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Editor's Page 

This volume of the Basic Communication Course 
Annual marks the end of my second rewarding year as 
editor. I'd like to take a moment to thank each member 
of the Editorial Board for your work in making this 
year's volume something we can all be proud of. It truly 
highlights the quality research being done to continu­
ally improve the basic course. Any journal is only as 
good as its reviewers. Your conscientious work has 
made this issue of the Annual another outstanding one. 
I'd also like to thank the authors for your careful atten­
tion to the reviewer suggestions when revising your 
manuscripts. Doing so makes your essays even more 
helpful to the field. 

Similar to last year, this volume of the Annual is ar­
ranged thematically. You'll notice that the first two es­
says focus on broad considerations about how we envi­
sion the basic course. Nancy Rost Goulden proposes a 
paradigm shift both in terms of how we think about the 
public speaking fundamentals course and how we teach 
it. She supports her argument with contemporary re­
search in the field. Calvin Troup focuses more specifi­
cally on the need to teach public speaking in a very stu­
dent-centered way with the goal of fostering a sense of 
democratic citizenship among students. 

The next two articles focus on the impact of speech 
laboratories on students' learning. More and more 
schools are implementing speech laboratories. Hence, 

iv 
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these articles are timely indeed. Stephen Hunt and 
Cheri Simonds examine the efficacy of speech laboratory 
experiences on student grades and student perceptions 
of individual growth. Karen Kangas Dwyer, Robert 
Carlson, and Sally Kahre investigate the relationship 
between a lab-supported public speaking course and 
communication apprehension. Since public speaking 
continues to be the most common "basic" course offered 
in communication departments across the country, the 
degree to which we address communication anxiety re­
mains extremely important. 

The final three manuscripts focus on particular as­
pects of the basic course and how well instructors ad­
dress them. First, Karen Anderson and Karla Kay Jen­
sen examine the speech evaluation process. More spe­
cifically, they focus on the degree to which the evalua­
tion instrument and lor the evaluator's experience influ­
ence the integrity of the process. Laura Janusik and 
Andrew Wolvin investigate the treatment of listening in 
public speaking textbooks, something research suggests 
is instrumental to the course. Finally, Julia Johnson, 
Susan Pliner, and Tom Burkhart offer strategies for 
creating safe learning environments for diverse student 
populations using the Universal Instruction Design. 
They do so by addressing the accommodations they 
made for a student in their course who is dlDeaf. 

Combined, these articles remind us of the complex 
nature of what we call the "basic" course. What is more 
exciting, however, is the way in which they challenge us 
to question why we approach the course as we do. I do 
hope you enjoy the intellectual process of reading these 
manuscripts! 

Deanna D. Sellnow 

v 
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public forum. This article offers some common sense ideas 
about what the public forum ought to be. Implementation of 
these ideas, among other things, will serve to enrich the sub­
stance of the course, introduce the central role of rhetoric in 
American history, culture, and politics; as well as enhance 
instructor credibility. 
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speeches to determine if students who visited the lab earned 
higher grades compared to students that did not visit the 
lab. Results showed that (a) most instructors require their 
students to visit the lab before at least one speech, (b) the 
vast majority of students perceive the help they receive in the 
lab to be very useful, and (c) students who visit the lab prior 
to their speeches earn significantly higher grades on speeches 
than those who do not visit the lab. 

Communication Apprehension and Basic 
Course Success: The Lab-supported Public 
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for those students. Results showed that the lab-supported 
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public speaking course helped high and moderate CAs sig­
nificantly reduce overall CA and CA in public speaking, 
group discussions, meetings, and interpersonal conversation 
contexts. There was no difference in reduction of CA level be­
tween high and moderate CAs who utilized the speech lab 
and those who did not. However, high CAs who utilized the 
speech lab earned higher course grades than those who did 
not use the lab. 

An Examination of the Speech Evaluation 
Process: Does the Evaluation Instrument 
anlor Evaluator's Experience Matter? ........................ 113 

Karen Anderson and Karla Kay Jensen 

Speech evaluation forms are a useful and necessary tool of 
any communication course with a public speaking compo­
nent. The continued investigation of how such forms are 
created and used is beneficial to students and teachers. In 
this study, raters from various experience levels graded two 
speeches using a combination of four evaluation forms, half 
of which included directions. Raters then responded to ques­
tions regarding the forms they just used. Results indicate 
that experience level and form type influence the speech 
grade given. Additionally, raters' responses regarding the 
forms reveal how they view the use of forms in the speech 
evaluation process. 

Listening Treatment in the Basic 
Communication Course Text ...................................... 164 

Laura A. Janusik and Andrew D. Wolvin 

Numerous studies have indicated that listening is instru­
mental for academic and professional success, and most stu­
dents receive listening instruction only in the basic commu­
nication course. This study analyzed the treatment of listen­
ing in the 17 most widely used basic communication course 
textbooks. The majority of the textbooks did devote at least 
one chapter to listening; however, the treatment was gener-
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Revising Public Speaking Theory, 
Content, and Pedagogy: A Review 
of the Issues in the Discipline 
in the 1990's 

1 

Nancy Rost Goulden 

INTRODUCTION 

Significance of Public Speaking Reform 

In the 1990's the on-going trend to redefme the cur­
riculum and scope of the discipline was reflected in de­
partmental name changes, new course and program of­
ferings, and most tellingly, the deletion of the word 
"speech" from the name of our national organization. In 
spite of these evolutionary developments, basic public 
speaking courses have not been abandoned as an out­
dated area for instruction, but have remained firmly 
situated at the heart of what we teach. The latest na­
tional survey in 1996 of the basic communication course 
(Morreale, Hanna, Berko, & Gibson, 1999) shows that 
public speaking is still the dominant (55%) introductory 
course offered at the responding institutions. The basic 
public speaking course continues to generate large 
numbers of students and teaching hours while also con­
suming large amounts of personnel time and depart­
mental resources. It often is the course by which outsid­
ers identify and define the discipline. 

Volume 14,2002 
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2 Revising Public Speaking 

Public speaking continues to hold a central position 
as a university course at a time when new theories and 
pedagogies are stimulating reexamination of what and 
how we teach. Not only has the communication disci­
pline been strongly influenced in recent years by per­
spectives related to constructionist view of social inter­
action, feminist and intercultural issues, and power, but 
these same topics have promoted introspection and 
change in higher education in many other disciplines. 
Because of the importance of this introductory course 
both within and beyond the communication field and 
because our discipline and higher education are both 
undergoing a period of reinvention, this is a particularly 
apt time to review the thinking of public speaking 
scholars who are speaking out about what they see as 
inappropriate or outdated assumptions and practices 
related to public speaking course content and pedagogy. 

Approach to the Study 

The purpose of this study is to locate and organize 
these public calls for change found in journal articles 
and conference papers from approximately the last ten 
years in order to answer the question: What are the 
primary reform issues related to the theory and teach­
ing of public speaking raised by public speaking schol­
ars and educators in this time period? This compilation 
of essays is also designed to serve as a resource for those 
who wish to find information about specific issues and 
for those who are interested in current emphases and 
status of public speaking reform initiatives in general. 
Making this body of literature more readily accessible 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 
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Revising Public Speaking 3 

promotes validation for those who are in harmony with 
the authors in their beliefs about how the basic public 
speaking course can be adapted for changing times. The 
collective power of the unique ideas and arguments in 
the essays reviewed may also provide impetus for pro­
moting reasoned change in our understanding and 
teaching of the basic public speaking course. 

The first search for reform articles was conducted 
using the ERIC Database for the 1990's. Then all issues 
of Basic Communication Course Annual 1990-1999 and 
the bibliographies of materials located in the ERIC 
search were scanned to find additional items. Sources 
that primarily focused on how to implement teaching 
techniques (e.g. use of technology, adaptation of the 
course for special groups) or specific programs were ex­
cluded, as were sources dealing with change issues re­
lated to basic communication courses as a whole and 
administration of a basic speech course. 

The types of sources of the remaining 27 essays were 
then noted. Perhaps not surprisingly, many of the "posi­
tion" papers were originally written and presented 
orally as convention papers, a format that by combining 
written and oral presentations lends itself well to the 
reformer's pleas. Of the print publications, many are 
from Basic Communication Course Annual, with a small 
representation of articles published in Communication 
Education. Some articles included an empirical study, 
but the more common format was to make an argument 
supported by authority, often from outside the disci­
pline. 

Volume 14, 2002 
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4 Revising Public Speaking 

REPORT OF PUBLIC SPEAKING REFORM 
LITERATURE FROM THE 1990'S 

The central issues from each essay were identified 
and categorized into appropriate categories. These cate­
gories ultimately are based on what the reformers be­
lieve about the theoretical nature of public speaking and 
public speaking instruction. Therefore, before the issues 
themselves are presented and discussed, the back­
ground of public speaking theory and the sources of that 
theory are explored. 

Theoretical Background and Nature 
of Public Speaking Courses 

Individually and collectively public speaking courses 
operate under accepted theoretical templates made up 
of a basic theory and two corollaries that follow from the 
foundational theory. The theoretical base for all public 
speaking courses begins with beliefs about what com­
poses effective communication (Hess & Pearson, 1992; 
Lucas, 1999). Most public speaking practitioners have 
standards of what makes a good speech and claim they 
recognize the features of a "good speech" when they hear 
it and see it. Using this basic theory of the speaking 
characteristics that succeed with audiences, educators 
in public speaking take the next logical step by deter­
mining theoretical corollaries of what content and 
skills should be taught and how the content and 
skills should be taught so students will be able to enact 
the features of effective speaking. 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 
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Revising Public Speaking 5 

There are three major sources that influence basic 
public speaking theory and the two theoretical corollar­
ies. These are: tradition, textbooks/publishers, and prac­
titioners/scholars. 

Tradition 

Hess and Pearson (1992) trace the foundational the­
ory of the nature of effective speaking back to Aristotle's 
The Rhetoric, move on through Modem Rhetoric of the 
19th century and into the present era, noting that for 
the past 80 years there has been little significant 
change in the theory. They acknowledge there have 
been minor trends that reflect adjustment of the basic 
theory, but for the most part it has remained intact. 
And since content of courses is dependent on the theory 
of what makes effective speaking, course content has 
also been relatively constant and highly dependent on 
classical beliefs about effective speaking and what 
should be taught (Hugenberg & Moyer, 1998). Public 
speaking as a course usually remains centered around 
Aristotle's three kinds of proof and some version of the 
classical five cannons. The content may have been 
streamlined; the labels and organization of the content 
may have changed; informative speaking, inductive rea­
soning, perhaps Monroe's motivated sequence and a 
recognition of diversity in audiences have been added, 
but at the center, today's public speaking teachers for 
the most part teach what public teachers have tradi­
tionally taught. 

In all probability, this stability of public speaking 
theory of effectiveness and closely related course content 

Volume 14, 2002 
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6 Revising Public Speaking 

is not solely dependent on the habit and weight of tradi­
tion alone, but may also come from the general satisfac­
tion and belief in the validity of the theory. Throughout 
time, the majority of those who determine public 
speaking course content have believed the traditional 
features are legitimately the most important attributes 
for successful speaking and the best topics to include in 
the course. Hess and Pearson (1992) support this view. 
"[T]his special theory is certainly well-constructed and 
very useful" (p. 19). 

Textbooks/publishers 

The resistance to change is reinforced by the prac­
tices of textbook authors and publishers. Yoder and 
Davilla (1997) point out the influence of textbooks on 
course content and procedural decisions. IICourse objec­
tives, assignments, activities, and tests are developed in 
tandem with the adopted textbookll (p. 12). Of the large 
number of public speaking texts available, many, if not 
most, are remarkably similar. In their study of six pub­
lic speaking texts, Berens and Nance (1992) reported 
that although all the texts were "not identical" (p. 13), 
they were "quite similar in their scope (topics covered) 
and pedagogy" (p. 14). 

Hugenberg (1994) explains that we have almost con­
stant replication of virtually the same public speaking 
texts because authors consciously or unconsciously rec­
ognize that the safe way to have a successful public 
speaking text is to stay very close to the model of the top 
selling books in the field. Market-conscious writers and 
publishers respond to peer reviewers' (Sproule, 1991) 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 
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Revising Public Speaking 7 

and teachers' messages that discourage major changes 
in texts. Yoder and Davilla (1997) in their survey of stu­
dents' and teachers' responses related to textbook fea­
tures reported that "consistency of the text with their 
current course design" (p. 29) was one of the top three 
factors that influenced teachers in their selection of 
public speaking textbooks. 

Radical new approaches by authors are often dis­
couraged or ignored by the publishing companies 
(Sproule, 1991). In their content analysis study of 12 
popular public speaking textbooks, Hess and Pearson 
(1992) discovered these texts all conformed to similar 
content coverage. They conclude, "[t]his finding suggests 
that even though writers may not always be in agree­
ment about the facts, pressure to standardize may keep 
them writing about the same concepts" (p. 27). Hugen­
berg (1994) substantiates this belief: "[e]ditorial staffs of 
publishing companies follow a golden rule when pre­
paring a textbook: The book must be 80% old and 20% 
new. And they cheat on the 20% new because they are 
more comfortable with 10-15% new material" (p. 22). 
And so, because of tradition, merit, and publishing con­
servatism, classical theory and content remain in a pre­
dominant and fixed position of public speaking theory 
and content today. 

Practitioners/scholars 

The primary voice for change is that of teachers and 
course directors of public speaking. From their observa­
tions and hands-on experimentation, educators develop 
their own theories both about the salient features of ef-

Volume 14, 2002 
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B Revising Public Speaking 

fective speaking and what course content and pedagogy 
should be. They may create a minor theory that is only a 
slight variation on the standard theories they have been 
exposed to in their training and in textbooks, or they 
may have an epiphany that leads to a major shift in fo­
cus for public speaking theory. The literature search on 
this topic confirms that in the past ten years a signifi­
cant number of scholars were compelled to explore the 
state of public speaking and publicly call for change. 

ISSUES FOR REVISION FROM THE 1990'S 

This survey of the beliefs of those who write and 
speak about the theoretical and practical aspects of the 
public speaking course demonstrates that there is no 
unified position among reformers, either about what the 
nature of public speaking should be or how it should be 
taught. The tendency of the writers is to focus on iso­
lated issues that are most resonant for the individual. 
The common thread is that something should be differ­
ent from the way the writers perceive it to be at this 
time. Consequently, the proposed changes range from a 
return to the past to a major casting off of traditional 
thinking and practices. However when one looks at the 
collection of all the essays, there are patterns and 
trends that give some shape to the reform movement 
and appear to reflect related changes in thinking about 
public speaking courses. 

These diverse issues are discussed by categories and 
are also presented in a graphic scheme that provides an 
overview of the issues and their categories. (See Figure 
1.) The dialectic nature of reform (status quo as opposed 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 
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Revising Public Speaking 9 

Traditional Progressive 
I. PERSPECTIVES 

Dogmatism 
(Textbooks from 
Berens & Nance, study 1992; 
Hugenberg & Moyer study, 1998) 

Absolutism 
(Textbooks; 
Berens & Nance, 1992; 
Hugenberg & Moyer, 1998) 

Choice 
(Dalton, 1997; 

Hugenberg & Moyer, 1998) 

Relativism 

II. BASIC THEORY OF EFFECTIVE SPEAKING 

Classical Characteristics 
(Russ &McCllsh, 1999) 

Research-Determined 
Characteristics 

(Berens & Nance, 1992; 
Hugenberg & Moyer, 1998) 

Thinking Skills 
(Russ & McClish, 1999; 

Hess, 1999, 
Macke, 1991) 

Oral Practices 
(Haynes, 1990a, 1990b) 

Speaking Skills 

Written practices 
(Textbooks) 

External Basis 
(Sproul, 1991; 
Jensfsky, 1996) 

Outcome 

Speaker 
(Osborn, 1997) 

III. COURSE CONTENT/SKILL 

A. Needs 
(Bendtschnelder & Trank, 1990) 

(Buerkel-Rothfuss & Kosloski, 1990) 

Student Communication Needs 
(Jenesfsky, 1996) 

Process 
(Matula, 1995, 
Dalton, 1997) 

Audience 
(Osborn, 1997, 
Rowan, 1995) 
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10 Revising Public Speaking 

B. COURSE CONTENT/SKILLS CHOICES 

Delivery Speech Content 
(Siddens, 1998, 

Russ & McClish, 1999, 
Macke, 1991) 

Prospective Descriptive 
(Textbooks from (Foss & Foss, 1994, 
Berens and Nance study; Zeman, 1990) 
Hugenberg & Moyer study) 

Form Creativity 
(Osborn, 1997) (Osborn, 1997) 

B. COURSE CONTENT/SKILLS CHOICES 

Traditional Alternative 
Purposes/Assignments Purposes/Assignments 
(Home & Mullins, 1997; (Zeman, 1990; 
Sproule, 1991; Dalton, 1997; 
Verderber, 1991; Rowan, 1995; 
Lucas, 1999) Haynes, 1990a) 

C. SPEECH TYPES/AsSIGNMENTS 

Knowledge Transmission Learning Facilitation 
(Grupas, 1996) 

Teacher as Authoritarian Teacher as Facilitator 
(Buerkel-Rothfuss & Kasloski, 1990) 

Receptive Student Behavior Experiential Student Behavior 
(Lucas, 1999) 

Single Learning Style Multiple Learning Styles 
(Schaller & Callison, 1998; 

Grupaas, 1996) 

Exclusive Teaching Methods Inclusive Teaching Methods 
(Grupas, 1996, Hayward, 1993) 

Figure 1. Summary of Continua for Public Speaking 
Theory and Pedagogy 
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to change) suggested a graphic representation that uses 
continua anchored at each end by opposing terms, 
showing the traditional viewpoint identified first (it 
falls at the far left of the continuum) and the progressive 
viewpoint presented second, representing the far right 
end of the continuum. The labels for the continua pre­
sented in this study were for the most part suggested by 
the language and concepts presented in the articles. Al­
though the continua poles represent extremes, individ­
ual and institutional beliefs and practices may fall any­
where along a given continuum, and in some cases, 
beliefs and practices may embrace both end positions. 

The issues and their representative continua are 
presented in the following order: (1) issues of perspec­
tive; (2) issues of theory of effective communication with 
an audience; (3) issues of corollary of course con­
tent/skills; and (4) issues of corollary of instructional 
approaches. 

Issues of Perspective 

The willingness or refusal of educators to change 
elements of the public speaking course depends heavily 
on one's epistemological orientation about the "truth" of 
what they already believe about public speaking. There 
appear to be at least two major perspectives that influ­
ence many of the specific beliefs related to what we 
"know" about public speaking. The first set represents 
an overarching pair of divergent epistemological views, 
Dogmatism and Choice. The second similar, yet 
slightly different, pair includes Absolutism and Rela­
tivism. Both "dogmatism" and "absolutism" suggest a 
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12 Revising Public Speaking 

very high level of confidence that what one believes is 
the one and only "truth." The distinction is that "abso­
lutists" insist that their belief covers all circumstances 
equally well. The terms used for the poles of this second 
continuum are taken from Brummet's 1986 essay that 
laid out a model representing public speaking students' 
attitudinal, cognitive, and behavioral growth from an 
absolutist-operating stance to a relativist stance. 
Brummet notes that use of the model is not limited to 
public speaking students and their classroom behavior. 

It is not unusuai to hear course directors and in­
structors of public speaking make dogmatic and abso­
lute remarks about what they see as essential public 
speaking behaviors such as, "If the speaker does not 
have an explicit preview of the main points in the intro­
duction, it's all over. It just cannot be an effective 
speech" or "A speaker who says 'um' repeatedly distracts 
an audience so much that nothing else in the speech 
really matters." 

Perhaps the best examples of dogmatism and ab­
solutism are found in public speaking textbooks. In 
their 1992 textbook study, Berens and Nance observed 
that the common approach in the six texts they ana­
lyzed was to present students with a "list of things to 
do" (p. 4). Hugenberg and Moyer's 1998 study of five 
successful public speaking textbooks continues and ex­
pands the evidence for dogmatism and absolutism 
using as examples pages of statements taken from the 
texts that are overwhelmingly dogmatic in nature. Re­
peatedly textbook readers are told this is the behavior 
you must adopt to walk on the path to public speaking 
success. Hugenbearg and Moyer (1998) point out that 
the textbook authors' instructions, like true dogma, are 
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largely unsupported and simply proclaim. "Since many 
[of] these claims are not supported, it is inconceivable to 
us that they are advanced as if they were fact. They are 
not fact; they are mere conjecture seemingly based on 
tradition and historic practice" (p. 166). 

What Hugenberg and Moyer (1998) are recom­
mending is that textbooks should instead present rec­
ommendations that represent the other end of the con­
tinuum, Choice. lilt would be better to admit that these 
ideas are simply pieces of advice based on the rich tradi­
tion of teaching public speaking and/or a wealth of prac­
tical experience" (p. 166). 

Dalton (1997) shifts the focus from dogmatic texts 
to dogmatic classroom approaches that insist students 
must function as unthinking machines who are re­
quired, without question, to accept and carry out the 
beliefs of the teacher. She asks for a perspective that 
includes student choice. lilt is imperative from the very 
beginning, that teachers of the basic public speaking 
course inform their students that they do not have to 
think like their teacher, but they do have to think!" (p. 
5). In addition to these concerns about dogmatic prac­
tices, many of the reports found in the content and 
pedagogy sections are directed toward moving away 
from the absolutist view to a relativistic view that 
would guide selections of content and pedagogy based on 
the composition of the student population and their 
needs. 

These issues of perspective generated some of the 
most passionate responses found in the essays. Making 
a decision between the authoritarian approach of 
dogma and the more democratic approach of choice is 
foundational to all teaching, and later in the essay, ad-
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14 Revising Public Speaking 

ditional sub-issues related to these perspective are pre­
sented. Unfortunately, there are practical considera­
tions that discourage the abandonment of dogmatic 
and absolutist practices in public speaking texts and 
classrooms. Many students, and teachers also, seek the 
security of one set recipe for effective speaking. The con­
cept of teaching public speaking without the security of 
"one right answer," while not new, is truly revolution­
ary. It is encouraging to see scholars from our discipline 
embracing such a fundamental change related to stu­
dent learning. 

Theory of Characteristics of Effective 
Communication with an Audience 

Not surprisingly, the first continuum that repre­
sents the basic public speaking theory of effective 
speaking characteristics has Classical Characteris­
tics as the left side traditional focus. The partner on the 
right side is Characteristics Determined by Cur­
rent Research. 

In the classical camp are the great preponderance of 
advocates who support the traditions of Aristotle, Socra­
tes, Isocrates, Cicero, and Quintilian. The Hugenberg 
and Moyer (1998) and the Berens and Nance (1992) 
textbook studies endorse the opposite end of the contin­
uum recommending Current Research to determine 
the elements of effective speaking. It is a little difficult 
to know where to locate the stance of Russ and McClish 
(1999) who propose that the basic public speaking 
course be designed around Plato's Phaedrus. Although 
they advocate a text from the Classical Era, the theory 
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of effective speaking characteristics they promote seems 
to represent a progressive rather than traditional basis. 
They write, "we recommend assigning a public speaking 
text that was written not to describe the minute details 
of the art, but to inspire students to rethink the gener­
alizations and assumptions they bring to the podium" 
(p.320). 

Russ and McClish's (1999) rejection of the external, 
prescriptive approach to speech preparation and presen­
tation ("minute details of the art") leads to a second 
dialectic related to the basic theory of what makes effec­
tive speaking. The suggestion here is that the effective 
speaker does not so much need skills of composition and 
delivery, but instead requires critical thinking skills 
that develop from personal reflection. This continuum is 
labeled Speaking Skills and Thinking Skills. Hess 
(1999) reports that he has moved the course he teaches 
away from the external skills that evaluators or audi­
ences see and toward the internal thinking skills. In 
his scheme, the general areas of personal cognition and 
student speaking practices are guided by the framework 
of an ethical perspective. Hess states, "Rather than 
teaching the students how, this approach teaches the 
students why, and the how naturally follows" (p. 319). 
Macke (1991) reaches a similar conclusion that the ef­
fective speaker is not a performer but an alert, aware 
person who is actively thinking. He states, "The ques­
tion of what should be included in the 'basic course' of 
speech instruction should, thus, not be 'What can we 
teach students to 'do' with themselves?-how can we fill 
up their notebooks with information?,' but 'How can we 
teach students to think about, to think of themselves?'" 
(p.140). 
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16 Revising Public Speaking 

Most of the scholars whose work and ideas are 
shared in this essay are asking for fairly limited modifi­
cations to beliefs about, and methods of, teaching public 
speaking. In contrast, Haynes (1990a, 1990b) in his 
landmark proposals for moving from a writing based 
approach for public speaking to a true oral base has 
proposed a fundamental redefinition of what public 
speaking is in an electronic media age and what charac­
teristics are needed in contemporary society for effective 
speaking. The continuum that represents this major de­
parture from traditional theory of the characteristics of 
effective speaking is labeled Written Practices and 
Oral Practices. 

Haynes (1990a, 1990b) claims that the traditional 
approach to public speaking relies on writing-based 
thinking. Notice that his label of "writing-based think­
ing" refers to structured patterns that direct speaker 
thinking about speech composition rather than the per­
sonal reflection and exploration Russ and McClish, 
Hess, and Macke promote. Haynes supports the writing 
composition connection by pointing to a common charac­
teristic of public speaking texts: "enormous effort goes 
into describing the process of constructing speeches that 
is remarkably like the writing-based rhetoric of fresh­
man composition courses" (Haynes, 1990b, p. 92 ). Hay­
nes (1990a) further illustrates the prevalence of the 
writing mode model in public speaking instruction by 
noting the current emphasis on "division of the world 
into dichotomies" (p.90). Examples of this emphasis on 
order and structure are: typical public speaking class 
activities designed to test arguments and evidence, the 
conventions of using stock organizational patterns, the 
oral sharing of speech organization, including the sub-
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structure of the speech, with the listening audience. 
Haynes (1990a) contrasts these left-brained writing be­
haviors to speech-based thinking and discourse, charac­
terized by natural flow or continuity rather than delib­
erate structuring and a lack of methodical examination 
and testing of ideas and strategies before presentation. 

