, did not reach the critetria for meaningful in-

.

terms of variance accounted for. Overall, students in both course varia-

-

tions could be -described as moderately satisfied. Similarly, overall oo

student satisfaction with knowledge and ability developed in the course -

<

also di%fered and approached the criteria for meaningfulness in that it .

i —‘ﬁ N s

accounted for 42 of the vafiance. This difference may'well be a function‘

A}

of the treatment differences. If students are more satisfied with the

\

‘knowledge and ability they have developed, it follows that they would.

; have greater perceptions of self improvement and probably higher satis-
. : ) N : ) .

»
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faction with ihstruction. However the causal sequences may be more complex,

¢

'and this can easilty be seen as a "which cam first, the chicken or the egg"

. e

- Bort of problem wh1ch additional resegrch will need tc»tesolve.

[ 3
Several other limitations of the study nequire mention._ First, in

oo
»

several cases the,scaling instrument required forced choice ordering which

led to rankingg between areas of the courses. In addition to these.h

items, items which allow comparisons of perceived degree of improvement ‘

on various course unit would be desirable. This w0u1d allow more precise

1)

comparisons between the course variations. Also, the difference in regard

.

to transference of speech composition skills to writing may be a function

D }

‘of the interaction between'assignment differences~and explicitneSS‘of the

re1ation presentedcby-lecturers. Students in the publit speaking empha-

sis did more outlines and were graded and criticized oh their outlines,

-plus‘the lectyrer in the public speaking emphasis‘reporééd on several

’ -~ R [ . . ] ) :
occasions drawing e&pllcit connections between composition theory for,
. S . . N

speeches or writings, while the basic blend lecturer did. not report-making

[} -
such explicit connections.

L.

- L3 . ~

Although there are limitations of design and plauaible~interp;;tations

CONCLUSIONS i

> '

as alternatives to the attribution of Lifferences to the course variations,

-3
‘'

~.we view the course variations as&the strongest and most meaningful expla-

i 0y

nation of the survey nesulté. -However, before definite conclusions can .be
reached additional research will be required. Inithe Fall of 1982.‘8' “
survey will e;conducted in which a‘single lecturer teaching both vériations
(with an identical staff of teaching associates) _can control for instructorv:

differences. Further, ref inement in the measurement instrument will allow

for some more<preciseA§omparisonB between -course variations. It is important
for speech communication to assess the outcomes of commuriication instructionm
in order to improve and Jusfify that ing}ructlon. This stndy is a beginning
in that direction. . ,¢

17
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and Universities: IIT," Communication Education. 29 (1980), 1-9.
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)’ , A survey of the literature sinde 1970 reveals anly one study assess-

hY

= Hng outcomes in the manner suggested here. See Don F. Faules, Steve

-‘ﬁittlethn, and Joe Ayres, - "An Experimental Study of’the Gomparative Ef-
‘fects of Three Instructional Methods on.Speakit%eﬁffectivenhss."_ Communi-

. cation Education. 21 (1972), 46-52. ‘The ke§ results of»ﬁhe stu&y are that .

instruction in theory does not reSult in improved practice in fegard'to

public speaking.
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1310 STUDENT SURVEY - . .

This survey 1is part of the department of Speech Communication's efforts to evalué;e
- the effectiveness and to improve the effectiveness of ‘this course. The results of
‘this survey will be used, in the deliberations of the department on changes in the

course: The results will not be used for purposes of instructor evaluation.

On your scantronaform_plgé§e mark the appropriate letter for the answer to the
“survey questions. ' : o -

1. Classification: _ o

Ay 4

a. Frgshman ~ b. Sophomore c. Juniop~; d. Senior e. 'dgher _/
2. SexE”fa.fJMalé ' :.b. Female r ’
,.3. thp?cted Gréde:;i a. A, b. B _‘ c. C | }h. ~-D e, F .
4. Grad; Point Average: a. 3.5-4.6' b. 3.0-3.4';'c. é.s-z,9 ’.d. 2.0-2.4
- © e, 'below 2.0 . - _ _ .
5. ,Lecturer:_ T a; N : --5ffl b. : ) e

“. N
[

6. Overall Satisfactich with Instruction (Lecturer and Small Group Instructor):

a. very satisfied b{_moderatély satisfied c. slightly satisfied
d. wunsatisfied: . "é&. very dissatisfied ' :