An additional difference between the pre-set writing 
approach of creating texts to be presented orally and the 
spontaneous, flexible oral approach is further high­
lighted in the partnership of writing practices with a 
reliance on "absolute truths and falsehoods," (Haynes, 
1990a, p. 90). Haynes (1990b) points to the trap of in­
consistency dogmatic and absolutist public speaking 
texts fall into when they leave no room for deviation 
from the set speech. [Textbooks] "mention the impor­
tance of adapting to feedback from the audience early on 
but then devote their efforts to teaching the construc­
tion of fixed texts that deter if not preclude such adapta­
tion." (p. 92). 

In the "oral practices" approach as proposed by Hay­
nes (1990b), the primary efforts of the speaker would be 
to become so thoroughly immersed in the speech subject 
that, in effect, at the moment of speaking, the speakers 
could pull from their files of knowledge and compose the 
best speech for that specific audience. No longer tied 
down by the paraphernalia of fixed text such as manu­
script and extensive notes, the speaker would be free to 
carry on authentic interaction with the audience. The 
characteristics of the effective speech in the electronic 
media age would focus on conversational, intimate, al­
most communal, sharing of knowledge by the lIexpert" 
speaker. 

Volume 14, 2002 

27

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



18 Revising Public Speaking 

Haynes's sketch of this new model of an effective 
speech is a logical extension of the shift in emphasis 
from conventional classroom public speaking behaviors 
to the emphasis on thinking proposed by other scholars 
in this section. The idea of changing the paradigm of 
speech preparation to focus on the interior rather than 
the exterior, to give speakers the freedom to create 
unique messages for specific audiences at the time of 
presentation rather than relying on external rules and 
templates is exciting, provocative, and somewhat fright­
ening as are most major changes. This is unexplored 
territory, and there is the whispered fear that public 
speaking teachers either will not know how to teach 
"oral practices" or there will be nothing to teach. Fortu­
nately, for the educators who have the courage to move 
toward this new theory of speech characteristics in the 
electronic era, several of the writers who address the 
issues related to the corollaries of content and pedagogy 
have been thinking along lines that may be helpful in 
teaching a new kind of speechmaking. 

Corollary of Content/Skills That Contribute 
to Students Becoming Effective Speakers 

Although the group of essays in this section, gener­
ally, deals with more specific and concrete issues than 
the essays that focus on theory, the section begins with 
consideration of the abstract criteria that inform the 
process of making decisions about content and skills. 

Determination of whose and what needs to ad­
dress. The first continuum reflects what practioners 
believe the criteria base for content decisions should be, 
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either an External Basis or Student Communica­
tion Needs. These two poles are suggested in Bend­
tschneider and Trank's 1990 survey of instructors, stu­
dents, and alumni that was designed to discover how 
successfully topics and skills taught in the public speak­
ing course met the often divergent needs of the respond­
ents. 

The traditional approach at the left side of the con­
tinuum, related to the dogmatic bias, is External Ba­
sis. This represents the situation when the course con­
tent is set by textbooks, teacher preference, departmen­
tal policy, post-graduation employment preferences, and 
civic speaking expectations rather than the opposite 
pole based on specific knowledge of the communica­
tion needs of the students enrolled in the course. An 
alternative wording for this dichotomy is found in Buer­
kel-Rothfuss and Kosloski's 1990 essay in which they 
look at organizational theories as a means to evaluate 
and identify possible research questions related to basic 
communication courses. Three of the theories they put 
forth essentially partner task or work concerns (the 
analogue of External Basis) against human concerns 
(Student Communication Needs). 

Within the grab bag of External Basis, Sproule 
(1991) speaks up for privileging society's need for 
speakers who can carry on a "reasoned discussion of 
civic issues" (p.1) in public life over the trend of pro­
ducing speakers to fulfill the needs of the world of com­
merce, another external need. He suggests that what 
could be interpreted as a student needs focus, the need 
for career success, is driven by the historical trend of 
teaching a model that fits the needs of the professional 
and business world. 
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Jenefsky (1996) supports an External Basis for 
course content decisions similar to Sproule's. She sees 
the objective of learning to be the production of effective 
speakers in the public sphere who meet the needs of ad­
dressing social injustices. In her vision of the ideal 
classroom, however, the strong source for content deci­
sions would be the Student Communication Needs 
for self-expression. She believes that by speaking "with 
authority about their own lives both within contexts 
that feel like home and those that feel alienating" (p. 
352), students will become empowered and be able to 
become spokespersons for social change. 

A second area of concern related to the needs-basis 
for content decisions focuses not on interested parties' 
competing goals but on which set of student needs 
should determine the content of the course. In his essay, 
Matula (1995) introduces the terms "outcome paradigm" 
and "rituaVprocess approach" that are borrowed for this 
continuum. Inherent in the two poles of the Outcome 
and Process continuum, which may be the operation­
alization of the Speaking Skillsll'hinking Skills con­
tinuum discussed above, is the question of whether stu­
dent needs are best fulfilled by focusing on the outcome 
of speech performance or on the "communication proc­
esses such as devising ideas for speeches, writing the 
speech, and thinking about the speech afterwards II (p. 
4). Matula champions the process approach and its 
benefits by recommending that public speaking classes 
need a better balance between the product and the proc­
ess, including evaluation of the process. 

Matula's ideas about outcome and process are also 
supported by Dalton (1997) when she writes, "I argue 
that the main point of public speaking is not structure 
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or performance, but rather communicating something 
meaningful, developing ideas, justifying and providing 
rationale for arguments, and bringing community to­
gether" (p. 6). Dalton's understanding of the elements of 
the process also have implications for the next needs 
area-the opposing forces of needs and concerns of the 
speaker as opposed to the needs of the audience. 

Michael Osborn, one of the co-authors of a widely­
used public speaking text, in his essay (1997) reflects on 
the metaphors he discovered embedded in the textbook 
following the production of a new edition. One of the 
metaphors is that of "student as climber. II He observers 
that both speakers and listeners build barriers through 
their fears and suspicions that form a mountain be­
tween them and that part of the process of learning 
about public speaking is that both speaker and listeners 
can learn how to climb to the top of the mountain and 
meet each other. Recognizing the needs and concerns of 
both speaker and audience forms the continua simply 
labeled "Speaker" on the left and "Audience" on the 
right. 

Rowan (1995) expresses concern about the domi­
nance of speaker-needs over audience-needs perspective 
advocated in public speaking texts. This unbalanced fo­
cus is especially troublesome when students are in­
structed to develop goals, purposes, and objectives for 
their speeches that overlook the role of the audience. 
Perhaps Osborn's "top of the mountain" and Rowan's 
balanced focus represented the ideal shared social con­
struction of meaning in the middle of the continuum. 

Choice of course content and skills. Issues re­
lated to what content or skill areas are necessary or de­
sirable in public speaking courses follow from decisions 
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related to needs. The perennial question for speech edu­
cators who teach a traditional speaking skills course is 
whether the primary efforts in the course should focus 
on Delivery or Content. Siddens (1998) explored 
teacher beliefs about the relative importance of the two 
areas in his survey of teaching assistants and faculty at 
two universities. His results appear to confirm what is 
suggested by the relative coverage of "delivery" and 
"content" in public speaking texts. Most teachers re­
sponded that they believe both are important, but if 
they have to choose one over the other, content is the 
overwhelming victor. 

This dialectic has some relationship with the dialec­
tic Speaking Skills and Thinking Skills discussed in 
the section "Theory of Characteristics of Effective Com­
munication with an Audience" where the writers (Russ 
and McClish, 1999 and Macke, 1991) suggest that 
speaking skills grow out of thinking skills rather than 
through a mechanistic drill approach to delivery. Such a 
stance also places the views of these educators in the 
Content area of the continua. 

The next course content/skills continuum is closely 
related to the conflicting perspectives of dogmatism 
and choice. The labels Prescriptive and Descriptive 
reflect the two approaches of telling students exactly 
what to do in speech preparation and presentation as 
opposed to providing students with stimuli or a menu of 
choices from which to make independent decisions about 
their speeches. 

As pointed out earlier, the textbook studies of Ber­
ens and Nance (1992) and Hugenberg and Moyer (1998) 
confirm the dominance of prescriptive content in influ­
ential textbooks. In contrast, a few texts such as the 
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Foss and Foss textbook, Inviting Transformation: Pre­
sentational Speaking for a Changing World (1994) offers 
students a menu, reflecting many possibilities based on 
strategies contemporary speakers use for each step of 
speech making. 

It is not merely self-determination that the advo­
cates of the descriptive end of the continuum advocate, 
but also self-exploration on the road to making one's 
own choices. Zeman (1990) centers this self-discovery on 
the cannon of invention. He looks at and rejects the pre­
scriptive content of several public speaking texts and 
replaces it with prompts that allow students to center 
on their own unique discoveries rather than just follow 
a formula, a process that parallels the emphasis on 
thinking skills as opposed to speaking skills in Hay­
nes' Oral Practices model. 

Osborn (1997) introduces the dichotomy of Form 
and Creativity, two content/skills areas closely related 
to Prescription and Description. He first asserts that 
students need to be taught form. This is a comforting 
argument for those who in their imaginations are pro­
jecting the great "content vacuum" of Haynes' vid-oral 
style. Osborn supports this claim by arguing that people 
have a need "to shape the world around us to our needs 
and purposes-to impose order and purpose upon the 
chaos or sensations that surrounds us .... [W]e need to 
give our students the gift of a sense of form" (p. 3). Os­
born balances the two end points of the continuum by 
supporting what he considers a neglected content focus 
in public speaking courses, creativity. "I would empha­
size that public speaking nourishes-or ought to nour­
ish-creativity in students .... Creative speaking en­
courages originality of language, thought, and expres-
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sion as students explore themselves and their world in 
classroom speeches" (p. 5). 

Types of speeches and speaking assignments. 
One of the most pervasive and enduring prescriptions 
related to the content and skills of public speaking 
courses is the division of all speaking into Persuasive 
and Informative speeches (Zeman, 1987). Although oc­
casionally ceremonial speeches and speeches to enter­
tain are included in courses and texts, the prescriptive 
codification of the course usually forces course organiza­
tion and assignments to fit into the two major catego­
ries. The obvious continuum to begin this section of 
types of speeches and speaking assignments is Tradi­
tional Speech Purposes/Assignment as opposed to 
Alternative Speech PurposesfAssignments. 

Under the Traditional category are both the speech 
contexts/purposes from the classical era and the division 
of speeches by informative and persuasive purposes. 
Two of the reform articles in this section want change 
that would locate speech assignments more closely to 
the classical contexts/purposes of speaking than to the 
more contemporary purposes that often call for practical 
speeches designed for the business world. Both Horne 
and Mullins (1997) and Sproule (1991) support the be­
lief that students need to be prepared to speak in the 
civic and ceremonial settings as classical orators were 
trained to do. In addition, they claim greater emphasis 
on epideictic and public-issue-oriented speech assign­
ments would provide cultural and societal benefits, 
namely "clarifying and transmitting cultural values" 
and "instigating civic virtues in modern societies" 
(Horne and Mullins, p. 5). 
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Sproule (1991) traces the steps by which "discourse 
has atrophied in a social climate that provides little 
space for reasoned discussion of civic issues" (p. 1) as he 
reviews the movement since the time of the Civil War 
away from the classical purpose of public or civic 
speaking to speaking for personal success in the busi­
ness world. He claims, "speech educators can accomplish 
all their current goals as well as some other useful ob­
jectives by giving students a wider context for visualiz­
ing themselves as speakers. By providing a broader 
model of public life it may be possible to strengthen the 
public sphere at the same time that we build more con­
fident and competent speakers" (p. 11). 

Two prominent public speaking textbook authors 
remain in the Traditional Purposes/Assignments 
camp with their support of the status quo division of 
speeches into those that have as their purpose "to in­
form" and "to persuade." Verderber (1991), when writing 
about what should be included in a basic public speak­
ing course, states that speech assignment should be 
based on the informative and persuasive categories. Lu­
cas (1999) does admit that there are alternatives to in­
formative and persuasive speaking assignments, but his 
acknowledgment is more an afterthought to the central 
assumption that these are the two categories to be used 
for speaking assignments. 

On the other hand, Zeman (1990) argues that there 
"is no real functional reason" (p. 1) for this traditional 
division of speeches into persuasive and informative 
sets and recommends that we break with this empty 
ritual and adopt what he terms the "propositional ap­
proach." He brings up the familiar argument that all 
communication is designed to influence and so a dis-
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crete informative category may not even exist. Further 
support for this view comes from Dalton (1997) who con­
cludes, "The distinction between informative and per­
suasive speaking is anachronistic at best" (p. 20). 

Rowan (1995) gives further examples of the confu­
sion that results from trying to force speeches into the 
informative classification. She claims part of the prob­
lem lies with a historical lack of clarity of what informa­
tive discourse even means. Sometimes it refers to sub­
ject matter, sometimes an arrangement form. 

Based on his stance of supporting a theoretical shift 
away from using only writing-based features to includ­
ing vid-oral based features, it is appropriate that Hay­
nes (1990a) recommends that narrative speaking, an 
alternative speech assignment, be given a more impor­
tant position than the traditional argumentative 
speaking. Dalton (1997) also recognizes the need to in­
clude oral-based thinking to reflect the place of orality 
in the culture. She sees using narrative speaking in the 
public speaking classroom as an appropriate and helpful 
response to these realities. 

Corollary of Instructional Approaches That 
Contribute to Students Becoming Effective 
Speakers 

In addition to considering improving the public 
speaking course by revising the basic theory and the 
content choices, scholars are also concerned with how 
the course is taught. Individual teachers probably have 
more latitude in this area than those of theory and con­
tent. Textbooks can shape or perhaps limit a teacher's 
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instructional approaches through the use of material 
that lends itself well to a particular methodology, but 
most textual elements can be ignored or supplemented. 
Hence, this corollary is determined more by practitio­
ners and scholars than by textbooks. Tradition, how­
ever, does playa role, in this case through the models of 
teaching in higher education that have been practiced in 
the past and that are widely retained today. Reports on 
papers that focus on pedagogical issues are arranged by 
(1) overall instructional perspective and (2) teaching 
methodologies. 

Overall instructional perspectives. Teachers or 
course directors may not consciously decide and articu­
late their broad beliefs about teaching, but instead 
gradually make small decisions that form a perspective. 
The first of these overall perspectives about teaching is 
represented by the continuum set Knowledge Trans­
mission on the left, opposing Learning Facilitation 
on the right. Grupas (1996) uses these terms to empha­
size how instructional orientation affects a teacher's de­
cisions about a course and day-to-day conduct of the 
course. The historical view that the instructor's primary 
job is to disseminate information, hopefully leading to 
knowledge, is still very common today. In many univer­
sity and college classrooms, the picture is of the profes­
sor in the front sending words, often dogmatic and pre­
scriptive, out to the students in their seats. Grupas 
(1996) is supporting changes in instructional practices 
that originate in teachers' perceptions that their main 
task is not to broadcast information, but to find and im­
plement strategies to help their students learn the ma­
terial and skills of the course. 
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The next continuum is logically related to educators' 
views of their teaching mission discussed above since it 
deals with the role of the teacher, this time in regard to 
authority. The tradition pole refers to the Teacher as 
Authoritarian and the progressive pole identifies the 
Teacher as Facilitator. The choice here is between 
the role of absolute ruler of both knowledge and class­
room protocol or a role as an overseer who provides 
needed information and structures to enable the class­
room to run smoothly so that learning may flourish. Al­
though Buerkel-Rothfuss and Kasloski in their 1990 es­
say do not take a stand that supports any specific point 
on the continuum, they do provide a discussion of the 
variety of attitudes and behaviors a teacher may adopt 
relative to authority and rules, such as explicit and im­
plicit rules, negotiable rules, and the syllabus as a 
source of rules. 

The third general teaching perspective is based on 
the issue of whether students learn best in a classroom 
based on Receptive Student Behavior or Experien­
tial Student Behavior. The picture above of the 
knowledge-transmission teacher requires Receptive 
Student Behavior. The contrasting picture of a busy 
classroom of students talking, working in groups, speak­
ing, and demonstrating, represents Experiential Stu­
dent Behaviors. Lucas (1999) strongly endorses this 
latter perspective. "[L]eaming [public speaking] skills is 
an experiential process that requires extensive practice 
and repetition" (p. 78). 

The fourth and final continuum that guides instruc­
tional decisions is based on the assumption of either a 
Single Learning Style or Multiple Learning Styles. 
Traditionally teachers have conducted their classes as if 
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all students learn in the same way, usually the pre­
ferred learning style of the teacher. Schaller and Calli­
son (1998) call for the recognition that students have 
different comfort levels and different levels of success 
depending on whether or not the instruction is based on 
their preferred approaches to learning. They propose 
that public speaking educators base their planning on 
Gardner's seven intelligences and select activities and 
assignments that reflect a wide variety of intelligences 
and corresponding learning styles. 

Grupas (1996) selects two opposing learning styles, 
The analytic learning style, the approach often used 
by those who base their instruction on a single style, 
and the relational learning style. The analytic 
learning style is based on the presumption that stu­
dents learn best when material is highly organized, 
there is one "true" answer, and authority or research 
supports the information presented. These features are 
affiliated with what have been labeled as a "masculine 
teaching style" and "preferred male learning style." In 
contrast the relational learning style is more in har­
mony with the terms "feminine teaching and learning 
styles." In the relational learning style, students co­
operate with each other and the teacher to learn. There 
is a lack of emphasis on hierarchy or status. Student 
experience is a source for learning and knowing. Multi­
ple views and answers are possible. Grupas' (1996) ex­
tensive study was undertaken to create a plan for inte­
grating women's preferred learning style into a public 
speaking class. She obviously supports a pedagogical 
view that, at the least, includes a relational learning 
style. 
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Instructional methodologies. The beliefs about 
roles and learning styles discussed in the previous sec­
tion lead to instructional methodologies that are consis­
tent with the course director or teacher's belief prefer­
ences. The papers that focus on how to best teach public 
speaking use a variety of labels for methods that are 
closely related and often used in concert. For the con­
tinuum, the umbrella terms for these methodologies are 
Exclusive Teaching Methods and Inclusive Teach­
ing Methods. Under the Exclusive Teaching Meth­
ods, fall the traditional lecture method, the masculine 
teaching method and teacher-centered methods. The 
Inclusive Teaching Methods include experiential 
learning methods, active learning methods, feminist 
pedagogy, connected learning methods, and student­
centered methods. Two authors (Grupas, 1996; and 
Hayward, 1993) champion the Inclusive Teaching ap­
proach and give arguments supporting their views in 
their papers. 

DISCUSSION 

Overview of Results 

It is interesting and rather reassuring to see that in 
the nineties, scholars have produced work that covers 
all four theoretical categories used to organize the data 
in this study: perspectives; basic theory of what consti­
tutes effective public speaking, course content and 
skills, and instructional approaches. The areas that re­
ceive the most attention are instructional approaches 
and selection of content and skills. 
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Figure 1 provides a way of looking at the planks of 
this reform platform both individually and collectively. 
But unlike political platforms that are worked out in 
face-to-face negotiations, this plan has been assembled 
out of the individual pieces that were independently and 
separately chosen and constructed, without deliberate 
intention of contributing to a larger program. Never­
theless, as a group, the work of these writers and 
speakers, forms a beginning foundation of contemporary 
theory and pedagogy for the basic public speaking 
course. 

As one explores the reform literature, it is clear that 
although the approximately 25 writers have independ­
ent agendas, they are working from a shared set of val­
ues and influences. Although the paper topics vary, the 
reader keeps bumping into reform recommendations 
that challenge rigidity and old prescriptive formulae 
and recommendations that reject one way as opposed to 
multiple ways. The writers shift the spotlight from per­
formance to process and from teacher to collaboration. 
These theoretical and pedagogical changes the writers 
discuss represent a new understanding of what consti­
tutes public speaking from a social construction per­
spective in the electronic age, with redefined roles for 
speaker and audience and for teacher and student. One 
source of stimulus for these changes may well be the 
two essays published early in the decade by Jo Sprague 
(1992, 1993) that not only issued the challenge for re­
thinking and revitalizing the instructional communica­
tion and communication education research agendas, 
but also provided a summary of the educational and 
communication theoretical backgrounds that support 
new ways of thinking about what and how we teach. 
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DOMINANT ISSUES AND CHANGE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The most obvious trend found in the reform litera­
ture is the general proposal for policies that abandon or 
alter the traditional positions at the left of the contin­
nua in favor of progressive positions on the right. The 
really big news that comes from the combined voices of 
these progressive reformers is that our discipline has 
the opportunity and means of revising the traditional 
theory of effective speaking from a focus on external 
speaking skills to one of thinking skills, the key to a 
contemporary model of a public speaking. Whether the 
traditional theory of public speaking is significantly al­
tered depends on the willingness of the communication 
education community to make changes in the perspec­
tives and pedagogy related to teaching public speaking. 
For widespread acceptance of this major paradigm shift, 
communication educators would have to surrender 
dogmatic, absolutist attitudes that stifle change and 
discourage responses to the varied backgrounds of stu­
dents, the current culture, and disciplinary trends and 
research. To support the implementation of new public 
speaking theory, classrooms would be required that 
utilize the alternative pedagogies the reform writers 
advocate, These would be public speaking classes char­
acterized by more flexibility, openness, responsiveness 
to the needs and nature of contemporary students and 
audiences in a diverse society, featuring high levels of 
democratic student participation. 

These are changes that in most cases will occur 
slowly and incrementally. There will not be a revolution. 
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We will not get up some morning next year and discover 
that public speaking as we have known it has disap­
peared forever. Hopefully, though, the discussion will 
continue. The essays reviewed in this study demon­
strate that change is in the works. These essays are the 
descendents of earlier discussions about revision and 
improvement. That's how it works. We explore how 
things are going, ask questions, search for ideas that fit 
the current situation, and then make changes in our in­
dividual classrooms, courses, and curriculae, and share 
our beliefs and practices with the larger community. 

Looking at this body of literature as a whole stimu­
lates the asking of more questions and reveals areas 
where future research is needed. Since this report is 
based on the views of a limited number of leaders for 
change, it may present an incomplete picture of the be­
liefs and attitudes of speech educators throughout the 
nation about how public speaking can and should be 
updated. A study based on a national survey, specifi­
cally soliciting attitudes related to reform, would ex­
pand our initial understanding of revision issues. We 
also need studies that tell us more about the proposed 
changes and their impacts. Although some of the rec­
ommendations by reformers reviewed in this essay have 
been empirically studied, notably the teaching method­
ologies, many of the proposals are based on reasoning 
and anecdotal evidence. Multiple reports of field experi­
ences and testing of how to teach public speaking by the 
"thinking leading to doing" method and "oral practices" 
approach would seem to be an essential starting point. 
Explorations of a workable balance between prescriptive 
and descriptive instruction and sources would also be 
helpful. 
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Any healthy discipline needs those who are willing 
to reexamine "how we have always done it" and look for 
ways to improve our academic endeavors. That tendency 
is alive and flourishing in the study of public speaking 
courses. May it continue and expand as the discipline 
confronts the challenge of creating a modern theory of 
public speaking. 
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Common Sense in the Basic 
Public Speaking Course 

39 

Calvin L. Troup 

The foundation of the basic public speaking 
course is not widely questioned today. As a public 
speaking course director, I have become well acquainted 
with sales representatives from many publishers. All of 
them want me to switch to their text for the coming se­
mester, except for one. I routinely tell the representa­
tives that any of the top ten public speaking textbook 
authors could probably teach an excellent version of the 
course from any of the top ten public speaking texts on 
the market. The shared foundation is so secure, and the 
emphases that distinguish these texts are so slight, that 
good teachers can comfortably employ any of them. Of 
course, we each select our texts based on their particu­
lar merits for our own versions of the course. But, as 
William Norwood Brigance said, "For twenty-three cen­
turies, effective speeches have been prepared in accord­
ance with a theory of public address, II adding that "even 
the slow-minded have had time to catch on" (7). In the 
50 years since Brigance's statement in Speech: Its 
Techniques and Disciplines in a Free Society, the field 
seems to have maintained a consensus on the theoreti­
cal foundations for teaching public speaking. 

In fact, I am concerned that we now take the founda­
tions so much for granted that we may neglect effec­
tively teaching them. We may be omitting the compel-
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ling connections between training for ordinary citizens 
in the art of public speaking and the vitality of a democ­
ratic republic. In that sense, I will argue that our cur­
rent situation demands that we recover the foundation 
ofpublic speaking for our students. 

Much ink has been devoted to the perceived demise 
of the public forum, both in popular and scholarly litera­
ture. As James Darsey has noted, a broad spectrum of 
scholars and popular pundits who make it their busi­
ness to disagree with one another have long since 
reached consensus on the decline in the condition public 
dialogue and debate (ix-x). The public speaking course 
would appear to be a prime site for equipping our stu­
dents to do the practical work of rehabilitating the pub­
lic square in America. 

Recent editions of public speaking texts do address 
certain relevant aspects of contemporary public dis­
course for students. Authors devote serious attention to 
the diversification of American audiences via immigra­
tion and the implications of globalization through inter­
national travel and communication technologies. But 
these same public speaking texts seem only to gesture 
toward basic issues concerning rhetoric, citizenship, and 
democracy enacted through active public dialogue. The 
texts seem to assume that students today possess the 
historical and cultural knowledge to understand the 
significance of their participation in public discourse. 

I cannot take the time to document fully what I con­
sider an unintended consequence of the general form to 
which the most widely used texts in the field adhere. 
But the texts do point to the lack of connection between 
students and the foundations of public speaking in the 
basic course. One popular text seems to be silent on the 
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connection of public speaking to citizenship and democ­
racy (Lucas). Three others devote a few paragraphs each 
to the citizenship and democracy connection (Andrews 
4-5; Beebe 11-12; Osborn 8-9). Another includes a ten­
page segment of the first chapter (Sproule 11-21), and 
the text we are using at Duquesne includes a brief men­
tion, but devotes a more extended appendix on citizen­
ship and rhetoric in the public forum (Zarefsky 5-6, 409-
418). 

So, we articulate clearly the general need for inclu­
sion of disenfranchised voices into American society, but 
"as citizens in a democratic republic" remains largely 
unstated. Whether due to ignorance, inexperience, or 
apathy, I suggest that many of our students cannot pro­
vide our unstated premise. Therefore, students are 
prone to think of public speaking as a knack or a craft to 
gain personal advantage, or they infer some psychologi­
cal, self-help foundation, as in, "I gained so much self­
confidence by learning to speak in front of peoplel" Too 
many leave the course lacking theoretical depth and 
historical connections. 

THE POWER OF RHETORICAL DIALOGUE 
IN DEMOCRACY 

Therefore, we need to acquaint students with our 
deeply held assumptions about public speaking in a de­
mocratic society. In short, we need to lead them to the 
tree of democracy. In Common Sense, Thomas Paine in­
vokes this metaphor that was well worn even in his own 
day, more than 225 years ago. Speaking of a fledgling 
society of immigrants in a sprawling wilderness he says, 
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"Some convenient tree will afford them a state-house, 
under the branches of which the whole colony may as­
semble to deliberate on public matters"(3). The meta­
phorical tree of democracy points to the power and ne­
cessity of rhetoric for that dialogue that we call delib­
eration in the public forum. Where public speaking is 
concerned, I am convinced that the historical and theo­
retical foundations of rhetorical culture are radical and 
subversive in a most hopeful sense, especially for people 
living in an age and culture where hope sometimes 
eludes them entirely. 

As Rod Hart once suggested, we need to own the fact 
that education, especially communication education, is a 
positively subversive act. "Teachers are insurgents, lib­
erators, restoring in others the freedom to reason, re­
leasing them from the tyrannies of conventional wis­
dom, conventional morality, conventional television" 
(100). Hart was speaking of communication education in 
general. But public speaking teachers, who annually 
reach a huge segment of the American collegiate popu­
lation, possess great potential to motivate and equip 
students to become more fully functional citizens in a 
public forum. 

Our tree of democracy has deep historical roots in 
the field. As Martin J. Medhurst reminds us, basic 
training in the rhetorical arts grounds our disciplinary 
heritage: 

To be able to articulate a point of view, defend a pro­
position, attack an evil, or celebrate a set of common 
values was seen as one of the central ways in which 
the people retained their freedoms and shaped their 
society. Training in public speaking or public address 
was thus understood to be preparation for citizenship 
in a democratic Republic. It was this sense of the term 
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that motivated the founding, in 1914, of a new 
scholarly organization called The National Associa­
tion of Academic Teachers of Public Speaking. (xi) 

43 

The connection between public speaking, citizenship, 
and democracy was once commonplace in our textbooks, 
rooted in ancient soil. In Fundamentals of Public Speak­
ing, Donald C. Bryant and Karl P. Wallace state two as­
sumptions that "men of good will in a democratic society 
have always known" (9). The assumptions come directly 
from the Greek polis: "First ... that democracy will not 
work unless there is a general communication among 
men-a constant and effective interchange of both in­
formation and opinion," and "Second ... that if communi­
cation is widespread and free, knowledge will prevail 
over ignorance, and truth over falsehood" (9-10). 

Indeed, the intellectual genealogy of these assump­
tions is clear from Isocrates and Aristotle through the 
founding discourse of the United States to mid-twenti­
eth century public speaking texts. And professors like 
Bryant, Wallace, and Brigance framed the rationale for 
advancing such assumptions in the wake of the two 
world wars that rocked the fIrst half of their century. 
They viewed the role of public speaking in the college 
curriculum as vital to the distinction between democ­
racy and tyranny (Bryant & Wallace 10). Introducing 
his text fIrst published in 1952, Brigance stated the 
premise on which a public speaking course should be 
taught this way: 

The system of speechmaking was born of manls early 
struggle for democracy. It is still inherent in a free 
society, and unless an adequate portion of leaders in 
all areas of human life can speak intelligently, 
effectively, and responsibly-among themselves and 
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to the people at large - we must live in constant 
danger of internal breakdown. (7) 

So, against the backdrop of history and political 
philosophy, this essay also participates in the sense of 
public speaking education as a deeply American phe­
nomenon and in the tradition of worrying over its de­
mise. Robert T. Oliver's voice resonates with the Ameri­
cana theme in public speaking: 

Whatever else has happened in our history, the 
democratization of society has steadily advanced. And 
one reason is that when once the principle is admitted 
that issues affecting the public may be publicly dis­
cussed, the compass of the discussion always expands 
and never contracts. 

It is not without significance that in these United 
States public speaking· has flourished as it has 
nowhere else .... We as a people have developed 
orators, have valued oratory as an art, and have 
listened and talked back to multitudes of speakers far 
more than has any other portion of the globe. (xviii) 

Some may be too humble, others too cynical to affirm 
Oliver's statement. But I think we still believe that, ul­
timately, a decline in the health of the public forum 
means the loss of freedom - not freedom to make 
choices about personal preferences or consumer 
freedom, but basic human freedom. I hope that we still 
believe, also ultimately, that rhetoric is not violence (as 
has been recently suggested by some) but one of the best 
alternatives to violence known to human society. 

The baseline commitment to a real connection be­
tween the art of public speaking and free democratic so­
cieties makes the quality of the basic public speaking 
course a recurring worry. Isocrates worries about the 
implications for Athens when his students neglect their 
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public speaking lessons and instead are "wasting their 
youth in drinking bouts, in parties, in soft living and 
childish folly" not to mention drinking to excess, gam­
bling and "hanging about the training schools of the 
flute girls" (53). Brigance simply worries that "we don't 
have enough competent speakers to carry on the every­
day business of living together in a democracy" (5). 

Therefore, taking our students to the tree of democ­
racy means explicating the aforementioned assumptions 
for our students and substantially integrating the as­
sumptions into our public speaking courses. Of course, 
the tree of democracy to which we must lead our stu­
dents has become less tangible and more metaphorical 
in today's society than ever before. As teachers, we first 
need to help our students to locate the tree. As Zarefsky 
notes, "Today, the public forum is not an actual place to 
which we go; instead it is an imagined 'space' that exists 
wherever people have the freedom to exchange 
ideas"(410). But we cannot afford for them to lose the 
basic, foundational idea of public, rhetorical dialogue in 
a forum where members of society come together to 
make reasonable decisions about their societal life to­
gether. 

THE TEMPTATION TO TEACH TECHNIQUE 

To reintroduce a theoretical and historical founda­
tion into the basic public speaking course at any depth 
is a major project. At two universities, I have been in­
volved in directing moves toward making the public 
speaking course more intellectually demanding and 
theoretically rich. Students do not realize that they 
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want this approach to public speaking. Most imagine 
that a public speaking course at its best allows them to 
speak many times with much encouragement, volumes 
of constructive criticism, and grading based on effort 
instead of performance. But student pressure rarely 
tempts us to omit the foundations of the course and re­
duce it to techniques. Rather, institutional issues and 
student complacency about the public sphere are more 
likely culprits. 

Institutional Issues 

A number of conditions under which most public 
speaking courses are taught today may inhibit the in­
troduction of more substantial theoretical and historical 
material. A few of the most prominent include: 

Class Size. Most public speaking classes enroll 20-
25 students, some schools allow even slightly higher 
caps. The performance components of the course inten­
sify time pressure on instruction. The larger the class, 
the less time an instructor can devote to relevant his­
torical and theoretical material. 

Student Expectations. Many students expect 
public speaking to be an easy course and benign intel­
lectually. Especially in cases where public speaking is a 
"service" course, other departments often view the 
course as a simple, skill-driven course. 

Instructor Preparation. Teaching assistants with 
a limited background in the field often teach the course. 
In many cases, the teachers have not yet been taught 
the foundations of the course themselves. Combined 
with justifiable concerns about teaching and grading the 
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performance aspects of the course, teaching assistants 
may find it difficult to incorporate meaningful connec­
tions to citizenship and democracy on their own. 

Immediate Rewards of Skill Instruction. Public 
speaking can be a rewarding course to teach, if only be­
cause the instructor can actually witness the develop­
ment of students' performance and confidence as the 
term proceeds. But the rewards that manifest them­
selves most immediately and most clearly pertain to 
practice, not foundations. 

Student Complacency 

What is often considered the political apathy of tra­
ditional college-age students has been so well docu­
mented over the past 20 years that I will not revisit it 
here in any depth. However, I should note that in "Atti­
tudes Toward Politics and Public Service: A National 
Survey of College and University Undergraduates," the 
Harvard Political Review confirms that the turn of the 
millennium appears to have made little impact on the 
attitudes of 21st Century college students. Levels of po­
litical activity and trust in government institutions are 
low; students are "disillusioned about and disconnected 
from the political system" and are looking for alterna­
tives to politics as solutions to community and society's 
problems. 

The Harvard study confirms what have now become 
conventional concerns about the shape of public life in 
America. In The Great Disruption: Human Nature and 
the Reconstitution of Social Order, Francis Fukuyama 
synthesizes many of the related issues for college-aged 
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people that appear in the Harvard study, such as high 
levels of local community involvement with contrasting 
lows in traditional political activity. 

Fukuyama also identifies the emergence of a kind of 
absolute tolerance principal in middle-class American 
culture - a principal that many public speaking 
teachers may have encountered in class: "Most middle­
class Americans don't believe in anything strongly 
enough to want to impose their values on one another" 
(89). In fact, Fukuyama says that while middle-class 
Americans do have convictions, ethics, and moral 
positions, "they are even more committed to being non­
judgmental about the values of other people" (90). 
Therefore, rather than being simply complacent about 
public speaking, students may be reflecting larger cul­
tural shifts that translate into a predisposition against 
the kind of public advocacy traditionally associated with 
public speaking. 

In simple terms, institutional pressures and cultural 
changes seem to be making the trip to the tree of de­
mocracy more demanding than it might have been in 
previous generations. Teachers need to provide a more 
substantial intellectual, political, and cultural frame­
work to support the trip. But this pedagogical work also 
seems more necessary. 

Perhaps my expectations exceed what any of us can 
humanely deliver in a typical semester. Nevertheless, I 
cannot easily shake my desire for students to under­
stand public speaking as more than a self-help project 
dressed up in academic garb. Public speaking is one of 
the crucial remaining sites for rhetoric in its most basic 
sense to be grounded in the hearts and minds of college 
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students in a way that can benefit the commonwealth of 
humanity. 

THE WISDOM OF COMMON SENSES 

I am now prepared to suggest an antidote to the 
temptation of reducing the basic public speaking course 
to technique. To apply the antidote, we must lead stu­
dents to the tree of democracy all semester long. One 
way to exercise such leadership may be to introduce into 
the course an historical text that both models appropri­
ate and effective public discourse and has also contrib­
uted to the framework of the American public forum. I 
am suggesting specifically that we consider texts foun­
dational to our common sense ideas about what the 
public forum ought to be. 

Common Sense is one example that I will develop 
more fully in a moment. Other candidates would include 
I Have a Dream, Federalist #10, The Declaration of In­
dependence, certain Supreme Court decisions and Presi­
dential inaugural addresses, etc. I am not advocating for 
anyone particular text, only that through such texts we 
can lead students to the tree of democracy and give 
them some idea of what to do when they get there. Such 
formative texts combine passion for democratic govern­
ment with the rhetorical engine of democracy-speech 
that is not only free, but also reasonable, informed, and 
constructively critical. 

But taking such an approach also may require a re­
turn to foundations that would cause a shift in approach 
from current conventions-at least the conventions I 
have met through experience and in our basic public 
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speaking literature (including textbooks). The current 
conventions invite students into the course as a means 
of overcoming their fear of public speaking and gaining 
new skill in self-expression. 

I have no interest in overstating this case. I myself 
have been trained to teach the course in this way and 
the structure of the basic public speaking course as I 
teach it has many of the earmarks of our conventional 
approach. Students still frequently express their posi­
tive public speaking experience with me in terms of en­
hanced self-confidence or self-esteem. Students do learn 
much of value in such courses-organization, audience 
adaptation, extemporaneous delivery, reasoning, critical 
thinking, and more. I want them to continue to learn 
these things, but also to do so in connection with their 
role as educated citizens in a democratic republic-one 
in which the voices of citizens are sorely needed. 

COMMON SENSE IN DUQUESNE PUBLIC 
SPEAKING 

How are we trying to reintroduce the foundational 
issue of public speaking as a cornerstone of public dis­
course in a democratic republic and a responsibility for 
all citizens? I will attempt to outline in brief the as­
sumptions and components of the basic public speaking 
course at Duquesne University. Then I will explain our 
current use of Common Sense, recognizing that hearing 
an account of how someone else teaches a course can 
quickly become as tiresome as hearing awe-stricken 
parents tell interminable stories about their children. 
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We want students to own their role as engaged citi­
zens in the American republic and to cultivate their 
public speaking knowledge and skill to pursue civic vir­
tue as citizens in a democracy. We recognize that the 
course routinely enhances the self-concept, self-confi­
dence, and self-esteem of students. But we see these ef­
fects, desirable as they may be, as bypro ducts that stu­
dents should reap from virtuous civic conduct. Our aim 
to rebuild the basic public speaking course on the foun­
dation of citizen participation in public discourse has 
emerged from our department's alignment within the 
strong tradition of liberal and professional education at 
Duquesne. 

In other words, the historical and intellectual tradi­
tions of our country, our discipline, and our community 
provide common rationale for making pursuit of civic 
virtue prominent in our basic public speaking course 
-more prominent than pursuit of enhanced self­
concept, self-expression, or personal gain. Therefore, al­
though still in process, we are working to enrich the 
course theoretically and historically. 

About four years ago we began to revamp our ap­
proach. We selected David Zarefsky's, Public Speaking: 
Strategies for Success as our primary textbook because 
we wanted one of the more rigorous and rhetorical of the 
available public speaking texts. Text selection is par­
ticularly important because graduate students teach 
most sections of the course. We set the class limit at 25 
students to allow for three major graded speeches and 
ample in-class response time. Finally, we decided to in­
corporate Paine's Common Sense as a required supple­
mentary text. 
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The sailing with Common Sense has not been en­
tirely smooth. We reconsidered it after the first year's 
student responses because they seemed to have a hard 
time making connections. However, we elected to con­
tinue with Common Sense for three reasons. First, in 
both purpose and reception the pamphlet was deeply 
and explicitly rhetorical in its own day. Second, the text 
possesses enduring historical status as a benchmark for 
the American Revolution. Third, Paine's work connects 
quite directly to the better-known texts of the Declara­
tion of Independence and Constitution. Therefore, Com­
mon Sense adds significant intellectual value and depth 
and forwards our purpose of making public speaking a 
course in which students can learn the history, theory, 
and practice of enacting civic virtue. 

CURRENT USE OF COMMON SENSE 

Instead of substituting a different text, we decided to 
adjust our approach to teaching Common Sense, incor­
porating it more aggressively. Students seem to be en­
gaging the text more actively and making some of the 
basic connections we anticipated. We have attempted to 
make Common Sense a more integral component of the 
course through the following methods: 

Students must read the text in segments that corre­
spond with the three exams in the course. Common 
Sense passages are used in multiple choice test items as 
examples for specific conceptual material appearing on 
the exam. Students who have not read Common Sense 
place themselves at a serious disadvantage on such 
questions. 
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As we approach the second and third units of the 
course (persuasive speeches and speeches of contro­
versy) the text becomes much more directly relevant to 
the course material. Instructors use examples from 
Common Sense to teach persuasive structures, inven­
tion, reasoning, evidence, proofs, refutation, etc. 

To conclude the persuasive unit and the unit on con­
troversy, students prepare a think paper in which they 
find applications of critical and theoretical concepts 
from class in Common Sense. (Copies of the think paper 
assignments are attached.) 

CONCLUSION 

The impact of Common Sense on student knowledge, 
experience, and perspective in our basic public speaking 
course has been modestly successful in the direction we 
had hoped. Although no formal study has been con­
ducted, a number of instructors have reported similar 
responses as they have incorporated Common Sense. 
While we can continue to improve the substance and 
methods for achieving our pedagogical goals, as we have 
honed and shaped the content and structure of the 
course to resurrect the foundations of civic virtue, our 
adjustments have registered in the consciousness of our 
students. Across a number of sections, we have seen the 
impact of Common Sense in six key areas. 

First, Common Sense has enriched the substance of 
the course and raised the conceptual plane at which we 
teach public speaking. Student comments indicate that 
they recognize the added substance-they resonate with 
the fact that public speaking demands knowledge, not 
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just presentation skills. Second, Common Sense has 
produced a better grasp of argumentation concepts for 
public speaking purposes. We have seen better under­
standing of claims, warrants, evidence, etc. 

Third, Common Sense helps us to introduce the cen­
tral role of rhetoric in American history, culture, and 
politics. Students gain insight into the fact that public 
speaking is intrenched as a significant factor in the col­
lective experience and heritage of all Americans. 
Fourth, Common Sense has illustrated the practical im­
plications of public speaking for society. As students be­
come more familiar with the context of Paine's text, they 
understand better why they might need to become in­
volved in public discourse. Fifth, gaining contextual 
bearings has also enabled students to see the previously 
mentioned connections between Common Sense, the 
Declaration of Independence, and the Constitution. They 
can begin to understand that many Americans were 
thinking and speaking about the same issues. Public 
discourse becomes a broader, more popular prospect 
rather than an elite activity. 

Finally, Common Sense has enhanced instructor 
credibility. Students consistently resist the initial intro­
duction of the text, but by the end of the semester, many 
of them report that Common Sense has contributed to 
their learning experience. The integration of the art of 
public speaking with its implications in society, politics, 
and history foreground the expertise of the instructor, 
the intellectual rigor of the field, and the intrinsic per­
sonal benefits of the course. 

In the future we may choose to conduct a formal 
study of the pedagogical influence of Common Sense in 
the basic public speaking course. We may also experi-
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ment with different texts like those mentioned earlier. 
However, the pedagogical point is not attached to the 
specific text selected or a particular method. Our goal is 
to lead them to understand the enduring relevance of 
the tree of democracy-the basic assumptions that con­
nect the practical wisdom of public speaking with the 
virtues of living in a free, democratic republic. Once 
they come to that tree, we want them to learn the value 
of their participation and provide the knowledge and 
skills they need to negotiate a more elusive and techno­
logically sophisticated public space than Thomas Paine 
ever imagined. 
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COMMON SENSE THINK PAPERS 

We cherish the right to freedom of speech in the 
United States. Thomas Paine's pamphlet, Common 
Sense, is one example of how public dialogue played a 
significant role in the life of our nation. The concepts 
and skills you are learning in class can be seen at work 
in this famous document from American history. During 
each speaking round, you will return to Common Sense 
to explore how Thomas Paine practiced the concepts, 
strategies, and techniques more than 200 years ago in 
ways that affect your life every day today. 

In each think paper, you should incorporate the 
main concepts that we've read and discussed. 

• Each think paper should be approximately 750 
words in length. 

• Each think paper will be worth 100 points. 
• Deduction for late submission: 15 points. 
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Think Paper #1: Values and Information 
in Common Sense. 

1. Write one paragraph that summarizes who Tho­
mas Paine was and why Common Sense was such 
an important and influential document at the time 
it was written. Refer to at least 2 sources from out­
side of the book itself and cite them according to 
MLA or AP A style for research papers in a "works 
cited" list (bibliography) attached to your paper. 

2. In your own words, write a one-paragraph synop­
sis of the overall story that Thomas Paine is trying 
to tell. Do not exceed 100 words. 

3. Outline the book. Each chapter should be a Roman 
numeral. Main points within the chapter should be 
assigned a capital letter. Key sub-points should re­
ceive an Arabic numeral. 

4. List all the sources that Paine identifies plus any 
that you recognize as outside references, even if 
Paine takes it for granted that the reader knows 
the reference. 

5. Write a paragraph explaining the values that 
Paine wants the reader to adopt and live by. Quote 
specific passages that indicate the values Paine is 
advocating in Common Sense. If you accepted what 
Paine proposed in the book and you were living at 
the time of the American Revolution, what actions 
would you have been willing to take as a result? 
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Think Paper #2: Reasoning and Controversy 
in Common Sense: 

59 

1. Write down three main arguments that you think 
Paine makes in Common Sense. Using Zarefsky's 
discussion in Chapter 7 on Proof, Support, and 
Reasoning, write the claim for each in your own 
words and identify the supporting material that 
Paine uses for each argument. 

2. Using Zarefsky's list of six strategies for reasoning 
in Chapter 7, rank the types of reasoning Thomas 
Paine depends upon in Common Sense, from most 
to least. State your reasons for your top ranking, 
and then give one example from Common Sense for 
each of your top three. 

3. In your opinion, what made Common Sense such 
an influential pamphlet, in a time when literally 
thousands of pamphlets were being published, dis­
tributed, and read throughout the colonies? 

4. Find an argument of Paine's that you think is still 
pertinent to your life and our country today. Ex­
plain why you say so. Then, diagram and analyze 
the argument according to the Toulmin model of 
argument analysis. Where is the argument strong­
. est? Where is it most susceptible to refutation? 
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Extending Learning Opportunities in 
the Basic Communication Course: 
Exploring the Pedagogical Benefits 
of Speech Laboratories 

Stephen K. Hunt 
Cheri J. Simonds 

Communication educators have long been concerned 
with developing pedagogical strategies for extending 
students' learning experiences in the basic communica­
tion course. Basic course directors have increasingly 
turned to speech laboratories in an attempt to address 
this ongoing need. This is a particularly popular ap­
proach in basic communication courses containing a 
public speaking component. Participation is such labo­
ratories is expected to affect students' public speaking 
competency and some laboratories are specifically de­
signed to assuage students' fear of public speaking. 
However, as basic course directors continue to imple­
ment speech laboratories, they often do so relying on 
implicit theories and personal experience rather than 
extant research to develop instructional strategies. In­
deed, there is very little published evidence to support 
the pedagogical benefits of speech laboratories. There­
fore, the purpose of this investigation was to document 
students' perceptions of the efficacy of a speech lab. Fur­
ther, we examined the possibility that those who utilize 
the lab earn higher grades on classroom speeches com­
pared to their peers who do not utilize the lab. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Much of the extant speech laboratory literature fo­
cuses on narrative descriptions of the purposes, devel­
opment, and implementation of speech laboratories. For 
instance, scholars have examined considerations for in­
stilling functional communication skills for non-native 
speakers (Flores, 1997), hypertext and other technologi­
cal applications (Berube, 1988), as well the incorpora­
tion of communication laboratories into comprehensive 
retention efforts (Brownell & Watson, 1984). In a more 
recent essay, Hobgood (2000) described the development 
of a speech center designed to serve the entire univer­
sity community. While these essays provide valuable 
design information for those interested in developing 
their own laboratory, they fall short of providing the 
kind of empirical data needed to substantiate that stu­
dents perceive speech laboratories to be pedagogically 
beneficial or that such facilities actually help students 
perform better in the classroom. 

The National Communication Association (NCA) re­
cently surveyed members about the presence of commu­
nication laboratories on their campuses (Morreale, 
2001). Faculty members from ten campuses provided 
the National Office with information about lab-based 
programs and described the advantages of having a lab. 
The results of this informal survey revealed that lab di­
rectors perceive the lab to be beneficial to undergradu­
ate students, graduate teaching assistants (GTAs), fac­
ulty, and departments. Labs benefit undergraduate stu­
dents by enhancing learning and self-confidence and de-
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creasing communication anxiety. Communication labs 
also act as a training ground for GTAs and benefit fac­
ulty because they gain class time to work on other con­
cepts as students can develop some skills in the lab. Fi­
nally, communication departments benefit because lab 
programs increase awareness on the campus of the dis­
cipline and provide assessment data for the depart­
ment's review process. 

The extant empirical research regarding the efficacy 
of speech laboratories highlights the role these facilities 
can play in the reduction of communication apprehen­
sion (CA) which is defined as "an individual's level of 
fear or anxiety associated with either real or anticipated 
communication with another person or persons" 
(McCroskey, 1977). For example, because many speech 
laboratories include videotaping facilities, researchers 
have sought to document the utility of this instructional 
practice in terms of reducing student apprehension 
(Ellis, 1995). This line of research seems compelling in 
light of other findings which indicate videotaping prac­
tice speeches reduces speech anxiety (Hinton & Kramer, 
1998). 

Beyond the practice of videotaping speeches in labo­
ratories, scholars have documented that participation in 
speech laboratories can represent an efficacious option 
for reducing CA (McKiernan, 1984). Morreale, Ellis, and 
Mares-Dean (1992) found that at-risk students who par­
ticipated in a speech laboratory reported significant 
gains in public speaking competency and an overall re­
duction of public speaking apprehension. Similarly, 
Ellis (1995) noted that students participating in a labo­
ratory-supported public speaking course reported sig­
nificant gains in competency and significant decreases 
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in anxiety. According to Ellis (1995), one-on-one labora­
tory support consisting of goal setting, video feedback, 
and private feedback with GTAs "provided a nonthreat­
ening, nurturant environment that helped all students, 
including high apprehensives, to perceive significant 
increases in self-perceived competency" (p. 74). These 
findings are consistent with Ratliffe's (1984) research 
which indicates that students respond positively to the 
opportunity for out-of-class, individualized feedback. 