Compasihg your knowlédge and "ski111’in c'omn.:unicatioh prior to taking this, course,
pleas&.respond to the following statements.: . '

Ll
"

7. 1 have improved myfunderétanding'df the communication process: v
~a.» greatly b. a'good deal c. moderately d.  slightly e. not at all

8. I have improVed my'uﬁderétgndiﬁg'of ways that communicainn can break down

‘a, greatly b. - a good deal c. moderately d.. slightly . e. not at 411

L)

9. I have imprdvég my'understanding of how. language influences thought and»perceptiaﬁ;
a. grea%{} . K. a good deal’  _c. moderately di* slightly = e. not at all

10. * I have fmprbved my understanaing of small group deciéipn_making prbceSses . _ ,
a. greatly ~.b. -a good deal c. moderately ~ .d. slightly +e. mnot at all

ll.h I have improved my understanding of how communication effects myjiﬁtérpersonal
, relationships ’ . . !
“ a. greatly b. a good deal ' c¢. moderately d. slightly - e. not at all

12. I have improved my ability to effectively participate in small grdup4discussijn :
a. greatly W 2 good deal ~c. moderately d. - slightly e. mot atl-all
13. 1I.have improved my ability as a listener N _ _
" a. greatly bi a good deal c. moderately . d. slightly e. not at all
L4. _ I have improved my abjlity to use feedback L o . e -
* a. greatly b. a good deal c. moderately d. slightly e. not at all

15. 1 have imﬁroved my.ability in jnterpersonal communication _ . T
a. greatly,  b:. ‘a good deal c. moderately . d. slightly e. not at.all

[




16.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22,

25.

26,

27.

28.
\ .

29.

30.

31.

32.

T17. ¢
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I have improved mny understanding of the purposes, types of, and parts of a
public speech _ .

a. greatly b. a good deal c. moderately . d. slightly e. not at all

*1- have improved my ability to organize a speech . s

a: greatly. b. a good deal c. moderately d. slightly *e. not at all

I have improved my ability to researchla speech : i

a. greatly b. a goodvdeal ‘Co 'moderately ‘'de 8lightly e., not at all

I have improved my ability to write a logical outline. o :

a.v greatly ’ ‘b, a good deal c. moderately ,'d. slightly e. not at all

I have improved my ability to effectively deliver a speech

a. greatly - b. a good'deal c. moderately -d. slightly e. not at all
. ) o . .

I have reduced my fear of speaking in public , : : TR
a. greatly b. a good deal c. moderately. d. slightly e. not at all

I have improved my ability to invent/generate ideas .
\ greatly b. a good deal c. moderdately” - d. slightly e. not at all

I have improved my ability to analyze and explain causes

.a. greatly - b. -a good deal c, moderately d. slightly e. "not at all

I have improved my ability to develop and support a thesis :
a.. greatly b. a good dear c. moderately' ~d. slightly e. not at all

I have used my knowledge of speech composition to help my ‘writing 4. C
a. greatly b. a\good deal c. moderately - d. slightly. e. not at all

I have improved my writing ability because of the research, organi"ation, and A
analytic skills taught in speech communication.

a. greatly . b. a good deal ~ c. moderately . d. slightly e. ‘not at all
In my opinion, the.mostfinterestihg unit of this course was: R N
a. communication processes  b. interpersonal communication c. small group

communication®  d. public speaking
In my op1nion, the most iqportant unit of this course should be: .

a. communication processé§ b. interpersonal communication . c. small group
communication d. public speaking , o S

’
In my opinion, the area of communication I most needed improvement in when the'-
course began was: . '
a. 1interpersonal communication . ;b. .small group communidation
c. public speaking L

~

9

In my opinion, I have most improved.my communication skills in: o
a. interpersonal communication b. small group communication c. public speaking

In.my opinion, the area of the course which will be most ‘useful as part Qf- my
general academic preparation is: a. interpersonal communication
b. small group communication c. public speaking

Overall, considering the knowledge of communication. and the skills I have developed

in this course, I am: a. very satisfied b. moderately satisfied c. slightly
satisfied d. unsatisified ' e. very dissatisfied
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