Scholars in the communication discipline have not 
collected much data concerning the pedagogical benefits 
of speech labs, and consequently, lab administrators 
have little guidance in terms of knowing what works 
and what does not. The research that has been con­
ducted has focused almost exclusively on CA and com­
munication competency. While this research provides a 
foundation for the claim that speech labs work, it says 
little about what those who visit the lab actually think 
about their experience. A better understanding of stu­
dents' perceptions of the lab is important to identify 
which aspects of lab services are most and least helpful. 
In other words, such an understanding should better 
equip lab administrators to meet the diverse needs of 
their students. Also, research using standardized as­
sessment measures of CA and communication compe­
tence may not completely reflect classroom speech re­
quirements. In addition, existing research in this area 
says virtually nothing about whether students who visit 
the lab actually receive higher grades on classroom 
presentations. Therefore, we asked the following re­
search questions: 

RQ1: Do students perceive the assistance they re­
ceive in the speech lab to be useful in terms of 
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the requirements of the speeches they deliver 
in the classroom? 

RQ2: Do students who visit the speech lab earn 
higher grades on their classroom speeches 
compared to those that do not visit the speech 
lab? 

METHOD 

Speech Lab Design 

The speech lab that we investigated was developed 
to provide an opportunity for students enrolled in the 
basic communication course l to practice their speeches 
and receive constructive feedback from trained instruc­
tors. The speech lab is overseen by a tenure-track pro­
fessor who is also the Co-Director of the basic course. 
The lab is staffed by GTAs who teach at least one self­
contained section of the course. All of the speech lab 
monitors receive extensive training before they begin 
their assignment in the lab. Initially, the GTAs are re­
quired to attend an intensive training program at the 
beginning of the first semester of their academic pro­
gram. In addition, all GTAs are required to complete a 
one credit hour course that explores the pedagogical 
concerns of teaching the basic course (in their first se­
mester at the university). Also, lab monitors complete a 
brief training program that exposes them to the expec-

1 The basic course is a required component of the general edu­
cation program and services approximately 1,500 students a semes­
ter. The focus of the course is public speaking but it also includes 
units on group and interpersonal communication. 
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tations, pedagogical goals, and operating procedures of 
the speech lab. 

All students in the basic course receive a tour of the 
lab within the first two weeks of the semester. During 
this tour, students are informed of the appropriate and 
inappropriate uses of the lab. The appropriate uses of 
the lab include assisting those students who are high in 
CA through systematic visualization of successful 
speaking and by providing a quiet and private place for 
them to practice their speeches. In addition, students 
may utilize the lab to practice a speech (with or without 
taping) prior to its formal delivery in front of the class. 
Students also receive assistance with issues like organi­
zation and word choice as questions arise during the 
practice session. However, the speech lab is not avail­
able to help students prepare for exams or written as­
signments. In addition, students are instructed that 
they should not use the lab for functions that would be 
better served by instructors during office hours (e.g., 
selecting topics, proofreading an outline, constructing 
visual or audio aids, etc.). 

The speech lab consists of one large room divided 
by sliding doors. Students initially enter the main office 
of the lab where they register and wait for assistance. 
The practice room is equipped with a camera, micro­
phone, monitor, overhead projector, tape recorder, slide 
projector, easel, and projection screen (the sliding doors 
can be closed to provide privacy). The practice room is 
large enough to accommodate small groups of students 
who wish to practice their group presentation. All stu­
dents who visit the lab are provided the opportunity to 
receive immediate oral and written feedback from lab 
monitors and may tape each speech for self-analysis. 
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Participants 

Data for this study were collected from two sources: 
(a) students' evaluations of their lab experiences, and (b) 
information from students' instructors concerning lab 
visits and speech grades. The first group of participants 
consisted of 527 students who visited the speech lab at a 
large Midwestern university during the Spring and 
Summer 2000 semesters. There were more females (n = 
351) than males (n = 173) in the study (3 students did 
not identify their sex). Despite this difference in the sex 
of the participants, roughly the same percentage of 
women (14.53%, n = 50) as men (12.14%, n = 21) re­
ported that they visited the lab even though they were 
not required to do so. The average age of participants 
was 18.84 (SD = 2.66) and the majority of participants 
were in their first year of school (first year n = 461, 
sophomore n = 15, junior n = 37, senior n = 14). The ra­
cial and ethnic distribution of the sample was as fol­
lows: 86.1% (n = 454) Caucasian, 7.4% (n = 34) Mrican 
American, 3.2% (n = 17) AsianlPacific Islander, and 
3.3% (n = 18) other. 

In order to acquire data to address the second re­
search question, the researchers collected a separate 
convenience sample of student speech scores from GTAs 
teaching the basic course in the Fall 2000 semester. The 
GTAs were instructed to provide the researchers with 
their students' scores (no information that would iden­
tify the students was included) and indicate whether 
they visited the speech lab prior to each of the three re­
quired course presentations. This procedure yielded 
scores for 435 informative, group, and persuasive 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 

76

Basic Communication Course Annual, Vol. 14 [2002], Art. 13

http://ecommons.udayton.edu/bcca/vol14/iss1/13



Speech Laboratories 67 

speeches. Because of the anonymous nature of data col­
lection, the researchers were unable to acquire demo­
graphic information for the second group of partici­
pants. 

Instrument 

A questionnaire was developed for data collection. 
Beyond demographic questions, 21 items were based on 
the standardized form used by all basic course instruc­
tors at this university to evaluate student speeches (see 
Table 1). The participants were asked to rate how help­
ful the speech lab was in terms of the individual compo­
nents (e.g., thesis statement, language use, eye contact) 
of the instructor evaluation form on a 1 to 5 Likert-type 
scale (1 = "not helpful", 5 = "very helpful"). The assess­
ment instrument also included demographic-type ques­
tions (e.g., participant age, sex, class level) and required 
the participants to identify whether their visit to the lab 
was required by their instructor. The participants com­
pleted this assessment instrument immediately follow­
ing their speech lab appointment. The alpha reliability 
estimate for the 21-item assessment instrument was 
.97. 

Statistical Analyses 

Simple frequency distributions were conducted for 
each item. This provided the researchers with informa­
tion about students' motivations to visit the speech lab 
as well as an indication of their perceptions of the use­
fulness of the help they received in the speech lab. In 
addition, independent samples t-tests and MANOVA 
procedures were employed to explore differences be-
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68 Speech Laboratories 

tween groups (those that did and did not visit the lab). 
The .05 level of significance was established for all sta­
tistical tests. 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 
students perceive the help they receive in the speech lab 
to be useful in terms of the assessment criteria used by 
their instructors and whether students who visit the lab 
earn higher grades on their classroom presentations 
compared to their peers who do not visit the lab. 

The data indicate that most instructors require their 
students to visit the speech lab prior to at least one of 
their speeches. Specifically, 86.3% (n = 449) of the stu­
dents indicated they were required to visit the lab while 
13.7% (n = 71) reported their instructor did not require 
a visit to the lab. In addition, of the students who were 
required to visit the lab, 56.2% (n = 240) noted their in­
structor allowed them to visit the lab before any of the 
three major speeches. However, 27.2% (n = 116) were 
required to visit the lab prior to the informative speech; 
7.3% (n = 31) were required to visit the lab prior to the 
persuasive speech; 5.9% (n = 25) were required to visit 
the lab prior to all of the major speeches; and 3.5% (n = 
15) were required to visit the lab prior to the group 
presentation. When asked to identify their primary rea­
son for visiting the lab, 43.5% (n = 229) of the students 
responded they were required to do so by their instruc­
tor. Other reasons for visiting the lab included an oppor­
tunity to practice the speech (26.8%, n = 141), to im-
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Speech Laboratories 69 

prove public speaking skills (12%, n = 63), and to ac­
quire help in polishing the speech (10.1%, n = 53). 

Research Question 1 

The first research question asked if students per­
ceive the assistance they receive in the speech lab to be 
useful in terms the requirements of the speeches they 
deliver in the classroom. We asked students to evaluate 
how helpful the lab was in terms of the outline and ref­
erences, introduction, body, conclusion, delivery, and 
overall impression. Overall, the students found the lab 
work useful for most trait areas. The lowest rankings 
were for the help students received regarding the me­
chanical planning decisions of the speechmaking process 
(e.g., purpose statement, outline format, references). 
The means and standard deviations for the entire as­
sessment instrument are presented in Table 1. 

We also asked whether students' perceptions of the 
lab varied based upon whether they visited the lab vol­
untarily or were required to do so by their instructor 
(see Table 2 for means and standard deviations). The 
independent samples t-tests revealed statistically sig­
nificant differences between groups for the CA variable 
[t(409) = -2.07, p < .05]. Students who went to the lab of 
their own volition (M = 4.41, SD = .93, n = 59) rated the 
help they received from the lab regarding CA more fa­
vorably compared to students who were required to visit 
the lab (M = 4.12, SD = .99, n = 352). However, the 
groups did not differ on any of the other 20 traits and 
both groups rated the help they received regarding CA 
very favorably. 
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70 Speech Labomtories 

Table 1 
Means and Standard Deviations for Assessment 

Instrument 

M SD n 

Outline & References 11.86 2.97 292 
Purpose Statement 3.97 1.10 329 
Outline Format 3.91 1.14 311 
References 3.26 1.88 435 

Introduction 21.31 4.10 372 
Attention Getter 4.24 1.00 405 
Relevance Statement 4.34 .92 409 
Credibility Statement 4.43 2.23 412 
Thesis Statement 4.13 1.02 401 
Preview of Body 4.27 .96 405 

Body 20.59 4.26 325 
Organization 4.16 1.04 413 
Language Use 4.03 1.03 403 
Transitions 4.15 1.04 406 
Argument Development 4.03 1.04 351 
Supporting Material 4.22 1.79 398 

Conclusion 
Summary~emorableClose 4.37 .92 404 

Delivery 16.80 3.33 399 
Eye Contact 4.22 1.05 422 
Use of Voice 4.08 1.29 448 
Use of Gestures 3.95 1.44 443 
Communication Apprehension 4.16 .98 416 

Overall Impression 12.83 2.49 316 
Audience Analysis 4.12 1.05 382 
Practice with Time Limits 4.31 .94 413 
Visual Aids 4.32 1.01 350 

Total 90.30 14.44 210 
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Speech Laboratories 73 

Research Question 2 

The second research question ascertained whether 
students who visit the speech lab earn higher grades on 
their classroom speeches compared to those that do not 
visit the lab. The descriptive data indicated that the 
students (data provided by the instructors) who visited 
the lab prior to their classroom presentations outper­
formed their colleagues who did not visit the lab. For 
example, 81.5% (n = 44) of those students who went to 
the lab prior to the informative speech earned a "B" 
(using a standard 90, 80, 70, 60 scale) or higher on the 
speech. In contrast, 75.4% (n = 282) of the students who 
did not visit the lab prior to the informative speech 
earned a "B" or higher. In a similar vein, 44.1% (n = 49) 
of students who visited the lab prior to the group pres­
entation earned an "A" compared to only 29.8% (n = 95) 
of students who did not visit the lab. Finally, 61.8% (n = 
42) of those that took advantage of the services offered 
in the lab prior to the persuasive presentation earned 
an "A" on that speech compared to only 34.4% (n = 121) 
of those who choose not to utilize the lab. A complete 
breakdown of the grade distributions for the speeches is 
presented in Table 3. 

The independent samples t-tests revealed statisti­
cally significant differences for all three major presenta­
tions (see Table 4 for means and standard deviations). 
Specifically, students who visited the speech lab prior to 
the informative [t(426} = 2.25, p < .05], group [t(428} = 
4.66, p < .05], and persuasive [t(418} = 4.20, p < .05] 
speeches obtained significantly higher scores compared 
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76 Speech Laboratories 

to those that did not visit the lab prior to the same 
speeches. 

In order to explore whether participation in the 
speech lab produced immediate and/or lasting effects, a 
MANOVA was calculated to compare the scores of the 
three required speeches (informative, group and persua­
sive) based on students' level of participation in the lab 
(e.g., the number of times they went to the lab over the 
course of the semester). In other words, we were inter­
ested in determining if the benefits students received 
from visiting the speech lab extended beyond the imme­
diate speech for which they were visiting the lab. A sig­
nificant multivariate main effect was observed for the 
participation factor, Wilks ').. = .86, F(18, 1154.48) = 3.60, 
p < .05, 112 = .05. Univariate follow-up tests for the par­
ticipation main effect indicated significant main effects 

2 
for the group, F(6, 410) = 7.44, p < .05, 11 = .09, and per-
suasive presentations, F(6, 410) = 3.84, p < .05, 112 = .05. 

In terms of the group presentation, Tukey compari­
sons revealed that students who visited the lab only 
prior to the group presentation (M = 87.20, SD = 4.30, n 
= 82) and students who visited the lab prior to both the 
informative and group presentations (M = 92.90, SD = 
2.18, n = 10) earned significantly higher grades on the 
group presentation compared to those who never visited 
the lab (M = 85.18, SD = 7.68, n = 219). Also, students 
who visited the lab prior to both the informative and 
group presentations did significantly better on the 
group presentation compared to students who went to 
the lab only prior to the group presentation. Similarly, 
students who visited the lab prior to both the informa­
tive and group presentations earned significantly higher 
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grades on the group presentation than those who visited 
the lab only prior to the informative speech. 

However, we were unable to find evidence of a last­
ing effect of participation in the speech lab. Students 
who visited the lab prior to the informative speech (M = 
85.74, SD = 6.90, n = 39) did not earn significantly 
higher grades on the group presentation compared to 
those who never visited the lab at all. 

In terms of the persuasive presentation, Tukey com­
parisons revealed that students who went to the lab 
prior to only the persuasive speech (M = 89.81, SD = 
5.61, n = 47), students who visited the lab before both 
the informative and group presentations (M = 90.60, SD 
= 4.50, n = 10), and students who visited the lab before 
both the group and persuasive presentations (M = 89.75, 
SD = 4.48, n = 16) earned significantly higher grades on 
the persuasive presentation than those who never vis­
ited the lab at all (M = 85.95, SD = 6.98, n = 219). In 
analyses of persuasive scores, multiple visits to the lab 
benefit students' classroom performance. Specifically, 
students who visited the lab before both the informative 
and group presentations as well as those that went to 
the lab prior to both the group and persuasive presenta­
tions earned significantly higher grades on the persua­
sive speech than those who visited the lab only prior to 
the group presentation (M = 85.60, SD = 6.64, n = 82). 

Finally, students that visited the lab prior to only 
the persuasive speech earned significantly higher scores 
than students who only went to the lab before the in­
formative (M = 86.59, SD = 5.32, n = 39) and group 
speeches. In summary, students who visit the lab prior 
to the immediate speech being presented in the class­
room reap the most benefits from participation in the 
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lab. The means and standard deviations for all groups 
are reported in Table 5. 

DISCUSSION 

Given that speech laboratories afford students the 
opportunity to extend learning experiences in the basic 
communication course, it is important to investigate the 
extent to which students find this experience useful. In 
addition, because many communication departments 
are in the initial phases of developing and/or maintain­
ing speech laboratories, they soon will be in the position 
to assess the pedagogical benefits of such laboratories. 
This study is an effort to provide statistical data to lend 
support to the efficacy of providing this service to speech 
communication students. 

Research question one sought to determine the ex­
tent to which students found speech laboratory visits to 
be useful with regard to meeting the requirements of 
their speech assignments. The present study provides 
practical information for those seeking to develop or re­
fine a speech lab. The results presented here highlight 
areas that the students in this sample perceived to be 
the least ancl most helpful services offered in the lab. 
The students rated all of the areas favorably but those 
services relating to the development, writing, and plan­
ning of speeches received the lowest rankings. The lab 
was perceived to be least helpful in the outline and ref­
erences category. For instance, 16.9% (n = 89) of the 
students indicated the lab was "somewhat" or "mini­
mally" helpful in developing a purpose statement while 
30.5% (n = 95) of the students reported the lab was 
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80 Speech Laboratories 

"somewhat" or "minimally" helpful in providing assis­
tance with the outline format. 

By all accounts, students found the services of the 
speech lab to be generally useful and/or helpful in all of 
the required elements of the assignments. From the 
students' perspective, the lab was most helpful in the 
following areas: introduction, body, conclusion, delivery, 
and overall impression. For example, 58.5% (n = 241) of 
respondents noted the speech lab was livery helpful II in 
terms of creating credibility statements. Similarly, 56% 
(n = 409) of students responded that the lab was livery 
helpful" regarding the assistance with the relevance 
statement. Impressively, 93% (n = 370) of students 
noted the lab was at least "somewhat helpful" in terms 
of feedback regarding the summary/memorable close of 
their speech. Consistent with previous speech lab re­
search (Ellis, 1995), 47.1% (n = 196) of students found 
the lab to be livery helpful II in the reduction of CA. 

These results suggest that speech lab administrators 
should carefully consider the goals of the lab in relation­
ship to the services offered. Considering the goals of the 
lab investigated in this study, the findings are not sur­
prising. The lab is set up to provide opportunities for 
students enrolled in the basic course to practice and re­
fine delivery of their speeches. Therefore, it makes sense 
that students would rate development and writing 
services least favorably. For those seeking to start a lab, 
the results of this study indicate that simply providing 
the opportunity to practice, videotape, and receive feed­
back regarding the speech has pedagogical utility. This 
may be the best option for programs lacking the mone­
tary resources to develop a technology speech lab that 
offers additional services (e.g., computers to create vis-
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ual aids or outlines) to those in the rest of the university 
community. Simply put, the lab does not need to assist 
students in every aspect of speechmaking in order to 
benefit students. 

While this information is encouraging to speech lab 
attendants and basic course directors, the question still 
remains: Do speech lab visits make a difference in stu­
dent performances? Research question two (data col­
lected from instructors) was an attempt to address this 
issue. It was important to ask this follow-up question 
because data for research question one were collected at 
the conclusion of each visit but prior to actual speech 
performance. The results of this study suggest speech 
labs do make a difference in overall student perform­
ance. That is, students who attended the speech lab re­
ceived higher scores on all three of the major assign­
ments compared to students who did not attend the lab 
prior to their performance. 

Students may reap the benefits of speech labs for 
various reasons. Given that students must prepare their 
speeches in advance of the speech lab appointment 
(usually scheduled at least a day or two prior to their 
assigned speaking date), students who attend the lab 
not only receive extra practice, but also feedback from 
lab instructors who know the criteria for evaluating 
speeches. It would be reasonable to assume that many 
students who do not attend the lab are still in the writ­
ing phases of speech preparation just prior to their 
speaking dates and do not allow themselves time to 
practice, let alone time to seek feedback from outside 
sources. In addition, the laboratory experience provides 
students the opportunity to reduce uncertainty with re­
gard to speech requirements. This, in turn, gives stu-
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dents more confidence when presenting their speech to 
their own classmates and instructor and increases their 
self-perceived competence (Ellis, 1995). 

These results seem to substantiate the claim that 
the more students visit the lab, the better they perform 
on classroom presentations. The unique requirements of 
each of the major presentations in the basic course 
make it important for students to visit the lab through­
out the semester to gain feedback relevant to particular 
tasks. Therefore, the results of this study provide speech 
lab directors with invaluable evidence to demonstrate 
the need for ongoing support for speech labs. 

Although the findings of this study are of consider­
able importance, several limitations are notable. The 
first of these stems from the timing of data collection for 
research question one. Students completed the assess­
ment immediately after they finished their lab session. 
It is possible that perceptions of the utility of the lab 
may differ after students actually give the speech in the 
classroom and receive instructor feedback. In addition, 
the use of two different sources of data in this study 
may confound the results (there may be some overlap 
between groups, but we do not know based on the data 
we collected). Specifically, the students who reported on 
their reactions to address the first research question 
may not have the same grade and visit results as the 
second group of students (the group we had speech 
scores for). Additional research using more controlled 
conditions will be necessary to extend the results of this 
study. 

Additional limitations concern research question 
two. Initially, the design of this study prevents us from 
claiming that the speech lab was solely responsible for 
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the significant differences in speech scores we observed. 
We were unable to ascertain whether the students in 
the second group (the group we had speech scores for) 
who visited the lab did so because they were required to 
or simply because they chose to do so. This is potentially 
confounding because the results may reflect highly mo­
tivated students rather than the experience of visiting 
the lab. Again, future research efforts should seek to 
control for motivation. 

It may be fruitful for researchers to explore sex dif­
ferences in speech lab participation. In this study, sev­
eral more women than men reported visiting the lab 
(even though the percentages of those who went volun­
tarily were roughly equal). Previous research suggests 
that women possess higher achievement motivation 
compared to men and are especially likely to outperform 
men on out-of-class assignments (Launius, 1997). There­
fore, it may be that women are more likely than men to 
visit the lab because they are more self-motivated to do 
out-of-class assignments. 

In addition, communication researchers should fur­
ther explore students' experiences when they are re­
quired to visit the lab compared to free-choice visits. 
Our data indicate that both groups report very similar 
perceptions of the lab for all areas except CA. It may be 
that students who go to the lab of their own volition feel 
more comfortable in the lab and therefore perceive the 
lab to be more helpful in reducing CA. At a minimum, a 
better understanding of the differences between these 
groups (required vs. free-choice visits) would provide 
valuable planning information for speech lab directors. 

Despite these limitations, results from both research 
questions are encouraging especially for those who find 
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themselves in the position to defend the efficacy of 
speech laboratories to their own institutions. Informa­
tion from this study can help basic course directors jus­
tify the funds to develop their own speech labs and/or 
rationalize the continued financial support for main­
taining a speech laboratory. While Hobgood (2000) pro­
vided basic course directors with valuable design infor­
mation on how to develop speech laboratories, this study 
provides some empirical data needed to help substanti­
ate the efficacy of speech laboratories. These studies 
used in concert should provide educational institutions 
the needed evidence to make arguments in support of 
providing this beneficial service to students. 
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It has been estimated that 15 to 20 percent of the 
student population of universities suffers from high 
communication apprehension (CA), "the fear or anxiety 
associated with either real or anticipated communica­
tion with another person or persons" (McCroskey, 1977, 
p. 78; Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). It is imperative 
that educators attempt to help these high communica­
tion apprehensives (HCAs) overcome their anxiety be­
cause HCAs are more likely to drop out of college and to 
receive lower grades than their lower apprehensive 
counterparts (Ericson & Gardner, 1992; Richmond & 
McCroskey, 1998). Consequently, one goal of basic 
communication course instruction is to assist HCAs re­
duce their anxiety and, thus, avoid the negative aca­
demic consequences. 

Although there are a multitude of in-class treatment 
techniques for high CA, such as systematic desensitiza­
tion (McCroskey, 1972), cognitive restructuring (Fre­
mouw & Scott, 1979), visualization (Ayres, Hopf, & 
Ayres, 1997), and rhetoritherapy/skills training (Phil­
lips, 1997; Kelly, 1989), these interventions can con-
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sume a lot of precious class time. One fairly new inter­
vention that relies little on class time is the lab-sup­
ported public speaking course. This use of a speech lab 
"to support communication instruction in higher educa­
tion is increasing in popularity," especially with the in­
creased availability of high technology in the form of 
computers, computer software, and video equipment 
(Morreale, 1998, p. 8). 

An assumption made by those who incorporate 
speech labs in public speaking classes appears to be that 
use of technology can somehow help students become 
more comfortable with the mechanics of preparing a 
speech. If students are better prepared, the reasoning 
goes, they will be less anxious about actual speaking 
performance and able to perform better in the course 
(Daly & Vangelisti, 1995). However, few studies have 
examined the effects of speech lab usage on student 
communication apprehension level or on grades in the 
basic public speaking course, especially for HCA's. 

The purpose of this study is to query the effect of a 
lab-supported beginning public speaking course on the 
CA level of those who use the lab versus those who do 
not choose to use the lab. In addition, this study ex­
plores the potential impact of speech lab usage on the 
academic success of those who are enrolled in the lab­
supported course. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Those who experience high CA have reported that it 
permeates every facet of their lives - school, work, 
friendships (Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). In fact, 
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high CA has been related to avoidance of postsecondary 
education (Monroe & Borzi, 1988), apprehension in the 
classroom setting (Ayres, 1996; Neer, 1987 and Jaasma, 
1997), significantly lower grade point averages 
(McCroskey & Anderson, 1976; McCroskey, Daly, & 
Sorensen, 1976) more negative views in the workplace 
(Richmond & Roach, 1992), more apprehension in em­
ployment interviews (Ayres & Ayres, 1993), lower rat­
ings as effective communicators in interviews (Ayres, 
Keereetaweep, Tanichya, Chen, & Edwards, 1998), 
lower perceptions of self-worth (Colby, Hopf & Ayres, 
1993), and lower degrees of self control, adventurous­
ness and emotional maturity (Richmond & McCroskey, 
1998). 

Recent studies have reported that CA is a potential 
barrier to student academic success including both re­
tention and academic achievement as measured by 
grade point averages. A meta-analysis by Bourhis and 
Allen (1992) found a significant negative relationship 
between CA and cognitive performance. HCAs tend to 
suffer lower overall grade-point averages and evalua­
tions (McCroskey, 1977; Powers & Smythe, 1980; Rich­
mond & McCroskey, 1998). Data from two, four-year 
longitudinal studies at a four year undergraduate col­
lege showed that "high CA students were significantly 
more likely to drop out compared to low CA students" 
and that the HCAs "tended to drop out significantly 
more after only one year" (Ericson & Gardner, 1992, p. 
127). HCAs often will drop a class with high communi­
cation requirements, even if it is a required course and 
HCAs "who remain in courses with high communication 
requirements are likely to be absent on days when they 
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are scheduled for presentations" (Richmond & McCros­
key, 1998, p. 62). 

The concern for HCA students' success in the class­
room is what has led researchers for decades to look at 
different ways and techniques to help HCAs. CA reduc­
tion techniques, such as systematic desensitization 
(McCroskey, 1972) (the pairing of deep muscle relaxa­
tion with graduated anxiety-eliciting stimuli in the 
speech making process), cognitive restructuring (Fre­
mouw & Scott, 1979) (identifying negative self-talk 
about public speaking and replacing it with positive 
coping statements), visualization (Ayres, Hopf, & Ayres, 
1997) (picturing oneself giving a successful speech) and 
skills training or rhetoritherapy (Phillips, 1997; Kelly 
1989) (learning proper preparation and delivery skills) 
have all been found to be effective and helpful for the 
HCAs. "However each of these techniques requires a 
considerable amount of time to develop and operate 
with the exception of skills training, which may be in­
cluded as part of normal lectures" in a public speaking 
course (Robinson, 1997, p. 190). 

Often, it is a basic public speaking course that 
serves as a general education requirement that all stu­
dents must fulfill prior to graduation (Gibson, Hanna, & 
Leichty, 1990). Since the basic course enrolls many stu­
dents, it would seem to be an ideal way for instructors 
to help many HCAs. This is not always the case. Al­
though a majority of students report a decrease in self­
perceived public speaking anxiety and an increase in 
self-perceived competency by the end of the semester, 
the "literature seems to suggest that completing a pub­
lic speaking course is likely to be a punishing experience 
for high CA students" (Ellis, 1995, p. 67). Many will 
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drop the course and even drop out of college (Richmond 
& McCroskey, 1998). 

Treating students' CA is a real problem that many 
speech departments and instructors face every semester 
(Robinson, 1997). Some colleges and universities have 
developed special sections of a public speaking course 
specifically designed for apprehensive students (e.g., 
Dwyer, 1995; Dwyer, 1998, Dwyer, 2000; Hoffman & 
Sprague, 1982; Raker, 1992). Other colleges and univer­
sities have opened university-wide communication labs 
to assist students from any discipline with communica­
tion skills (Flores, 1997; McKiernan, 1984; Morreale, 
1998). 

One fairly new intervention to help HCAs is the lab­
supported public speaking course. In this course, all 
students have the opportunity to use a speech lab that 
offers a wide range of instruction beyond the traditional 
classroom. The goals for most speech labs include help­
ing students prepare for oral communication activities, 
providing coaching and feedback during rehearsal 
stages, and providing evaluative and constructive feed­
back after the communication events" (Grice & Cronin, 
1992, p. 9). A variety of pedagogical methods are of­
fered, such as playback equipment to help students im­
prove oral performance, training in using outlining 
skills, Internet research skills and presentational soft­
ware, as well as self-paced interactive instructional 
modules, communication resource books or audiotapes, 
and computerized software programs (Morreale, 1998). 

One recent study related to the use of speech labs 
examined "relationships between public speaking anxi­
ety and self-perceived public speaking competency for 
students with high, moderate, and low CA in the labora-
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tory-supported course" (Ellis, 1995, p. 65). The study 
reported that "high CA students perceived more im­
provement than moderate and low CA students" (p. 71), 
but no significant difference among CA groups was 
found. It was noted that this "laboratory-supported in­
structional model provided a nonthreatening, nurturant 
environment that helped all students, including high 
apprehensives, to perceive significant increases in self­
perceived competency" (Ellis, 1995, p. 74). The labora­
tory setting offered one-on-one support consisting of 
"goal setting and accountability interviews, optional 
coaching in preparation for upcoming speeches, video 
feedback, and required, private feedback sessions with 
TA's following each speech" (p. 74). 

In order for a speech lab to benefit HCAs, they have 
to utilize the lab. Although the lab may be available on 
campus, the student experiencing HCA has to feel com­
fortable utilizing the lab. This aspect leads to a very im­
portant point: the "approach avoidance" chase that can 
occur between good-intentioned instructors and appre­
hensive speech students. In one incidence, speech anx­
ious students "upon being encouraged by their public 
speaking instructors to visit the school's speech lab, re­
sponded by dropping the class" (Proctor, Douglas, Gar­
era-Izquierdo & Wartman, 1994, p. 312). It is apparent 
that being 'sent for treatment' is so embarrassing and/or 
threatening for HCAs that they will leave a course. This 
is a critical factor as Monroe & Borzi (1998) pointed out 
that HCAs face a major obstacle overcoming CA in order 
to continue their education. That is why the lab-sup­
ported course where all are encouraged to use the 
speech lab can be most useful as no one is singled out to 
go to the lab. 
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Based on the negative academic consequences re­
ported for high CA in the communication literature as 
well as the limited research involving lab-supported 
public speaking courses, the following hypotheses were 
proposed. 

H1: High and moderate communication apprehensives 
will show a significant drop in overall and context 
CA levels at the conclusion of the lab-supported 
public speaking fundamentals course. 

H2: High and moderate communication apprehensives 
who utilize the speech lab will show a greater de­
cline in overall CA level than the high and moder­
ate communication apprehensives (respectively) 
who do not use the lab. 

H3: High and moderate communication apprehensives 
who utilize the speech lab will receive higher 
course grades than high and moderate communi­
cation apprehensives (respectively) who do not use 
the lab. 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

Public Speaking Fundamentals Course. Participants 
for this study were 537 undergraduate students enrolled 
in 23 sections of a basic public speaking course at a 
large midwestern university. Participants enrolled in 
this course represented a cross-section of class rankings 
(384 [71.5%] freshmen, 106 [19.7%] sophomores, 29 
[5.4%] juniors, 17 [3.2%] seniors, and 1 [.2%] missing) 
and disciplines because the course fulfills a university-
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wide general education requirement for public speaking. 
Fifty-three percent were female and 43.8 percent were 
male (2.4% missing data). The 23 sections represented 
one-fourth of all students enrolled in the 15-week course 
over three semesters; 470 completed at least the pretest 
while 390 students completed both the pretest and post­
test instruments. 

Speech Lab. With funds from a university grant, a 
speech lab was staffed by graduate students and made 
available to all students enrolled in the public speaking 
fundamentals course. All students in the sample made 
at least one initial in-class visit to the speech lab at the 
beginning of the semester. A lab instructor explained 
the benefits of the lab that focused largely on assistance 
in all aspects of preparing speeches, but also provided 
video recording and playback capabilities. All students 
who visited the lab were required to sign a check-in 
sheet every time they used the lab. They were asked to 
sign their name, date of attendance, time, and instruc­
tor of their public speaking class. 

Measurement Instruments 

CA was measured using the Personal Report of 
Communication Apprehension * (PRCA-24) (McCroskey, 
1982). This 24-item scale assesses overall communica­
tion anxiety across four contexts, as well as anxiety in 
each of four contexts (groups, meetings, interpersonal 
conversations, and public speaking). It uses a five-point 
Likert-type format and has demonstrated excellent reli­
ability and predictive validity in its wide use in CA re­
search (McCroskey, Beatty, Kearney & Plax, 1985; 
Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). The obtained reliability 
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coefficients (Cronbach alphas) for the overall scale used 
in this study were (for the pretest and posttest respec­
tively) .93, and .94. The reliabilities for the context 
scales were (for the pretest and posttest respectively): 
groups, .87, .86; meetings, .91, .91; interpersonal, .84, 
.86; and public speaking, .87, .87. 

National norms established in the communication 
literature show a mean of 65.6 and standard deviation 
of 15.3 (Richmond & McCroskey, 1998). Low CAs are 
defined as scoring less than one standard deviation be­
low the norm mean (50 or below). Moderate CAs are de­
fined as scoring between one standard deviation below 
and one standard deviation above the mean (51 to 80), 
and high CAs are defined as scoring more than one 
standard deviation above the norm mean (81 and 
above). 

Speech Lab Usage 

Lab usage was measured using the lab check-in 
sheets. Of the 537 students enrolled in the 23 sections of 
the public speaking course, 192 (35.8%) used the lab be­
yond the initial visit and 345 (64.2 percent) chose not to 
use the speech lab. Eighty-five students (15.8%) used 
the lab once, 38 students (7.1%) used the lab twice, 25 
students (4.7%) used the lab three times, 11 students 
(2.0%) used the lab four times, 11 students (2.0%) used 
the lab five times, seven students (1.3%) used the lab six 
times and 15 students (2.8%) used the lab seven times 
or more. 
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Grades 

Students' final grades in the course were obtained 
from departmental records and the instructors who 
taught the classes. The records showed that 21 (3.9%) 
received an "A+," 142 (26.4%) received an "A," 53 (9.9%) 
received a "B+," 138 (25.7%) received a "B," 30 (5.6%) 
received a "C+," 55 (10.2%) received a "C," 12 (2.2%) re­
ceived a "D+," 11 (2.0%) received a "D," 27 (5.0%) re­
ceived an "F," and 48 (8.9%) "withdrew." 

Procedure 

Data was collected through PRCA-24 questionnaires 
that were administered to beginning public speaking 
students by their instructors during regular class time. 
The pretest PRCA-24 questionnaire was given during 
the first week of the semester and the posttest PRCA-24 
questionnaire was given during the last week of the se­
mester. 

Calculations on speech lab usage were made using 
the speech lab check-in sheets. Since every student who 
utilized the lab was introduced to the lab as part of a 
class assignment, calculations were made on any addi­
tional visits to the lab. In addition, the students' public 
speaking course grades were obtained through depart­
mental records. 

RESULTS 

The results for Hypotheses One and Two were based 
on the scores of the 390 students who completed both 
pre and posttests on the PRCA-24 questionnaires. From 
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the 390 students, 47 (12.1%) were categorized as high 
CAs with PRCA-24 overall scores at or above 81 (one 
standard deviation above the norm mean) and 268 
(68.7%) students were categorized as moderate CAs 
with PRCA-24 overall scores between 51 and 80. This 
was a total of 315 students scoring in the moderate to 
high range for CA. The results for Hypothesis Three 
was based on the scores of 470 students who completed 
at least the pretest on the PRCA-24 questionnaires, and 
from that cumulative number, 373 scored within the 
moderate to high range. 

The first hypothesis, which predicted that high and 
moderate CAs would show a significant drop in overall 
and context CA levels at the conclusion of the lab-sup­
ported public speaking fundamentals course, was sup­
ported. Paired t-tests showed a significant difference at 
the .000 level of probability for the pretest vs posttest 
scores on overall scores and context scores for both high 
and moderate CAs. Thus, at the completion of the public 
speaking fundamentals course, high and moderate CAs 
did report lower overall and context CA scores (Table 1). 

The second hypothesis, which predicted high and 
moderate CAs who utilized the speech lab would show a 
greater decline in overall CA level than those high and 
moderate CAs (respectively) who did not choose to use 
the lab beyond the initial visit, was not supported. The 
results of the paired t-tests for Hypothesis Two indi­
cated no significant difference (Table 2). 

Hypothesis Three predicted that high and moderate 
CAs who utilized the speech lab would receive higher 
course grades than high and moderate CAs (re­
spectively) who did not use the lab beyond the initial 
visit. The results of the paired t-tests supported the 

Volume 14, 2002 

107

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



~ 
~
 

.... 
T

ab
le

 1
 

a 
H

yp
ot

he
si

s 
O

ne
: 

P
ai

re
d 

T
-T

es
t P

R
C

A
-2

4 
R

es
ul

ts
 f

or
 H

ig
h 

an
d

 M
od

er
at

e 
C

A
s 

a 0 I 
H

ig
hC

A
 

N
 

P
re

-t
es

t 
SD

 
P

os
t-

te
st

 
SD

 
C

ha
ng

e 
t 

p 
M

ea
n 

M
ea

n 

~ 
O

ve
ra

ll 
47

 
88

.8
1 

6.
61

 
74

.5
1 

11
.5

3 
14

.3
0 

8.
40

 
.0

00
 

~
 ~ 

PS
 

47
 

26
.3

6 
2.

63
 

20
.8

3 
4.

63
 

5.
53

 
9.

74
 

00
0 

a 
G

R
P 

47
 

21
.3

6 
3.

70
 

17
.3

0 
3.

68
 

4.
06

 
5.

77
 

.0
00

 

~ 
M

T
G

 
47

 
22

.5
3 

2.
85

 
19

.7
0 

3.
61

 
2.

83
 

5.
17

 
.0

00
 

IN
T

P 
47

 
18

.5
5 

4.
01

 
16

.6
8 

3.
68

 
1.

87
 

3.
04

 
.0

04
 

~ 

I M
od

er
at

e 
C

A
 

~
 

;:t
 

R
. 

O
ve

ra
ll 

26
8 

65
.3

8 
7.

97
 

57
.3

8 
12

.7
7 

8.
00

 
11

.5
7 

.0
00

 
~
 

PS
 

26
8 

21
.0

2 
3.

66
 

17
.8

9 
4.

69
 

3.
13

 
9.

97
 

.0
00

 
~ ~
 

G
R

P 
26

8 
14

.1
7 

3.
41

 
12

.4
3 

3.
82

 
1.

75
 

8.
46

 
.0

00
 

t""
I 

~
 

M
T

G
 

26
8 

15
.8

9 
3.

66
 

14
.2

9 
3.

21
 

1.
88

 
7.

16
 

.0
00

 
C

)"
 

IN
T

P 
26

8 
14

.2
9 

3.
21

 
13

.0
6 

4.
05

 
1.

24
 

5.
23

 
.0

00
 

S- ~ ~ ;:
t .... ~.
 

108

Basic Communication Course Annual, Vol. 14 [2002], Art. 13

http://ecommons.udayton.edu/bcca/vol14/iss1/13



~ 
T

ab
le

 2
 

§ R
. 

H
yp

ot
he

si
s 

2 
P

ai
re

d 
T

-T
es

t S
pe

ec
h 

L
ab

 U
ti

li
za

ti
on

 R
es

ul
ts

 
~
 

fo
r 

H
ig

h 
an

d 
M

od
er

at
e 

C
A

s 
~ ('

) 

~
 

PR
C

A
-

PR
C

A
-

C
ha

ng
e 

~
 

0
"
 

L
ab

 U
sa

ge
 

n 
P

re
 M

ea
n 

P
re

S
D

 
M

ea
n 

S
D

 
C

h
an

g
et

 
p 

~
 

~
 

H
ig

h 
C

A
s 

d (\
) it
 

N
=

47
 

... Q
 ;s
 

Y
es

 
24

 
89

.0
3 

6.
67

 
-1

4.
92

 
11

.7
9 

.3
67

 
.7

15
 

N
o 

23
 

88
.5

8 
6.

57
 

-1
3.

65
 

11
.8

3 

M
od

er
at

e 
C

A
s 

t-
N

=
26

8 
Y

es
 

10
3 

64
.0

3 
7.

52
 

-
7.

88
 

10
.6

5 
.1

29
 

.8
98

 
r 

N
o 

16
5 

66
.2

3 
8.

15
 

-
8.

07
 

11
.7

1 
CD

 .... i"- t.
:)

 
0 

co
 

0 t.
:)

 
co

 

109

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



100 CA and Speech Lab Intervention 

higher course grades for high CAs (p = .004), but did not 
support it for moderate CAs (Table 3). (The scale for sta­
tistical analysis of grades was: 4.5 = A+, 4 = A, 3.5 = B+, 
3 = B, 2.5 = C+, 2 = C, 1.5 = D+, 1 = D, 0 = F.) 

Table 3 
Hypothesis 3 Paired T-Test Grade Results 

for High and Moderate CAs 

Grade 
SD 

Change 
Lab Usage n Mean t p 

High CAs 
N=59 
Yes 28 3.32 .67 2.23 .03 
No 31 2.69 1.35 

Moderate CAs 
N=314 
Yes 114 3.03 .96 .11 .28 
No 200 2.88 1.29 

DISCUSSION 

The primary purpose for conducting this study was 
to determine if students who report moderate to high 
CA, as measured by the PRCA-24, benefit from the lab­
supported public speaking fundamentals course. The 
paired t-test results yielded support for Hypotheses One 
and Three. 
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CA and Speech Lab Intervention 101 

Hypothesis One, which posited that high and mod­
erate CAs would show a significant drop in their overall 
and context CA levels at the conclusion of a public 
speaking fundamentals course, was supported. The 
change scores indicate that the lab-supported basic 
public speaking course has a positive impact on stu­
dents experiencing moderate and high CA in public 
speaking contexts. These findings confirm previous re­
search that found skills training in a public speaking 
class helps with the reduction of public speaking anxi­
ety (Greene, Rucker, Zauss, & Harris, 1998; Glaser, 
1981; Kelly, 1997). 

The findings of this study also indicated that the 
lab-supported basic public speaking course positively 
impacted all communication contexts for high and mod­
erate CAs. The significant change scores for high CAs 
(public speaking [5.53], group [4.06], meeting [2.83] and 
interpersonal communication [1.87]) and for moderate 
CAs (public speaking [3.13], group [1.75], meeting [1.88] 
and interpersonal communication [1.24]) were notewor­
thy. Since CA has been shown to permeate "every facet 
of an individual's life - school, work, friendships" (Rich­
mond & McCroskey, 1998, p. 41), the students' experi­
ence in the lab-supported public speaking fundamentals 
course positively permeated their lives (i.e., schooVgroup 
context; work/meeting context and friendships/inter­
personal context). "The key point to remember is that in 
the U.S. culture, talk is highly valued" (Richmond & 
McCroskey, 1998, p. 28). Regardless of the advancement 
of technology in our lives, it still does not replace the 
importance of being able to communicate well. The sig­
nificant change scores of the overall and four communi­
cation contexts of high and moderate CAs indicate a 
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102 CA and Speech Lab Intervention 

direct benefit received through the lab-supported public 
speaking fundamentals course. 

Researchers have substantiated the benefit of in­
struction. They have examined CA and communication 
competence in the educational settings and "have docu­
mented the impact of instruction on reducing apprehen­
sion and improving competence and success" (Rubin, 
Rubin & Jordan, 1997, p. 105). "If communication edu­
cators can improve, even slightly, the degree of student 
participation throughout their institution, they will be 
providing a valuable service and most likely will gain 
the appreciation and support of colleagues in other dis­
ciplines" (Phillips, 1980, p. 217). 

Communication studies have found that "quiet stu­
dents often will drop a class with high communication 
requirements, even if it is a required course" and high 
CAs who remain in courses with high communication 
requirements will likely be absent on days when they 
are scheduled to give speeches (Richmond & McCroskey, 
1998, p. 62). Because the lab-supported public speaking 
fundamentals course benefited moderate and high CA's 
by lowering their overall, as well as their four communi­
cation context scores, the lab-supported course certainly 
could contribute to retention. This gives further merit to 
the need to continue studying benefits of the speech lab. 

Hypothesis Two, which asserted that high and mod­
erate CAs who utilized the speech lab would show a 
greater decline in their CA level than high and moder­
ate CAs who did not choose to use the lab beyond the 
initial visit, was not supported. After reviewing the 
speech lab usage data, it was found that the majority of 
students, who did use the lab, used it between one and 
three times. The lack of significant CA reduction for 
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CA and Speech Lab Intervention 103 

high and moderate CAs may be attributed to the fact 
that the lab was not used a lot throughout the semes­
ters. (Only 55.7% of the public speaking students who 
initially visited the lab utilized the lab more than the 
initial visit and only 8.2% used it more than three 
times.) As this was the first time (first three semesters) 
the speech lab was open, the lack of awareness and im­
portance of using the lab may not have been emphasized 
by the instructors. In addition, it is possible that once 
students learned how to prepare a public speech, they 
may not have felt the need to return to the lab for con­
tinued assistance and practice. 

Hypothesis Three, which posited high and moderate 
CAs who utilized the speech lab would receive higher 
course grades than high and moderate CAs who chose 
not to use the lab was supported for high CAs but not 
for moderate CAs. The positive finding for high CAs 
could have stemmed from many factors including the 
additional help they received in the lab. This extra ef­
fort by the students may have led to higher grades than 
for those who did not put forth the extra effort to obtain 
the needed assistance. Another possibility is that HCAs 
who utilized the lab may have increased their confi­
dence level in public speaking. If so, this would further 
support Ellis! (1995) conclusion that in addition to the 
high teacher immediacy it is likely that the "laboratory­
supported instructional model provided a nonthreaten­
ing, nurturant environment that helped all students, 
including high apprehensives, to perceive significant 
increases in self-perceived competency" (p. 74). Higher 
self-competency for HCAs may have translated into 
higher course grades. Higher course grades do not nec­
essarily equate with cognitive learning but they are one 
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104 CA and Speech Lab Intervention 

indicator of personal success in the course and are defi­
nitely important in terms of student retention in higher 
education. 

Conclusions ... The present study was limited to one 
sample from one university with data collected over a 
period of only three semesters. Results provide addi­
tional support for the often-reported positive impact as­
sociated with completing a basic public speaking course 
and lowering of overall and context CA levels for high 
and moderate CAs. In addition, results give some indi­
cation that use of technology in a speech lab setting may 
be beneficial to high CAs in terms of obtaining higher 
course grades. However, the benefit of speech lab use in 
lowering CA levels for high and moderate CAs was not 
supported. This result should not be interpreted to 
mean the speech lab has no positive benefit in terms of 
lowering high and moderate CA levels. Perhaps to show 
such benefit, the lab simply has to be utilized more of­
ten than was done by the high and moderate CAs of the 
present study. 

Recommendations for Future Research. The present 
study can serve as one benchmark for evaluating speech 
lab usage as an aid in the reduction of CA for high and 
moderate apprehensives. Future research should con­
tinue to explore the potential benefits of the lab-sup­
ported basic public speaking course. In addition to util­
izing the pre and posttests, it would be beneficial to dis­
tribute a questionnaire to those moderate and high CAs 
who choose to utilize the speech lab to assess their per­
ceptions of skill advancement related to lab usage. As 
CA stems from a person's fear of communication, it 
would be important to query if students perceive their 
fear decreases with the increase of skills and additional 
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CA and Speech Lab Intervention 105 

assistance obtained through the lab. Due to the limited 
research on lab-supported public speaking classes, this 
would be valuable information to benefit the continued 
funding of the speech lab. 

Another issue that deserves empirical attention in­
volves the instrument used in this study-the PRCA-24. 
The PRCA-24 has been widely used to measure overall 
and context CA for over two decades (Richmond & 
McCroskey, 1998). The PRCA-24 overall scores reported 
in this study (and several others) suggest that a public 
speaking course does impact perceived change in CA 
levels across four communication contexts. In the past, 
researchers have linked an overall score on the PRCA-
24 to trait CA. However, the communibiological perspec­
tive for trait CA suggests that trait CA involves mani­
festations of neurotic introversion and is not amenable 
to change (Beatty, McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998; McCros­
key & Beatty, 2000). It may be that the PRCA-24 pre­
dominately measures self-perceived CA in three public 
contexts-meetings, group, and public speaking-plus 
the dyadic context, but not necessarily trait CA. Since a 
public speaking course appears to help reduce self-per­
ceived CA in public contexts, as well as in dyadic con­
texts, it could mean that a more refined instrument 
needs to be developed to measure trait CA instead of the 
PRCA-24. 

Finally, this study suggests the need for continued 
research on retention of students through the benefit of 
the lab-supported basic public speaking course. Of the 
537 enrolled students, 8.9% withdrew from the course 
and 5.0% failed the course. This is nearly one-sixth of 
the enrolled students who did not either complete or 
pass the course. It would be relevant to explore the re-
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106 CA and Speech Lab Intervention 

tention variable to discern if students who withdrew 
from the class also withdrew from the educational set­
ting. It would be imperative to find out why one-sixth of 
the enrolled students did not receive a passing grade. 
Since Ericson & Gardner's (1992) study found "high CA 
students were significantly more likely to drop out com­
pared to low CA students" and that the HCAs "tended to 
drop out significantly more after only one year" (p. 127), 
finding a way to reach these students is. of the utmost 
importance. As has been shown by these findings, the 
speech lab could serve as a principal way for reaching 
the HCA students. 

For now, it appears that the present study shows 
benefits of the lab-supported basic public speaking class 
and the need for continued research to test the lab-sup­
ported course as an intervention for HCAs. Any inter­
vention or program that can help HCAs succeed in their 
post-secondary endeavors is worth the effort for univer­
sities, instructors, and most of all for students. 

Note: 
*The PRCA-24 was used in this study to measure self­

perceived overall CA (across four contexts) and self-perceived 
CA in each of four contexts-groups, meetings, public speak­
ing, and interpersonal conversations. For this study, overall 
CA is not equivalent to trait CA that may involve "manifesta­
tions of neurotic introversion" (Beatty, McCroskey, & Heisel, 
1998, p. 201). 
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Characterizing the public speaking course as "bed­
rock of the undergraduate curriculum" (p. 75), Lucas 
(1999) recognizes that objectively assessing the quality 
of a student's work can be one of the most challenging 
tasks for those teaching this course. Consequently, the 
speech evaluation process, instrument design and its 
use are critical to those with a vested interest in im­
proving the basic course. By using evaluation instru­
ments commonly found in the public speaking class­
room, we attempt to determine whether the instrument 
or the raters' level of experience influences the grading 
process. Second, through surveys and open-ended ques­
tionnaires, we examine evaluators' perceptions and use 
of these evaluation forms. 

THE SPEECH EVALUATION PROCESS 

Many public speaking texts, instructor manuals, and 
other guides contain speech evaluation instruments in 
an effort to establish criteria by which speeches will be 
evaluated. Rubin's (1999) suggestion that the basic 
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principle of setting criteria before evaluating has guided 
our discipline for the last 70 years. Yet even with pre­
determined criteria, raters can give biased evaluations. 
For instance, leniency errors can (Bock, 1970) occur 
when the evaluator is either too easy or too harsh on all 
speakers. Halo effect errors (Bock, 1974) can occur when 
the evaluator is either too easy or too harsh on a par­
ticular speaker. Both of these errors can occur when 
evaluators are aware that the student will see the re­
sults (Bohn & Bohn, 1985). Additionally, Stiggins, 
Backlund and Bridgeford (1985) recognize that lack of 
training, the evaluator's culture, and even the perceived 
anxiety of one's students can lead to increased rater 
bias. 

Other studies illustrated that rater training (Bohn & 
Bohn, 1985, Bowers, 1964; Gunderson, 1978; Miller, 
1964), experience (Clevenger, 1963), or the combination 
of the two (Miller, 1964) improved the evaluation proc­
ess. For instance, Bowers found that when a group of in­
structors were trained, the variations among their 
grades was much lower than a group that received no 
training. Bohn and Bohn's study "graphically demon­
strated ... not only will training reduce rating error, it 
will also help to improve student speaking performance" 
(p. 350). Although there has not been any research on 
the differences in grading good speeches versus poor 
speeches, Roubicek's (1990) work examined feedback 
given by novice and experienced instructors. His study 
found that there were no considerable differences in 
how each group offered feedback to their students. 

In general, studies conclude that the evaluation in­
struments can and do affect the judgment of the rater 
(Becker, 1962; Brooks, 1957; Clevenger, 1964; DiSalvo 
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& Bochner, 1972). Thus, in tandem with researching 
instructor experience, it is imperative that evaluation 
design be evaluated. Research suggests that evaluation 
instruments can be more reliable and valid if they are 
simple and balanced in terms of content and delivery, 
and a speaker's overall effectiveness (Holtzman, 1960; 
Young, 1974). In addition, the qualities outlined in the 
evaluation instrument should "be those that are empha­
sized and taught in the class" (Rubin, 1999, p. 428). 
Several evaluation instruments have been and are still 
being developed by instructors and authors, however, 
these may have not been tested for reliability and va­
lidity. In contrast, the Competent Speaker Evaluation 
Form (CSEF), developed and tested in 1990 by Morreale 
and an SCA/CAT subcommittee is "anchored in the 
communication literature regarding competent public 
speaking" (Morreale, Whitney, Zautke, Ellis, McCor­
mick & Whitter, 1992, p.10). This instrument, which 
has been tested to be reliable and valid, is comprised of 
eight public speaking competencies including: 1) choos­
ing and narrowing a topic for the audience and occasion; 
2) communicating the thesis/specific purpose in a man­
ner appropriate for the audience and occasion; 3) pro­
viding appropriate supporting material based on the 
audience and occasion; 4) using an organizational pat­
tern appropriate to topic, audience, occasion and pur­
pose; 5) using language that is appropriate to the audi­
ence and occasion; 6) using vocal variety in rate, pitch 
and intensity to heighten and maintain interest; 7) us­
ing pronunciation, grammar and articulation appropri­
ate to the designated audience; 8) using physical be­
haviors that support the verbal message. The form 
scores each competency as unsatisfactory, satisfactory 
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or excellent and allows room for general comments. Al­
though there has been criticism of the CSEF (Hugen­
berg & Yoder, 1996), most evaluation instruments lo­
cated contain the eight CSEF competencies. 

Although evaluation forms seem to contain common 
themes, the directions that accompany evaluation in­
struments can be varied or non-existent. Brooks (1957) 
contends that directions should be "precise and com­
plete" (p. 29). In addition, Brooks cites various authors 
who concur that directions encouraging accuracy rather 
than speed result in more reliable evaluations. Cleven­
ger's (1964) research discovered that a general evalua­
tion form was less reliable than one that directed the 
raters to evaluate specific qualities of the speech. 
DiSalvo and Bochner (1972) found that raters do not 
always use evaluation forms as they were intended to be 
used. Specifically, participants overwhelmingly used the 
items that clustered around the concepts of "language" 
and "delivery" to evaluate the speech. Items of organiza­
tion, analysis, and speaker personality were seldom 
used to determine the speech grade. Further, one quar­
ter of the participants used only one item to grade the 
speech. 

Recently, Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995) contin­
ued speech evaluation research by examining the reli­
ability and validity of various instruments used in their 
own department and/or by the participants in their 
study. First, the expected rating of two video-taped 
speeches was determined. Next, the instrument reli­
ability was measured by examining the scores given to 
the two speeches by three levels of raters (experienced 
from the speech staff, moderately experienced from the 
mass media staff, and inexperienced from undergradu-
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ate public speaking students) using four evaluation 
forms. Three of these forms were consistent throughout 
the project, while one form varied from rater to rater. 
The researchers concluded that a variety of instruments 
can be used effectively as long as they account for con­
tent and delivery. Carlson and Smith-Howell also main­
tained that the lack of extensive training did not have a 
major negative impact on the speech evaluation process. 

Carlson and Smith-Howell's (1995) study design has 
a few potential concerns that should be addressed. First, 
the 58 participants evaluated each speech twice, using 
two different evaluation forms. Multiple exposures to a 
speech could influence the perspective the evaluator has 
regarding that speech. A larger pool of raters might 
avoid this problem. Second, not all four evaluation 
forms were used by participants in all three experience 
levels. For example, Form D was used only by the expe­
rienced participants and Form C was never used by this 
group. Thus, the claim that experience does not matter 
is perhaps an overstatement. In order to fully support 
the claim that experience level did not influence the 
ratings, participants at all experience levels must use 
all forms in the design. Additionally, the cells of the sub­
groups were drastically out of balance. Specifically, of 
the 19 moderately experienced participants, only two 
used Form C on Speech 1 and 2, the experienced par­
ticipants never used Form C on either speech, and the 
moderately experienced and inexperienced participants 
never used Form D on either speech. Although the diffi­
culty of finding participants is recognized, and although 
statistical procedures can adjust for this factor, more 
balance among the sub-groups might have yielded dif­
ferent results. Finally, although not a methodological 
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concern, the Carlson and Smith-Howell study contra­
dicts many of the previously held opinions about the 
importance of training in order to avoid rater bias 
(DiSalvo & Bochner, 1972; Rubin, 1999; Stiggins et al., 
1985). 

In addition to these concerns, none of the previously 
cited research address how evaluators use speech 
evaluation forms or the directions that accompany 
them. LaLumia (1993) points out that most evaluation 
forms cover areas identical or similar to delivery, lan­
guage, organization and purpose and that, despite 
forms' similarities, teachers may use the instruments in 
different ways to "fill the particular needs of their pro­
grams" (p. 241). For example, evaluators may accurately 
follow directions on the form, or they may make the 
form fit the grade they believe should be assigned to the 
students. We can investigate the use of evaluation forms 
further by asking about an evaluator's like or dislike of 
the form. Answers to these questions are important to 
both students and teachers since over 50 percent of the 
final grade in many basic course programs is comprised 
of oral performance grades (Gibson, Hanna & Huddle­
son, 1985). If a particular form is being used in a variety 
of ways it could yield different grades. This obviously 
has implications on issues of grade inflation or deflation 
and consistency across a large number of sections of the 
basic course within a given department. 

By reviewing the previously cited literature, most of 
which is dated, it is clear that additional speech evalua­
tion form research is warranted. Such an investigation 
may aid pedagogues in the creation of evaluation forms, 
as well as assist in the training of how to best use them. 
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In order to examine these concerns, four research ques­
tions were explored: 

RQ1: Does previous speech grading experience af­
fect speech ratings? 

RQ2: Do raters who have written directions on how 
to use evaluation forms rate speeches differ­
ently than raters who do not have evaluation 
form directions? 

RQ3: Do evaluation forms affect speech ratings? 

RQ4: What are evaluators' opinions of the evalua­
tion forms they use? 

METHOD 

Subjects 

In order to avoid the problems of multiple exposures 
that Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995) faced, the re­
searchers had a total subject pool of 112 participants. 
Forty-seven were men; 65 were women. Participants 
were categorized in three age groups. Sixty-one evaluat­
ors fell into the 18-23 age group; 22 participants were in 
the 24-29 group; 29 participants were in the 30 and over 
group. The participants were gathered from a variety of 
locations. Twenty-seven percent were from the Commu­
nication Studies department, seven percent were from 
the Mass Communication department, seven percent 
were high school speech teachers, nine percent were fo­
rensics students, 38 percent were undergraduate stu­
dents and 12 percent were from Toastmasters. 

The participants were grouped into three categories: 
experienced, moderately experienced, and inexperienced 
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raters. The 33 experienced raters had over six months of 
rating speeches in the classroom or in another venue 
(i.e., Toastmasters or high school teaching) and specific 
training in rating speeches. These raters included full­
time faculty members at two universities, graduate 
teaching assistants at one university, high school speech 
teachers at one high school, and members of the local 
community. The 31 moderately experienced raters had 
less than six months experience rating speeches in the 
classroom or no rating experience in the classroom, but 
related experience in forensics or broadcasting. These 
raters included full-time faculty members from mass­
media, undergraduate forensics competitors who had 
judging experience, incoming teaching assistants, and 
members of the local community. The 48 inexperienced 
raters had no formal rating experience in a competitive 
or educational setting and had not taken public speak­
ing or another related course that may have influenced 
their perception of the rating process. This group, com­
prised of undergraduate students with no public 
speaking experience, was chosen in an attempt to an­
swer the Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995) suggestion of 
using such a group to better understand how novice 
evaluators grade speeches. In addition, many basic 
course programs employ Master's candidates who have 
recently completed BA degrees in a variety of disci­
plines. Studying inexperienced raters may give us in­
sight into how novice TAs would perform without 
training. 
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Evaluation Instruments 

Four speech evaluation forms were selected to 
evaluate a variety of assessment techniques with mini­
mum duplication. All forms selected were representative 
versions of common instructor-generated instruments 
published in instructor manuals and/or used at various 
universities. 1 First, Form A (see Appendix A), used by a 
large mid-western university and a large southwestern 
university, is a 100-point scale, which accounts for con­
tent and delivery features. The maximum points for 
each section includes: introduction, 20; body, 35; conclu­
sion, 15; and delivery 30. Within each section a checklist 
is provided with numerous criteria. This form includes 
detailed descriptions of what constitutes an A, B, C, D 
or F speech, using the standard grading scale of 90-
100=A; 80-89=B; 70-79=C; 60-69=D; and 59 and be­
low=F. These instructions were given to half of the rat­
ers during the study, while the other half of the raters 
received no instructions other than the point values that 
were printed on the form. 

Form B (see Appendix B) is a "commonly recom­
mended evaluation form" (Carlson & Smith-Howell, 
1995), chosen because it was used in the Carlson and 
Smith-Howell's study. This form focuses on five areas of 
concentration: introduction, organization, development, 

1 Similar to the Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995) design, 
the evaluation instruments used in this study all contained 
recommended and previously studied components of content 
and delivery. See Sprague (1971), Jensen and Lamoureux 
(1995) and Rubin (1999) for summaries of evaluation in­
struments. 
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conclusion, and delivery. Each area is rated on a five­
point scale (poor, fair, average, good, and excellent). The 
final grade is determined using the same standard scale 
as Form A. The instructions for this form are not as de­
tailed as Form A or C and include only basic guidelines 
for evaluating a speech. Half of the raters received in­
structions and half were not provided with any instruc­
tions during the study. The instructions that were pro­
vided to the evaluators were developed by the research­
ers of this project. No instructions were given for this 
form in the Carlson and Smith-Howell study. 

Form C, also used in the Carlson and Smith-Howell 
(1995) study (see Appendix C) is a 17-item instrument 
which accounts for seven delivery categories (appear­
ance, self-confidence, enthusiasm, body vitality, contact 
vitality, voice vitality, and speech vitality), seven con­
tent categories (evidence of thorough planning, explana­
tions, visual aids, interest, content material, support, 
and logical development), and three structure categories 
(introduction, body, and conclusion). Each of the 17-
items are rated as 0 (average), + (outstanding), or - (not 
satisfactory). Detailed instructions obtained from Carl­
son, explain what to look for when evaluating each item. 
The pluses and minuses are summed and the total es­
tablishes a grade as follows: +8 and above = A; +4 to +7 
= B; 0 to +3 = C; -4 to -1 = D; and -5 and below = F. Half 
of the raters were given the written instructions that 
explain how to figure the grade and convert them to a 
percentage, while half of the raters were not given in­
structions. 

Finally, Form D (see Appendix D), another com­
monly found evaluation, is currently used in an upper 
division undergraduate business and professional com-
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munication course at a large southwestern university. 
This form establishes two main categories of organiza­
tion and structure, and delivery. Organization and 
structure is comprised of seven items including: intro­
duction, clarity of main points, support of main points, 
organization, transitions, conclusions, and use of per­
suasive elements (evidence, reasoning, emotional appeal 
and call to action). Delivery is established through eight 
items including: posture, facial expression, eye contact, 
gestures, composure, conversational quality, vocal de­
livery, and language use. Each item is measured on a 
five-point scale (unacceptable, poor, acceptable, good, 
and excellent). The general guidelines for evaluating a 
speech are similar to the instructions for Form B. Once 
again half of the raters received the instructions and 
half did not receive any instructions. Since no directions 
were available, instructions were developed by the re­
searchers of this project. 

Procedure 

The researchers solicited two video-taped persuasive 
speeches from 16 public speaking instructors. Tatum's 
(1992) study concluded that evaluating speeches on tape 
does not add to or subtract from any rater biases. The 
two types of speeches requested were to be "c" speech 
(Speech 1) and an "A" speech (Speech 2). Because the 
researchers attempted to minimize the influence of sex 
and age on the ratings, both speakers selected were fe­
male, in their early twenties and similar in appearance. 
Both speeches were persuasive, both were approxi­
mately the same length, and neither speaker used a 
visual aid. A pilot study with eight experienced raters 
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was conducted in order to determine if the speeches rep­
resented the intended grade. Seven of the eight experi­
enced raters, agreed that Speech 1 was a C-170-72, while 
remaining evaluator gave the speech a D+/68. Similarly, 
seven of the eight experienced raters gave Speech 2 an 
A-/90-92, while the remaining evaluator gave the speech 
aB+/88. 

In order to adequately assess the influence of the 
experience of the rater on the speech grade given, each 
of the 112 participants graded both speeches. The origi­
nal intent was to have each group of evaluators use the 
same number of each form for each speech. However, 
some forms had to be thrown out because some evaluat­
ors erroneously received the same form twice, did not 
complete demographics, or failed to assign a final grade 
to the speech. (See Table 1.) Half of all the forms in­
cluded directions on how to use the form, the other half 
included no directions. 

Groups containing evaluators of all experience lev­
els, met throughout a period spanning several weeks. A 
protocol script was followed for each group. First, the 
participants completed demographic forms to determine 
sex and age, as well as amount of speech grading expe­
rience. Next, evaluators were told they were going to see 
two persuasive speakers, each of whom met require­
ments for time limit and number of sources. Raters were 
told to imagine they were the speaker's instructor and 
the sole evaluator of the speech. Consequently, they 
were to evaluate the speech using the evaluation form 
provided for them as if they were the speaker's teacher. 
After the directions were given, the first evaluation 
form was distributed either with or without directions. 
Participants were given as much time as they needed to 
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familiarize themselves with the form. A speech was 
then shown (speeches were randomly ordered among 
groups to avoid any order effect) and raters were given 
as much time as they needed to complete their com­
ments on the evaluation form. The same procedure was 
followed for the second speech. 

Following the evaluation of both speeches, a survey 
was distributed to the raters. This survey consisted of 
open-ended questions regarding the raters' overall 
opinions of evaluation forms. 

Data Treatment 

A series of one-way ANOV As were conducted to de­
termine the influence of teacher experience on assigned 
speech grade, the influence of evaluation directions on 
assigned speech grade, and the affect of the evaluation 
form on assigned speech grade. 

To get a better idea of participants' general and spe­
cific opinions about evaluation forms open-ended ques­
tions were provided on the survey. All answers were 
content analyzed by two trained coders who overlapped 
on twenty percent of the coding. The unit of analysis 
was a topical phrase, which was defined as a thought 
that can stand alone. For instance, the sentence, "I liked 
the form's simplicity, but 1 didn't like the 1-5 grading 
scale" was coded into two categories of "simplicity" and 
"grading scale problem." Scott's Pi was used to deter­
mine inter-coder reliability. The pilot coding resulted in 
a 95% inter-coder agreement. Final reliability was also 
at 95%. 
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RESULTS 

Data Analysis 

Research Question 1 investigated the influence of 
experience on the speech grade assigned. For Speech 1, 
ANOV As revealed the mean grade of inexperienced rat­
ers was significantly higher than the grade assigned by 
either moderate or experienced raters (F[2, 112],4.65, p 
= .0115). Specifically, the mean for inexperienced raters 
was 73.86, while the means for moderate and experi­
enced raters were nearly identical at 68.07 and 68.18 
respectively. For Speech 2, the mean grade of inexperi­
enced raters was again significantly higher than the 
grade assigned by either moderate or experienced raters 
(F[2, 112], 4.45, p = .0138). The mean grade was 93.88 
for inexperienced raters, while the means for moderate 
and experienced raters were 90.76 and 91.06 respec­
tively. 

Research Question 2 asked whether raters who were 
provided directions would grade speeches differently 
than raters who did not have directions. The ANOV As 
indicated no significant difference between these groups 
and the grade assigned to either speech. 

Research Question 3 explored whether evaluation 
forms affect speech ratings. The overall mean grades for 
Speeches 1 and 2 were 70.69 and 92.24 respectively. 
These scores fit within the projected grades for each 
speech. An ANOVA conducted regarding the form used 
and the grade given for Speech 1 showed no significant 
difference between the form used and the grade given. 
However, the ANOVA performed regarding Speech 2 
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revealed that Forms A, B, and C yielded similar grades, 
compared to Form D, which yielded a significantly lower 
grade (F[3, 112], 5.06, p = .0026). The means and stan­
dard deviations were also calculated for each form and 
each experience level (See Table 1). 

Research Question 4 asked "What are evaluator's 
opinions of the forms they use?" The first open-ended 
question asked, "Did this evaluation form include all the 
necessary components for you to evaluate the speech? 
Why or Why not? If not, what other components should 
be included in this evaluation form? Please explain." 
The answer to this question was analyzed by looking at 
each form individually (Forms A-D), focusing on how 
experienced, moderate and inexperienced evaluators 
answered the question. Regardless of the speech evalu­
ated or whether or not directions were used, similar 
themes emerged from all three rater levels for each of 
the evaluation forms. 

Assessment of Form A. In general the responses of 
both the experienced and moderate evaluators were 
positive, while the lack of directions for inexperienced 
evaluators yielded negative comments. Specifically, the 
15 experienced evaluators who used Form A provided 22 
comments in the open-ended evaluation. Only four 
comments were negative. Specifically, the experienced 
participants felt the form would be too complicated for 
novice evaluators, the point system was too difficult, the 
form was too structured, and there needed to be more 
specific criteria in the delivery area. The positive com­
ments contained themes of the form being detailed 
(three responses), comprehensive (three responses), 
flexible (four responses), easy to use (four responses), 
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and allowing enough room to write comments (four re­
sponses). 

The 16 moderate evaluators who used Form A of­
fered 28 topical phrases. Negative comments fell into 
the categories of "problems with the point system" (two 
responses) and "form too specific" (two responses). The 
remaining comments were positive and included all the 
ideas identified by the experienced evaluators, as well 
as indicating that the form was easy to use (six re­
sponses) and the strengths! weaknesses area was useful 
(three responses). In addition, of the participants who 
used directions, four indicated that the directions were 
useful. 

The 23 inexperienced evaluators gave 26 comments 
regarding their use of Form A. All 10 of the negative 
comments were from evaluators who did not have direc­
tions to this form. These evaluators felt there was too 
much detail on the form (three responses), they needed 
more guidance with how to assign the points (five re­
sponses), and the form would be better if it had direc­
tions (two responses). The remaining 16 positive com­
ments included the same themes as cited above and a 
new theme of "useful checklist" (six responses). 

Assessment of Form B. Overall, evaluators on all ex­
perience levels had negative comments regarding Form 
B. Thirteen experienced evaluators, 14 moderate evalu­
ators, and 25 inexperienced evaluators used Form B. 
The experienced evaluators generated 20 topical 
phrases about their use of Form B. The majority of 
these comments were negative. Experienced evaluators 
felt the form needed to be more specific (four responses) 
and to give more room to write comments (one re­
sponse). Two responses were given on the need for 
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grading on effort or improvement. For those evaluators 
who had directions, concerns included: the comments 
not adding up to 100 percent (three responses); the poor­
excellent scale seemed too arbitrary (two responses); 
and difficulty in matching the scale to what the evalua­
tor thought the grade should be (one response). For 
those evaluators who did not have directions, three 
commented that directions would make the form easier 
to use. The remaining four comments were positive, 
stating that the form was flexible (two responses) and 
open-ended enough to "fit" any speech or speaker (two 
responses). 

The 14 moderate evaluators also gave negative re­
sponses. Unlike their experienced colleagues, the mod­
erate evaluators did not have a problem with the poor­
excellent scale, but did cite a problem with the general­
ity of the form. Fourteen responses claimed the scale 
was not specific enough. In addition, those who did not 
have directions stated directions would have made the 
form easier to use (three responses). Moderate evaluat­
ors also wanted more room to write comments (three 
responses). The remaining six comments were positive, 
citing the form's ease (three responses) and flexibility 
(three responses). 

Finally, the 25 inexperienced evaluators echoed the 
others, claiming the form did not contain enough detail 
(12 responses) and the point system was confusing (nine 
responses). Again, several of those without directions 
stated they wanted directions for ease in grading (four 
responses). The six positive comments contained themes 
of ease of use (four responses) and flexibility (two re­
sponses). 
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Assessment of Form C. The majority of the comments 
for Form C were also negative for all three evaluator 
levels. Twenty-one experienced, 17 moderate and 23 in­
experienced evaluators used Form C. Most negative 
comments concerned the evaluation's +,-, and 0 scoring 
system. Specifically, the experienced evaluators claimed 
the scale was confusing (five responses), complicated 
(six responses), and too limiting by only allowing the 
three options of +,-, and 0 (six responses). Other experi­
enced evaluator comments questioned the specific 
grading criteria in the areas of body vitality and contact 
(five responses), as well as the organization of the form 
(four comments). Experienced evaluators also wanted 
more room to write comments (five responses). Evaluat­
ors not provided directions indicated that directions 
would have been helpful. The one positive theme was 
that the form was complete (four responses). 

Moderate evaluators also expressed themes that the 
grading scale was confusing (five responses), compli­
cated (eight responses) and limiting (four responses). 
They added that the grading system was too long (three 
responses), too subjective (three responses), and that 
they felt "trapped" into giving a grade they didn't want 
to give (four responses). On the positive side, three re­
sponses were given that the form was complete. 

Inexperienced evaluators agreed with their experi­
enced and moderate counterparts. Themes for this 
group included the grading scale was difficult to use 
(nine comments), complicated (six comments), and 
mathematically challenging (four comments). Inexperi­
enced evaluators also provided the response that it 
would be difficult for the student to get a good grade 
using this form (five responses), and that the directions 
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were confusing (four responses). As with the other two 
groups, some inexperienced evaluators deemed the 
evaluation complete (three responses). 

Assessment of Form D. The responses given for Form 
D varied among experience level. First, the 17 experi­
enced evaluators expressed confusion with the point 
system (four responses), and concern that the form was 
not detailed enough (seven responses). They also re­
quested more space to write comments (five responses). 
One participant wrote that the form "forced" him to as­
sign a grade lower than he thought the speaker de­
served. Some experienced evaluators liked Form D, 
saying it was flexible (three responses), complete (two 
responses), and gave the speaker credit for strengths 
rather than penalizing weaknesses (one response). 

The 15 moderate evaluators agreed that the point 
system was confusing (nine responses), the 1-5 scale 
was too "constricting" (four responses), and the form 
was not detailed enough (five responses). There were 
also moderate evaluators who liked using the form, 
saying it was easy to use (four responses), it assisted in 
efficient grading (four responses), it was balanced (three 
responses) and it was complete (two responses). 

Last, the 25 inexperienced evaluators offered a bal­
ance between negative and positive comments. They too 
felt the form needed to be more detailed (five responses) 
and have a better point system (four comments); how­
ever, they also wrote that the form was easy to use (six 
responses), complete (five responses), and easy for stu­
dents to understand (four responses). Unlike the re­
sponses from Forms A, B, or C, none of the evaluators 
who used form D without directions made remarks 
about the absence of directions. 
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Preference of Evaluation Forms. After the partici­
pants graded the speeches and assessed the evaluation 
form they used, two additional open-ended questions 
were posed. The first asked raters to identity, if they 
had a preference, which of the two evaluation forms 
used would be their choice to use again and why they 
made that choice. When given the choice between Form 
A and any other form, evaluators at all levels usually 
chose Form A. Reasons for this choice included the de­
tailed criteria (nine responses), open-ended questions 
(eight responses), order of the criteria (seven responses), 
the checklist (five responses), space for writing (four re­
sponses), the point system (four responses) and ease of 
use for teachers (10 responses) and for students (four 
responses). 

Next, when Form D was a choice with Forms B or C, 
evaluators regularly chose Form D. Reasons given for 
the choice included preference fo~ the grading scale 
(eight responses), the flexibility (eight responses), and 
simplicity (seven responses) of the form, and the oppor­
tunity for students to get a good grade with this form 
(six responses - all from inexperienced evaluators). 
Forms B and C were seldom chosen over Forms A or D. 
However, when the choice was between Form B or Form 
C, the choice was relatively balanced for all experience 
levels. Form B was chosen because of its simplicity (11 
responses), descriptions of each category (eight re­
sponses), and ease of use (five responses). Form C was 
chosen because of its thoroughness (nine responses), 
ease of use (six responses), and space for comments 
(three responses). Four experienced, two moderate, and 
one inexperienced evaluator did not have a preference of 
evaluation forms. 
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Do we need evaluation forms? The final open-ended 
question asked, "Do evaluators need evaluation forms in 
a communication course with a public speaking compo­
nent? Why or why not? Please explain in as much detail 
as possible." The experienced evaluators offered 62 total 
comments, 40 of which were affirmative. Specifically, 
they proposed we do need evaluation forms because they 
help students improve (10 responses), they help stu­
dents know the criteria by which they will be judged 
(nine responses), they help teachers remain consistent 
and objective among speakers (12 responses), they help 
justify grades (four responses), they help make grading 
easier (three responses), and they provide spaces for 
written comments (two responses). Twelve responses 
indicated that evaluation forms are not necessary. Eight 
of these responses stated simply "Teachers don't need 
them, but students do." The remaining four responses 
fell in the category of evaluation forms being not flexible 
enough. 

Moderate evaluators gave 38 total comments, 36 of 
which were affirmative. They included themes that 
evaluation forms help with consistency and objectivity 
(17 responses), they give students feedback (10 re­
sponses), they assist evaluators with being organized 
(five responses), and offering more positive feedback 
(three responses). The three reasons given for not 
needing evaluation forms were that, "A speech is either 
good or bad - you don't need an evaluation form to de­
termine that," "forms can be too stifling," and "evaluat­
ors should use their own criteria, not what is on a form." 

Finally, inexperienced evaluators gave 61 comments, 
56 of which were affirmative. These responses included 
the ideas that evaluation forms show which criteria to 
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grade (19 responses), and how to calculate grades (16 
responses), let students know what to work on in the 
future (14 responses), help with consistency and objec­
tivity (four responses), and completeness of the evalua­
tion (three responses). Inexperienced evaluators who 
felt evaluation forms were not necessary stated that 
evaluation forms forced teachers to inflate (two re­
sponses) or deflate (two responses) students' grades. 

Types of comments given on evaluation forms. Par­
ticipants' comments on the evaluation form itself were 
analyzed using a coding scheme similar to the one used 
by Jensen and Lamoureux (1997). Specifically, the 
number of total comments were counted, as well as the 
number of positive (expresses approval) and negative 
(expresses disapproval or offers suggestions) comments, 
and the number of content and delivery comments. At­
tention was also paid to the evaluator's experience, 
which evaluation form was employed, and whether or 
not the evaluator was given evaluation form directions. 

On average, the experienced evaluator offered 14 
separate comments (topical phrases) per evaluation 
form; moderate evaluators offered eight comments; and 
inexperienced evaluators offered six comments. Form A 
yielded the most comments across all experience levels 
(11 comments), followed by Form B (eight comments), 
Form D (seven comments) and Form C (four comments). 
When moderate and inexperienced raters were provided 
directions, the number of comments rose on average, by 
four comments per evaluation. When experienced raters 
were provided directions, the number of comments re­
mained consistent with the number of comments writ­
ten when directions were absent. Finally, when looking 
at the types of comments given, experienced raters di-
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rected their comments more toward content (61%) than 
delivery (39%), and gave more negative (59%) than posi­
tive (41%) remarks. Moderate raters offered more of a 
balance between content (48%) and delivery (52%), and 
negative (47%) and positive (53%) feedback. Inexperi­
enced evaluators offered more delivery (68%) than con­
tent comments (32%), as well as more positive (72%) 
versus negative (28%) comments. 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this project illustrate a variety of is­
sues important to consider when reviewing what types 
of evaluation forms are used as well as who is using 
them. To begin, Research Question 1 (Does previous 
speech grading experience affect speech ratings?) was 
supported in the quantitative analysis. The findings 
show that inexperienced raters give significantly higher 
grades, despite the level of the speech (A or C speech). 
This echoes previous research that maintains training 
and experience are important for consistency in speech 
ratings (e.g., Clevenger, 1963; Bowers, 1964; Gun­
derson, 1978). The qualitative analysis of the evalua­
tions written by each experience level revealed a 
marked difference in the amount and types of comments 
given. Experienced evaluators offered more comments 
than moderate or inexperienced evaluators, regardless 
of the evaluation form used. Although, as previously 
discussed, the number of comments fluctuated with the 
presence or absence of directions, the types of comments 
remained consistent among the three evaluator levels, 
regardless of the evaluation form used. Experienced 
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raters gave more negative, content comments; moderate 
raters balanced their feedback between content and de­
livery, and negative and positive feedback; and inexpe­
rienced raters offered more positive, delivery comments. 
Observing this kind of pattern clearly illustrates what 
issues evaluators in each experience level deems impor­
tant or appropriate when grading a speech. 

Research Question 2 asked if raters who have writ­
ten directions on how to use evaluation forms rate 
speeches differently than raters who do not have direc­
tions. The data analysis revealed no differences in the 
speech grade given and whether or not a rater was pro­
vided with directions. However, we know from the open­
ended questions that, especially when an evaluation 
form is complicated (like Form C, and to a lesser extent, 
Form A), raters like to have directions. Interestingly, as 
the raters' experience level increased, the requests for 
directions and comments about directions decreased. A 
qualitative analysis of the comments also revealed that, 
when provided with directions, moderate and inexperi­
enced evaluators gave more written feedback to the 
speaker. These findings indicate that we need to con­
tinue offering our less experienced evaluators more 
guidance before they embark on speech grading. It ap­
pears experience enhances confidence using any evalua­
tion form - even without directions. 

The results of Research Question 3 (Do evaluation 
forms affect speech ratings?) show that, although a sig­
nificant difference between the form used and the grade 
given for Speech 2 was found, no differences were found 
among the forms and the grade given for Speech 1. Ad­
ditionally, only one form (Form D) yielded a signifi­
cantly different (lower) grade on Speech 2. This indi-
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cates that the evaluation form has a minimal affect on 
the speech rating. These findings are generally consis­
tent with those of Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995). 
Further research should clarify these conflicting results. 

The findings from Research Question 4 (What are 
evaluators' opinions of the evaluation forms they use?) 
reveal that, when the speech is poor, evaluators both 
state and demonstrate that they are more likely to fol­
low the directions or the form. However, when the 
speech is of higher quality, utilizing the form as de­
signed becomes less important to the evaluators. One 
possible explanation for this result is the ambiguous na­
ture of Forms Band C. Without directions, evaluators 
may perceive these forms to lack any clear guidelines 
for grading the speech. This is further supported from 
the results regarding Speech 2, which indicate that 
Forms B and C are less likely to be followed by the rater 
in forming the grade. We should however note, that di­
rections can also be ambiguous or too confining. Specifi­
cally, two experienced raters, both of whom used Form 
C with directions, gave extremely low grades (a 30% and 
a 12%) to Speaker 1. Their comments on the open-ended 
questions help explain these scores. One remarked "af­
ter reading the evaluation directions I felt forced into 
giving the speaker such a low grade." The other simply 
wrote "evaluation system confusing." The challenge of 
grading a poor quality speech, in comparison to a high 
quality speech was also illustrated by the much higher 
standard deviations on Speech 1 compared to Speech 2. 
This result is not surprising considering that there is 
only a 10-15 point range for a good speech (B to A+) 
compared to the possible 10-50 point range of a poor 
speech (B- to F). We can make two conclusions from 
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these results. First, when the evaluation form is com­
plex, directions seem to be a key in using the form as it 
was designed. On the other hand, when an evaluation 
form is relatively straight-forward, evaluators can use it 
to determine the grade without the aid of directions. 
Second, it is imperative to cautiously design our evalua­
tion forms as well as their accompanying directions so 
they will yield valid and reliable grades for any level of 
speech. 

The findings from RQ4 also reveal a strong prefer­
ence of certain forms over others. The answers to the 
open-ended questions indicate that the type of speech 
evaluation form used matters greatly to the rater even if 
the form has no bearing on the grade given to the 
speaker. First, examining the participants' responses 
shows that a balance between specificity and flexibility 
is wanted. That is, evaluators liked when a form offered 
them enough guidance to determine what was to be 
graded, but they didn't want to feel "forced" into giving 
a student a grade. Other common themes include evalu­
ators wanting space to write comments and a logical 
grading system (i.e., one that added up to 100). Second, 
it is interesting to note the reasons cited among the 
three experience groups for wanting evaluation forms. 
The experienced raters considered them as primarily 
useful for students (48% of the responses), or as a way 
to remain consistent and objective (30% of the re­
sponses). In contrast to the student focus, moderate rat­
ers viewed evaluation forms as a useful way to stay con­
sistent or be organized (71% of the responses). Simi­
larly, the 70% of the comments given by inexperienced 
evaluators dealt specifically with the use of the form 
(what to evaluate and how to calculate the grade). 
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Training Implications and Conclusion 

The finding that experienced evaluators use and 
think of evaluation forms differently than moderate or 
inexperienced evaluators is not really that surprising. 
However, it is noteworthy considering the number of 
novice TAs the basic course employs, if not to autono­
mously teach these courses, at least to grade speeches in 
these courses. Consequently, it is our responsibility as 
directors of these courses to provide our TAs with the 
tools they need to accurately grade speeches. Specifi­
cally, the current research suggests that, inexperienced 
raters certainly need evaluation forms which identify 
specific criteria to be evaluated as well as clear instruc­
tions detailing how to evaluate each item. This is par­
ticularly important for "C" speeches. These recommen­
dations are in line with the previously cited research 
which established that rater training (Bowers, 1964; 
Gunderson, 1978), experience (Clevenger, 1963), or the 
combination of the two (Miller, 1964) improved the 
evaluation process. Considering these collective results, 
not only do we need well-designed evaluation forms, we 
also need initial and ongoing supervision as TAs learn 
how to most efficiently and effectively use their school's 
evaluation tool. For instance, considering the Jensen 
and Lamoureux (1997) finding that students deem 
specific, negative, content comments as most helpful, 
evaluators should be coached on how to use the 
evaluation form to determine a grade and how to write 
comments that will be useful to the student. 

We can conclude from this study's findings that, al­
though different evaluation forms can produce similar 
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grades, raters definitely have opinions and preferences 
regarding the form they use. Additionally, as seen in the 
qualitative analysis, the types and numbers of com­
ments written to the speaker vary according to which 
form the evaluator employs. Because an evaluator's ex­
perience influences speech grades, as well as the 
amount and type of feedback given to the speaker, fu­
ture research should focus on designing evaluation in­
struments that are more helpful to the rater as well as 
the student. Ensuring our own evaluation forms meet 
the objectives of our courses or specific assignments 
would be a good place for each of us to start. 
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APPENDIX A 

Speech Evaluation Form A 

Name: _______ Topic: ____ _ 

Points Points 
Possible Received 

20 

36 

Check­
list Criteria 

Introduction: 
1. Captured attention 
2. Stated thesis 
3. Related topic to audience 
4. Established credibility 
6. Previewed main points 
6. Provided transition to body 

Body: 
1. Organized main points clearly 

and logically 
2. Included transitions between 

main points 
3. Constructed effective argu-

ment for position 
4. Used accurate, relevant and 

timely supporting materials in 
sufficient quantity 

6. Cited sources in speech 
6. Incorporated appropriate ap-

peals to emotions, values, mo-
tivations 

7. Used relevant, easy-to-see vis-
ual aids 

8. Explained visual aids clearly 
9. Used an oral language style 

appropriate to topic and audi-
ence 

10. Used sound reasoning 
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15 Conclusion: 
1. Restated thesis 
2. Sumarized main points 
3. Ended with a memorable final 

thought 

30 Delivery: 

*Major Strengths: 
*Suggested Goals for Next Speech: 
*Areas Needing Improvement: 
*Overall Evaluation: 
Total Points/Grade 

1. Used adequate and inclusive 
eye contact 

2. Used effective vocal delivery 
(appropriate rate and volume, 
clear articulation, varied in­
flection, and no vocal fillers) 

3. Used effective physical deliv­
ery(posture, gestures, move­
ment) 

*On the original form, the lower third of the page left room for these 
comments. 

Criteria for Grading Speeches-Form A 

In general, a C grade on a speech means that stu­
dents have met the minimum requirements for that as­
signment: a grade of A or B means that students have 
gone beyond the minimum requirements in a significant 
way: and a grade of D or F means that students have 
failed to meet two or more of the requirements for the 
assignment. A grade of C represents average, satisfac­
tory work. More specific information on grading criteria 
is provided below. 
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I. A grade ofC: Average, Satisfactory Work. 
A. To be judged as average and satisfactory, the 

speech must: 
1. Meet all specific requirements for that 

speech as outlined on the assignment 
sheet: length, purpose, organization, re­
search, source citation, etc. 

2. Be delivered on the date assigned. 
3. Address a topic appropriate to the 

speaker, topic, and occasion. 
4. Have a full introduction and conclusion. 
5. Have a clear and detectable primary 

purpose. 
6. Include a body which has 

a. clear and logical organization of main 
points. 

b. transitions between main points. 
c. accurate, relevant, timely and ap­

propriate evidence and appeals in 
sufficient quantity. 

d. sources of evidence cited during the 
presentation. 

e. a visual aid (when necessary) which is 
relevant, appropriate, clearly designed 
and clearly explained. 

7. Be delivered with adequate eye contact 
and animation, using a direct, conversa­
tional style. 

8. Be accompanied by a sentence outline or 
manuscript as assigned. 

Volume 14,2002 

157

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



148 Evaluation Instruments 

II. A grade ofB: Above Average Work. 
A. To be judged as above average, the speech 

must meet the criteria for a C speech, as well 
as: 
1. Exhibit skillful use of internal summaries 

and/or transitions. 
2. Demonstrate above average skill in the 

ability to interest and challenge the 
audience through the use of language, 
organization and supporting materials. 

3. Include content which shows a greater 
depth of research and thinking than the 
average student speech. 

4. Make a Significant contribution to the 
knowledge or intellectual motivation of the 
audience. 

5. Involve the audience in the topic. 
6. Use a variety of supporting materials in an 

interesting and original way. 
7. Be delivered with poise and ease, ex­

hibiting the personal involvement of the 
speaker. 

III. A grade of A: Superior Work. 
A. To be judged as superior, the speech must 

meet the criteria for a B speech, as well as: 
1. Constitute a genuinely individual con­

tribution by the speaker to the thinking of 
the audience. 

2. Demonstrate exceptional skill in winning 
understanding of difficult concepts or 
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processes, or in winning agreement from 
listeners initially inclined to disagree with 
the speaker's ideas, or in moving an 
audience to action. 

3. Address a topic of significance. 
4. Include thorough research which en­

compasses both primary and secondary 
sources. 

5. Involved the audience throughout the 
entire presentation. 

6. Be delivered with an interesting, forceful 
delivery style which catches attention, 
motivates interest, and uses personalized 
directness. 

IV. A grade ofD: Below Average Work. 
A. A speech which is below average has one or 

more of the following serious problems: 
1. Failure to meet the basic requirements of 

the assignment as outlined on the as­
signment sheet: length, organization, 
research, source citation, etc. 

2. Generalizations without sufficient explicit 
support material so that the speech 
material so that the speech is based only 
on opinion. 

3. Incomplete development of ideas or lack of 
organization. 

4. Failure to identify sources during the 
presentation of the speech. 
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5. Reliance on only one source so that the 
speech is summarization of one article. 

6. Superficiality which demonstrates a lack 
seriousness about the assignment. 

7. Delivery with poor eye contact, frequent 
hesitations, insufficient volume, extreme 
dependence on notes, etc. 

8. Language which evidences a written 
rather than an oral, style. 

9. No outline. 

v. A grade ofF: Unacceptable Work. 
A. A speech which is unacceptable has one or 

more of the following characteristics: 
1. A majority of the problems of a below 

average speech. 
2. Fabricated support material. 
3. Deliberately distorted evidence. 
4. Plagiarized materials. 
5. Not presented on the assigned day. 
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APPENDIXB 

Speech Evaluation Form B 

Narne: ________________________________ __ 

Topic: ________________________________ __ 

Poor Fair Average Good Excellent 
Introduction: 
(capture attention; 
relate to audience; 
introduce topic) 

Organization: 
(speech easy to 
follow; clear 
progression 
of ideas) 

Development: 
(clear explanation; 
use of supporting 
material) 

Conclusion: 
(provides closure; 
summary; vivid) 

Delivery: 
(eye contact; 
understandable; 
use of gestures! 
facial expression; 
conversational) 
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Comments: 

Rating Scale: (A) Excellent = 90-100; (B) Good = 80=89; (C) 
Average = 70=79; (D) Fair = 60-69; (F) = 60-69 

Overall Rating (60-100): _________ _ 

Criteria for Grading Speeches - Form B 

Please rate the speaker on each category. Each cate­
gory is worth 25 points. The basic criteria for each is de­
scribed below. 

The introduction should capture the attention of the 
audience, relate to the audience and introduce the topic. 
It should include a specific preview of main points, a 
thesis and a transition into the body of the speech. 

The organization of the speech should be easy to 
follow and the progression of ideas should be clear. Al­
though a set organizational order does not have to be 
followed, the organization presented should be appro­
priate for the topic, type of speech and audience. 

The development of the topic should be clear and in­
clude supporting material. At least one source should be 
used per main point. 
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The conclusion should provide closure. A specific re­
view of the main points should summarize the speech. 
The restatement of the thesis should also be included. 

The speaker's delivery should include eye contact, 
understandable vocal presentation, appropriate ges­
tures and facial expression. The delivery should also be 
conversational. 

Please do not forget to write comments for the stu­
dent. 

Volume 14,2002 

163

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



154 Evaluation Instruments 

APPENDIXC 

Speech Evaluation Form C 

Name: Topic: 

Category Score (+, 0, -J 
Appearance 

Self-confidence 

Enthusiasm 

Body Vitality 

Contact Vitality 

Vocal Vitality 

Speech Clarity 

Evidence of Planning 

Explanations 

Visual Aids 

Interest 

Content Material 

Support 

Logical Development 

Introduction 

Body 

Conclusion 

Total Score: (-17 to +17 possible) 

Comments 

Percentage Equivalent: __ % Letter Grade: 
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Criteria for Grading Speeches - Form C 

Listed below are eighteen categories related to the 
effectiveness of a public speech. Each category is de­
scribed by key words/concepts. The first seven catego­
ries relate to the speaker's delivery; the second two re­
late to the preparation of the speech content; the next 
six relate to the content as presented in the actual 
speech, and the final three relate to the overall speech 
structure. 

The categories are used in grading a speech in the 
following manner: if the concept described by the cate­
gory is average, a zero (0) is given to the category; if 
there is something about the elements of a category that 
is outstanding and significantly adds to the effective­
ness of the speech, a plus (+) is given to the category; if 
there is something about the elements of a category that 
is distracting and significantly detracts from the presen­
tation of ideas, a minus (-) is given to the category. 

A philosophical assumption underlying this system 
is that content is most important in a speech; delivery is 
important only in so far as it does not detract from the 
content. Therefore, pluses for the seven delivery catego­
ries are extremely hard to obtain-to obtain a plus in 
any of the delivery categories requires that something 
about the delivery element significantly adds to the ef­
fectiveness of imparting the information of the speech to 
the audience. However, negatives for the delivery cate­
gories are relatively easy to obtain - if something about 
a delivery category is distracting, a minus should be 
given. 
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At the conclusion of the speech, the pluses and mi­
nuses are summed for a total score (possible scores 
range from -18 to +18). Grade equivalents are given as 
follows: -5 and less = F; -4 to -1 = D; 0 to +3 = C; +4 to 
+7 = B; +8 and above = A. Percentage equivalents are as 
follows: 

-4 = 
-3 = 
-2 = 
-1 = 
0 = 

+1 = 
+2 = 
+3 = 

60.0% +4 
62.5% + 5 
65.0% + 6 
67.5% + 7 
70% +8 
72.5% + 9 
75.0% +10 
77.5% +11 

+12 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

80.0% 
82.5% 
85.0% 
87.5% 
90.0% 
92.5% 
95.0% 
97.5% 
100% 

Therefore, it is possible with this system, but ex­
tremely unlikely, to get more than 100%. 

Delivery - Speaker Qualities 
Appearance: 

Neatness - clothing, person 
Bearing - carriage, behavior, posture 
Mannerisms - unique action or style 
Facial expression 

Self Confidence: 
Composure - not agitated or disturbed 
Positiveness - definite, sure of self, forceful 

Enthusiasm: 
Animation - appearance of spirit, vigor, expres­

siveness 
Sincerity - personally interested 
Salesmanship - punch 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 

166

Basic Communication Course Annual, Vol. 14 [2002], Art. 13

http://ecommons.udayton.edu/bcca/vol14/iss1/13



Evaluation Instruments 

Body Vitality: 
Gestures - descriptiveness, appropriateness 
Purposeful movement - aimed, reasoned 

Contact Vitality: 
Rapport - accord, harmony 
Friendliness 
Eye contact 
Personality projection 

Voice Vitality: 
Pace, pitch, volume 
Projection, emphasis 

Speech Clarity: 
Vocabulary, grammar 
Articulation, pronunciation, enunciation 
Fillers - unmeaningful expressions 
Fluency - smoothness of delivery 

Content - Preparation 

Outline 

157 

Format - style, understanding, use, coordinated 
flow 

Organization - sequence, completeness, topical 
fit 

Evidence of Thorough Planning: 
Time-material relationship 
Continuity - smooth transitions, pointed to the­

sis 
Subject matter adequacy 
Audience adaptability - degree of technicality, 

vocabulary, etc. 
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Content - Presentation 

Explanations: 
Clarity of terms 
Completeness 
~eaningfUlexaInples 

Visual Aids 
Appropriateness, number, type, size 
Timeliness 
Clear explanation, handling 

Interest: 
Choice of subject 
Approach - humor, mood 
Interest factors - suspense, novelty, etc. 

Content Materials: 
Worthwhile subject - clear, concise premise 
Understanding of subject 
Adequacy of research 

Support 
Logical evidence 
Emotional evidence 
Use - credibility, source identification, etc. 

Logical Development: 
Orderly sequence - known to unknown, simple 

to complex 
Transitions 

Structure 

Introduction 
Gains and directs attention of audience 
Establishes speaker credibility 
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Body: 
Information relative to audience 
Clear organization 
Logical 
Appropriate transitions between points 

Conclusion 
Summarizes major points 
Clearly related to thesis 
Ends with a clear, relevant statement or ques-

tion 

159 
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APPENDIXD 

Speech Evaluation Form D 

Name: Score: 

Rating Key: 1 is Unacceptable; 2 is Poor; 3 is Acceptable; 
4 is Good; 5 is Excellent 

Organization and Structure: 

1. Introduction 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Clarity of Main Points 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Support of Main Points 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Organization 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Transitions 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Conclusions 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Use of Persuasive Elements 

Evidence 1 2 3 4 5 
Reasoning 1 2 3 4 5 
Emotional Appeal 1 2 3 4 5 
Call to Action 1 2 3 4 5 

Delivery 

1. Posture 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Facial Expression 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Eye Contact 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Gestures 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Composure 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Conversational Quality 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Vocal Delivery 

(volume, rate, pitch, variance, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Language Use (vivid, appropriate, 

specificity, simplicity, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 
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General Comments: 

Criteria for Grading Speeches - Form D 

Please rate the speaker on each sub-section. Each 
sub-section is worth five points, for a total of 90 points. 
The basic criteria for each is described below. 

Organization and Structure 

1. The introduction should capture the attention of 
the audience, relate to the audience and introduce 
the topic. It should include a specific preview of 
main points, a thesis, and a transition into the 
body of the speech. 

2. The main points should be distinct. You should be 
able to easily identify them. 

3. The support used for the main points should be 
complete. Evidence should be used, including, but 
not limited to testimony, examples and statistics. 

4. The organization of the speech should be easy to 
follow and the progression of ideas should be clear. 
Although a set organizational order does not have 
to be followed, the organization presented should 
be appropriate for the topic and audience. 

5. The transitions should include sentences or words 
to provide a bridge between the introduction and 
the body, between each main point, and between 
the body and conclusion. 
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6. The conclusion should provide closure. A specific 
review of the main points should summarize the 
speech. A restatement of the thesis should also be 
included. 

7. The evidence should be cited completely and 
clearly during the speech. There should be a 
minimum of one source per main point and the in­
formation should be published within the past five 
years. 

8. The speech should use reasoning. It should be logi­
cal and not contain fallacies. 

9. The use of emotional appeal should be appropriate 
for the audience and the topic. 

10. The call to action should be clearly stated steps 
and should illustrate a logical plan. 

Delivery 

1. Posture: the speaker should look poised and confi­
dent. 

2. Facial Expression: needs to be appropriate for 
topic and appear relaxed 

3. Eye Contact: the speaker should frequently make 
eye contact all around the room 

4. Gestures: the speaker should use gestures, but 
they should not be repetitive or distracting 

5. Composure: the speaker should be confident, re­
laxed, polished and calm 

6. Conversational Quality: the speaker should be well 
rehearsed, but not memorized or stiff 

7. Vocal Delivery: the speaker should have appropri­
ate volume, rate and pitch 
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8. Language Use: the speaker should use vivid, but 
appropriate imagery. 

Please do not forget to write comments for the student. 
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Listening Treatment in the Basic 
Communication Course Text 

Laura A.. Janusik 
Andrew D. Wolvin 

INTRODUCTION 

This study assesses the current listening scholarship 
found in the basic communication course textbook. 
Wichelns introduced the concept of rhetorical effect in 
1925 (Dearin, 1980), which not only introduced the lis­
tener into the human communication process, but made 
the listener of equal importance to the speaker. Listen­
ing as a daily communication activity surpasses speak­
ing by 15% in adults (Rankin, 1926, 1930) and 37% in 
college students (Barker, Edwards, Gaines, Gladney, & 
Holley, 1980). However, it appears that communication 
scholars have not taught or researched the role of 
speaker and listener equally, even though basic com­
munication theory defines communication as a process 
dependent upon a listener. This study will evaluate con­
tent, quality, and position of current listening scholar­
ship in the basic communication course textbook. 

RATIONALE 

Research on public speaking is bountiful, and re­
search on listening has gained abundance in the last 30 
years; yet students in higher education are still offered 
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only 7% of instructional time focused on listening (Per­
kins, 1994). The three most popular models of communi­
cation - the linear, interactional, and transactional 
models - show the speaker and listener to be involved 
equally in the communication process, but research and 
instruction on the speaker and the listener has not been 
equal. 

Listening is a critical skill for success in today's aca­
demic and professional worlds, and most students only 
receive listening instruction in the basic course. How­
ever, if listening content in the course text is not ade­
quate, then students are not learning to listen effec­
tively, for listening skills are improved primarily 
through direct instruction. 

Listening scholarship and coverage of basic listening 
theory and skills in the basic course text are necessary 
to achieve direct instruction for listening skill develop­
ment. Listening is a critical skill, and it is particularly 
important for today's college students. Not only has lis­
tening been identified as more important than reading 
skills or academic aptitude in college student achieve­
ment and retention (Conaway, 1982; McDevitt, Sheenan 
& McMenamin, 1991), but listening has been identified 
as one of the most used and one of the most important 
communication skills in professional settings (Hynes, & 
Bhatia, 1996; James, 1992; Maes, Weldy, & Icenogle, 
1997; Waner, 1995; Willmington, 1992; Winsor, Curtis, 
& Stephens, 1997; Wolvin & Coakley, 1996). Conse­
quently, students must learn to listen effectively for bet­
ter success in both their academic and professional 
lives. 

The basic communication course is the only course 
that addresses listening skill development and instruc-
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tion for most college students. Fewer than 6% of colleges 
and universities offer a stand alone listening course 
(Smith & Turner, 1993, as cited in Wacker & Hawkins, 
1995), and of that 6%, only slightly more than half of 
the schools require the separate listening course for 
their communication majors (Wacker & Hawkins, 1995). 
Listening is a skill, and students need to be taught to be 
more effective listeners. Since instructional time spent 
on developing effective listening skills is severely lim­
ited, it is critical that the time spent addresses the most 
important and current listening scholarship to develop 
students' knowledge and skills. 

Listening content covered in the basic course is rela­
tively unknown. Prior studies of the basic communica­
tion course reveal that most courses did include a unit 
on listening (Morreale, Hanna, Berko, & Gibson, 1999; 
Perkins, 1994; Wolvin, Coakley & Disburg, 1991 and 
1992). The unit typically was short, providing little 
more than an introduction to the process and to strate­
gies for effective listening. Even a short unit has been 
found to impact on student perceptions of their listening 
competencies (Ford & Wolvin, 1993). 

Additionally, Perkins' (1994) study provided infor­
mation on how 498 college institutions taught listening 
in the basic course. Over half (54%) taught listening, 
either as a separate unit (37.5%) or by integrating it 
throughout the semester (34%). A majority (54%) re­
ported covering a general overview of five types of lis­
tening (Wolvin & Coakley, 1979, 1982, 1988, 1992, 1993, 
1996), with most (44%) focused on critical listening. In­
struction primarily took the form of lectures, and even 
though strategies and activities for developing effective 
listening skills were presented, less than 50% of the 
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time spent on listening was focused on skill develop­
ment. The average time spent on listening instruction in 
the basic course was 7% of class time, or about 3 hours 
(Perkins, 1994). While Perkins' (1994) study provides 
important information as to how listening was taught, 
instructors have little information as to what aspects of 
listening were included in these units. 

Direct instruction of listening has been demon­
strated to increase listening skills in the corporate 
world (Papa & Glenn, 1988; Smeltzer & Watson, 1985) 
and academic worlds (Cooper; 1988; Brown, 1954; 
Brown, 1955; Brown & Keller, 1962; Erikson, 1954; Gif­
fin & Hannah, 1960; Lorenz, 1966; Trivette, 1959; Whit­
field, 1964; all as cited in Duker, 1968; Irvin, as cited in 
Steil, Summerfield, & de Mare, 1983). Some advocate 
the notion of automatic transfer, suggesting that if a 
student learns speaking skills, one automatically learns 
listening skills (Sprague & Stuart, 1996). Conversely, 
others believe that learning listening skills will transfer 
to being a better speaker (Nelson & Pearson, 1996; Os­
born & Osborn, 1997). The assumption of automatic 
transfer has not been supported. In order for a skill to 
become a part of a communicator's repertoire, the com­
municator needs knowledge, training, and practice of 
that skill (Kirkpatrick, 1999; Steil, Barker & Watson, 
1983; Wolvin & Coakley, 1994). Since the notion of 
automatic transfer has been proven false, the only way 
for students to develop more effective listening skills in 
the academic setting is through direct instruction. Thus, 
it is imperative that the content reflected in the listen­
ing section of the basic text accurately and currently re­
flect listening scholarship today. 
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Scholarly publications have been judged by their 
ability to further knowledge while basing the content on 
current research and theory. Some argue that "text­
books must still participate in the production of knowl­
edge in the field" (Alred & Thelen, 1993, p. 471), but 
others contend that the textbook's role is more focused 
on reflecting the proven truths of the discipline (Con­
nors, 1986). This study is based on the latter philoso­
phy, and it assumes that basic course instructors are 
responsible for presenting both research and skill in­
struction that accurately and currently reflects the field 
of listening research. 

The content included in the text can provide a sense 
of what listening principles and practices are high­
lighted with students in the basic course. While some 
instructors often go beyond textbooks and complement 
them with additional materials, many do begin with the 
text as a base for what is covered in the course. This 
study was designed to assess basic listening scholarship 
and content included in basic communication course 
textbooks. 

For the purposes of this paper, listening scholarship 
is defined as listening-focused research conducted in a 
systematic fashion, using quantitative or qualitative 
methods, with research findings presented in an aca­
demically sanctioned outlet, such as journals, books, or 
conferences. Listening scholarship has been published 
in many journals, and much of it has been published in 
the International Journal of Listening since its incep­
tion in 1987. The majority of scholarship has been pub­
lished within the areas of theory, research, instruction, 
assessment, and practice, identified as the "intellectual 
discussion" of the journal (Wolvin, Halone, & Coakley, 
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1999). Specific research for these five areas have focused 
on topics such as theory development, listening in the 
classroom, validation of listening tests, the teaching of 
listening, and listening practices in specific contexts 
such as healtcare settings. 

To determine what constitutes the study of listening, 
it is helpful to look at the treatment of listening in the 
reportedly most-used textbooks in these courses. In 
their survey of the basic communication course, Mor­
reale et al. (1999) identified 17 most-mentioned text­
books used to instruct the basic course (Appendix A). 

This study utilizes an inductive content analysis to 
determine what content is included in the textbook's lis­
tening chapter. Content analyses of texts is the longest 
established empirical method of social investigation 
(Titscher, Meyer, Wodak, & Vetter, 2000). Though de­
ductive content analyses are more common, a deductive 
model would be inappropriate (Silverman, 2001) be­
cause predetermined categories of listening constructs 
do not exist (since a study of this type has not been at­
tempted). An inductive content analysis will lay the 
groundwork for what is currently included in basic 
course textbooks, and this will allow instructors and 
scholars to determine what should be included. 

PROCEDURE 

The 17 texts cited as those most widely reported to 
be used to teach the basic communication course were 
analyzed for this study. All editions of these textbooks 
were either those cited in the survey (Morreale et al., 
1999) or a more recent version available from the pub-
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lisher. The decision to use the most recent edition was 
based on the belief that former editions of books usually 
are no longer available from publishers when a new edi­
tion is printed. Thus, the most recent edition would 
most clearly illustrate that text's treatment of listening 
today. 

The texts were reviewed for listening content, which, 
in most instances, was limited to a single chapter de­
voted to listening. Each chapter was read thoroughly, 
and major content categories emerged. An analysis of 
the major content categories resulted in three major 
classifications: content related, process related, and 
placement. The emerged content categories then became 
the standard by which the texts were analyzed. 

What follows is a report on the approach to listening 
taken in the listening chapters in these textbooks. Each 
textbook was reviewed for the location of listening chap­
ter(s) in the textbook, listening content, and the portion 
of text devoted to listening instruction. A discussion of 
the findings and their implications for the basic course 
instructor follows. 

FINDINGS 

Location of Listening Chapter in Books 

The placement of the listening chapter in the book 
might imply the importance of listening in the basic 
communication course. Most listening chapters were 
featured in approximately the first quarter of the text. 
One exception (Gamble & Gamble, 1996) placed the 
chapter about half way through the book. Most texts (12 
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of the 16 with entire chapters) placed the listening 
chapter as the third or fourth chapter of the book fol­
lowing chapters on the introduction to communication 
and perception. 

Content 

References, Additional Readings, 
and Listening Scholarship 

The quantity and quality of references cited in each 
listening chapter could identify current and accurate 
reflection of listening scholarship. First, current schol­
arship was assessed by the number of citations refer­
enced and the date of the referenced publication (Ap­
pendix B). The majority of references for all texts were 
from 1980's publications (81) followed by publications of 
the 1990's (61). However, citations from the 1970's also 
were prevalent with 35 references, followed by the 
1950's with 21 references. 

In general, texts displayed inconsistent numbers of 
references. Total number of references ranged from 33 
(Adler & Rodman, 1997) and 27 (Gamble & Gamble; 
1996; Osborn & Osborn, 1997) to 2 (Gronbeck et al., 
1998) and zero (Sprague & Stuart, 1996). The reference 
mode was 7 references (Grice & Skinner, 1995; Zaref­
sky, 1996). 

Authors of two textbooks did address current lis­
tening scholarship. Adler and Rodman (1997) cited a 
number of listening and interpersonal publications. In­
cluded were references to listening and empathy (Burle­
son, 1994; Spaeapan and Oskamp, 1992; as cited in 
Adler & Rodman, 1997), relational listening (Vangelisti, 
1994; as cited in Adler & Rodman, 1997), and organiza-
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tional listening (Wolvin & Coakley, 1991; as cited in 
Adler & Rodman, 1997). Likewise, Lucas (1998) referred 
to two listening textbooks (Coakley & Wolvin, 1991; 
Wolff & Marsnik, 1992; as cited in Adler & Rodman, 
1997), listening training in the organizational environ­
ment (Wolvin & Coakley, 1991, 1996; as cited in Adler & 
Rodman, 1997), as well as the International Listening 
Association. This international association, established 
in 1979 in an effort to "promote the study, development, 
and teaching of effective listening in all settings" 
(Wolvin & Coakley, 1996, p. 100) was also referenced by 
Gamble and Gamble, 1996. No other texts gave mention 
to listening as a separate study of communication and to 
its international organization. 

Some texts suggested additional readings outside of 
the referenced works (Adler & Rodman, 1997; DeVito, 
1994; Gamble & Gamble, 1996; Lucas, 1998; Pearson & 
Nelson, 1997). Additional readings were almost always 
published prior to 1990 and rarely included work from 
listening scholarship. Rather, additional readings in­
cluded print and film materials, Internet sources, and 
speeches. 

The Listening Model 

Models provide a representation of how a process 
works, and consistency in models indicates agreement 
on the process. Texts that offered a model described lis­
tening as a linear process, one by which all steps needed 
to be met in order to listen effetively. 

Seven of the texts (Adler & Rodman, 1997; Beebe & 
Beebe, 1997; DeVito, 1994; DeVito, 1999; Grice & Skin­
ner, 1995; Nelson & Pearson, 1996; Verderber, 1999) 
described listening as a process consisting of detailed 
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steps (appendix C). With the exception of both of De­
Vito's texts, no two descriptions of the processes were 
exactly the same. The step most consistent and found in 
6 of the 7 texts was the step of understanding. None of 
the other texts attempted to break down listening into 
steps, suggesting that listening is not a process and 
cannot be taught as such. In fact, one text (Gamble & 
Gamble, 1996) determined that humans have the ability 
to "unlisten," negating the idea of listening as a linear 
or dynamic process. 

Listening as a Dynamic Process 

Communication is a dynamic process, and the act of 
effective communication requires both listening and 
speaking. Both Beebe and Beebe (1997) and Gronbeck et 
al. (1998) approached listening as a dynamic process in­
terdependent with the speaker. Specifically, strategies 
on how to improve listening by adapting to the speaker 
and the message were given (Beebe & Beebe, 1997), and 
listening as a joint responsibility between the speaker 
and the listener was stressed (Gronbeck et al., 1998). 
Tips for the listener to listen more effectively in addition 
to tips for speakers to develop the message so that the 
audience could listen more effectively were presented 
(Gronbeck et al. 1998). Verderber (1999) also viewed lis­
tening as a dynamic process. His treatment of listening 
focused more on how to respond as a listener, thereby 
moving the skill of listening to the first step of being a 
speaker. 

Describing listening as the first step of the speaking 
process was not unusual. This approach also was found 
in many of the hybrid texts, the texts that include chap­
ters on interpersonal and group communication, (Adler 
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& Rodman, 1997; DeVito, 1994; DeVito, 1999; Gamble & 
Gamble, 1996; Jaffee, 1998; Pearson & Nelson, 1997; 
Verderber, 1999) by suggesting that the effective lis­
tener asks questions and paraphrases what was heard. 

Types of Listening 

A basic listening taxonomy identifies the importance 
of listening skills varying by different contexts. This 
categorization enables students to understand that lis­
tening is contextual, that there is no single "right way" 
to listen in all contexts. Wolvin and Coakley's (1979, 
1982, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1996) listening taxonomy, which 
identified five types of listening, has been widely cited 
in listening research (Brownell, 1995; Purdy, 1997; 
Rhodes, Watson & Barker, 1990; Ridge, 1993; Ross & 
Glenn, 1996). Discriminative listening is used to iden­
tify sounds; comprehensive listening is used for under­
standing; therapeutic listening offers supportive listen­
ing without judgment; critical listening judges what is 
heard against a specific standard; and appreciative lis­
tening is used for enjoyment. 

The majority, 14 of 17, of the texts, included critical 
listening. Of these 14 texts, 4 of them exclusively cov­
ered critical listening (Grice & Skinner, 1995; Osborn & 
Osborn, 1997; Sprague & Stewart, 1996; Zarefsky, 
1996). Much more common was a text review of two to 
three types of listening, usually critical, comprehensive, 
and therapeutic, devoting a fair amount of space to all. 
Only one text (Gronbeck et al., 1998) cited all five types 
of listening found in Wolvin & Coakley's (1979, 1982, 
1988,1992,1993,1996)listeningtaxonomy. 
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Approaches to Teaching Listening 

Certain approaches to learning skills are more suc­
cessful than other approaches, and a consistent ap­
proach may indicate agreement. A similar, persuasive 
formula-based approach to teaching the listening sec­
tion was taken by most of the textbooks. Texts used the 
formula of identifying the need for effective listening, 
distinguishing listening from hearing, presented lis­
tening barriers, and then offered a list of solutions. 

Need for effective listening was established either by 
quoting statistics or by giving specific examples of when 
effective listening was not utilized. Many texts relied on 
the statistics of Barker's et al. (1980) study (Adler & 
Rodman, 1997; Grice & Skinner, 1995; Verderber, 
1999), or Rankin's 1926 or 1930 study (Beebe & Beebe, 
1997; Gamble & Gamble, 1996; Nelson & Pearson, 
1996). Two texts cited both (DeVito, 1994; Pearson & 
Nelson, 1997). Both Rankin and Barker identifed lis­
tening as the communication behavior that adults and 
college students used most on a daily basis. Textbook 
authors concluded, some implicitly and some explicitly, 
that if listening is used most, it should be learned. 

Listening was distinguished from hearing and fur­
ther defined in 13 of the 16 textbooks. This distinction is 
critical, as hearing is the receiving of sound waves, 
while listening is the process by which one attaches 
meaning and understanding to the message. Hearing 
takes no effort, but listening takes effort and concentra­
tion. Hearing is passive, but listening is active. 

At the end of most chapters, a list of barriers to lis­
tening was presented, and then strategies for develop­
ing better listening skills were given. Only one text, 
(Pearson & Nelson, 1997), offered solutions based on 
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previous research (Capella, 1987). Most books provided 
a number of exercises or activities for students to im­
prove their listening skills. 

Automatic Transfer Between Listening and Speaking 

Three texts presented the view of automatic trans­
fer, though no text identified it as such. Sprague & 
Stuart (1996) supported the notion of automatic transfer 
from speaking to listening. Their coverage of listening in 
the public speaking text was condensed to 2 pages of a 
457-page text. The authors stated "If you master the 
techniques in this 'speaker's' handbook, we guarantee 
that you will be a better listener" (p.17). 

However, this notion of automatic transfer was sup­
ported by two texts,but in the opposite direction. These 
texts supported automatic transfer from listening to 
speaking skills. Nelson and Pearson (1996) suggested 
that one would become a more confident public speaker 
if one became a more confident listener. Similarly, Os­
born and Osborn felt that "Good listeners tend to grow 
good speakers" (1997, p. 93). The other texts did not ad­
dress the notion of automatic transfer. 

Listening Ethics 

Ethics are concerned with moral codes accepted by a 
society and practiced by the majority of its members. 
Spoken and unspoken support for ethical codes provides 
part of the glue that binds together a culture. A consis­
tent code of ethics for the listener would imply a disci­
plinary agreement of the ethical rules. No such agree­
ment existed in the basic course textbooks. 
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Nine textbooks referred to the ethical responsibili­
ties of a listener (Beebe & Beebe, 1997; DeVito, 1999; 
Gamble & Gamble; 1996; Grice & Skinner, 1995; Gron­
beck et al., 1998; Jaffee, 1998, Lucas, 1998; Osborn & 
Osborn, 1997; Verderber, 1999). Gamble and Gamble 
(1996, p. 180) began the listening chapter with the topic 
of listening ethics and concluded five pages later with 
" ... everyone must assume 51 percent of the responsibil­
ity of communication" because everyone acts as the 
source and the receiver. Listening was considered in a 
variety of contexts from personal to professional, and 
the ethics of listening appeared to be synonymous with 

!! effective listening. Gronbeck et al. (1998) devoted al­
most a full page to listening ethics in the form of five 
components for which to critically listen. These five 
components, based on Wolvin and Coakley (1979), in­
cluded the need to be wary of percentages instead of 
whole numbers and to watch for generic substitutions. 
Jaffee (1998) offered a discussion of ethical dilemmas. A 
portion of a 1992 Clinton transcript was cited, followed 
by questions addressing ethical dilemmas issues. 

Additionally, the placement of the ethical listening 
section was not consistent, further calling into question 
the listener's ethical responsibilities. For example, De­
Vito (1999) placed the section on ethical listening in the 
chapter on public speaking preparation. Other texts 
(Beebe & Beebe, 1997; Grice & Skinner, 1995; Lucas, 
1998) placed the ethical listening section within the 
chapter on the ethics of public speaking; but, the lis­
tening chapter was not presented until later in the text 
so no connection was made between listening research, 
listening practices, and ethics. Two texts (Adler and 
Rodman, 1997; Verderber, 1999) offered an ethical 
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challenge to the reader to identify if one was obligated 
to listen to all messages; however ~ no specific guidelines 
were given to solving the dilemmas. Osborn and Osborn 
(1997) included ethics in the portion of the listening 
chapter that addressed critically evaluating speeches. 
They did reference the topic of ethics to a previous 
chapter; however, they reiterated the ethical 
responsibility of the speaker and did not specifically 
address the ethical responsibility of the listener. Nelson 
and Pearson (1996) had a separate chapter devoted to 
the ethical and effective use of evidence, proof, and 
arguments that follows the chapter on listening. 
Additionally, their listening chapter contained a section 
that concerned the speaker's ethical standards, and the 
listener was instructed to consider what the speaker 
was thinking as opposed to what the listener heard. 

Listening, Gender, and Culture 

The way one listens is affected by gender and cul­
ture (Borisoff, & Hahn, 1997; Brownell, 1996; Thomlin­
son, 1997), and it is important that students understand 
that gender and culture affect their listening style so 
that they can make accommodations when necessary. 
Listening and gender differences only were given atten­
tion by DeVito (1999). Tannen's research (1990; 1994a; 
1994b; as cited in DeVito, 1999) was reviewed in a brief 
and objective fashion. 

Some texts (Adler & Rodman, 1997; DeVito, 1999; 
Jaffee, 1998; Osborn & Osborn, 1997) addressed the is­
sue of listening diversity in terms of the influence of cul­
tural differences on listening. Jaffee (1998) devoted al­
most 50% of her chapter to the cultural differences of 
listening by addressing such topics as language and vo-
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cabulary differences, cultural allusions, and listening 
schemas as cultural expectations. Both Adler and Rod­
man, (1997) and Jaffee (1998) included and explained 
the Chinese character for listening. 

Native Americans were the focus of 2 other books 
(Adler & Rodman, 1997; Osborn & Osborn, 1997) that 
linked listening to culture. In their introduction to 
listening, Osborn and Osborn (1997) explained the 
listening philosophies of two native American tribes, the 
Ojai and the Lakota, and suggested that silence and 
thinking before speaking would be incorporated into 
their chapter on listening. Likewise, Adler and Rodman 
(1997) explained the ritual of the "talking stick" found 
in another Native American tribe, the Iroquois. The 
rules of the "talking stick" were quite easy. One cannot 
talk or even think about what one is going to say unless 
one was holding the single talking stick. If one was not 
holding the talking stick, one must listen by devoting 
full attention to the speaker. 

Listening and Critical Thinking 

Critical thinking and critical listening are two sepa­
rate skills; however, they often work in tandem with 
each other. Students should understand that compe­
tency in one does not necessarily translate to compe­
tency in the other. 

Some texts seemed to use the listening chapter to in­
troduce critical thinking as opposed to distinguishing 
listening and critical thinking as two separate skills 
(Beebe & Beebe, 1997; Gregory, 1996; Gronbeck at al., 
1998; Zarefsky, 1996). Zeuschner (1997) tied both lis­
tening and critical thinking together; however, each re­
ceived its own chapter and explanation and the listen-
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ing chapter segued into the critical thinking chapter. 
Two texts (Adler & Rodman, 1997; Gamble & Gamble, 
1996) had no separate chapter on critical thinking; how­
ever, a substantive portion of the listening chapter was 
devoted to critical listening and covered such topics as 
assessing speaker credibility and examining reasoning. 
Another author (DeVito, 1994) did not address the is­
sues of critical thinking or critical listening in one text, 
but placed a separate section of critical thinking tailored 
for a specific topic at the end of each of the 15 chapters 
in another text (DeVito, 1999). Each chapter contained 
special questions and examples that one could ask 
within that specific communication context. For exam­
ple, chapter 12 on public speaking preparation cited the 
importance of questioning the credibility of Internet 
sources since anyone can operate an Internet site. 
Similarly, Jaffee (1998) interspersed critical thinking 
segments throughout the book rather than devoting a 
separate chapter to critical thinking. 

Hybrid versus Public Speaking Focus 

If one accepts that listening is contextual (Borisoff & 
Purdy, 1997; Purdy, 1997; Wolvin & Coakley, 1996), 
then the coverage of listening in a hybrid or a public 
speaking focused text may be different. A hybrid text 
would consider listening in interpersonal, group, and 
public contexts, while a public speaking text would con­
cern itself only with listening in the public arena. 

The textbooks included in this study roughly ap­
proximated the split between a hybrid and a public 
speaking focused basic course. Fifty-nine percent (59%) 
of the most-used texts had a public speaking orientation 
(Beebe & Beebe, 1997; Gregory, 1996; Grice & Skinner, 
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1995; Gronbeck et al., 1998; Jaffee, 1998; Lucas, 1998; 
Nelson & Pearson, 1996; Osborn & Osborn, 1997; Spra­
gue & Stuart, 1996; Zarefsky, 1996). Fifty-five percent 
(55%) of schools teaching the basic course focused on 
public speaking, and 30% used a hybrid approach (Mor­
reale et al., 1999). It might appear logical that listening 
would be taught differently to students who had little 
opportunity to interact with the speaker in a public fo­
rum versus those that had interpersonal interactions. 
Overall, the difference with how listening content was 
addressed in the separate books was not great. 

The primary difference between the hybrid and 
public speaking texts was in the therapeutic or em­
pathic approach to listening. All of the texts with the 
hybrid approach (Adler & Rodman, 1997; DeVito, 1994; 
DeVito, 1999; Gamble & Gamble, 1996; Pearson & Nel­
son, 1997; Verderber, 1999; Zeuschner, 1997) described 
empathic listening, while only one of the public speak­
ing texts (Gronbeck et al., 1998) gave mention to thera­
peutic listening. 

Another notable difference between the hybrid texts 
and the public speaking texts was the concept of active 
listening. Active listening often was viewed as a four­
step process that was defined as "(1) getting prepared to 
listen, (2) staying involved with the communication, (3) 
keeping an open mind while listening, and (4) reviewing 
and evaluating after the event" (Zeuschner, 1997, p. 41). 
Active listening was proposed by five of the seven hybrid 
texts (DeVito, 1994; DeVito, 1999; Gamble & Gamble, 
1996; Pearson & Nelson, 1997; Zeuschner, 1997) but 
only one of the public speaking texts (Jaffee, 1998). 
Beebe and Beebe (1997) offered a different version of 
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active listening, which includes resorting, rephrasing, 
and repeating. 

Portion of Book Devoted 
to Listening Instruction 

Textbook treatments can provide a sense of what lis­
tening content is addressed with students in the basic 
course. Educators generally perceive that the time spent 
teaching a subject is roughly equivalent to the amount 
of space devoted to the concept in the textbook. Each 
textbook from this study had at least one full chapter 
devoted to listening with the exception of Sprague and 
Stuart (1996), who devoted only two pages to listening. 
The average text only devoted a little more than 4 % of 
its space to listening. This is slightly less than the 7% of 
time reported by instructors in the Perkins' (1994) 
study. Two texts (Adler & Rodman, 1997; Verderber, 
1999) did devote the equivalent of 7 % of their space on 
listening, but no text exceeded that amount. 

DISCUSSION 

This content analysis of the basic course texts af­
firms that the quality of the content included does not 
reflect current listening scholarship, and the amount of 
space allotted for listening instruction falls short of the 
premise that the speaker and the listener are of equal 
importance in the communication process. Speaking and 
listening instruction are not treated equally in commu­
nication instruction, as significantly more time is spent 
on instruction for the source, even though the average 
adult spends most of his time acting as a receiver (Bar-
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ker et al., 1980; Rankin, 1926; Rankin 1930). Addition­
ally, basic text authors do not agree on the definition or 
process of listening, and they do not appear to include 
current listening scholarship that supports their 
choices. If these listening chapters serve the basis for 
listening instruction, then students are not exposed to 
current listening findings. 

Some listening instruction is taking place in the ba­
sic course; however, the amount and the type does not 
appear to be adequate to provide sufficient direct in­
struction for listening skill development. Scholars' work 
is not being reflected in the discipline, and basic course 
instructors, when using the basic text as a foundation, 
are not providing students with current research and 
theory on listening skills during the time that they pro­
vide listening instruction. 

Listening accounts for 50% of the communication 
process, and listening instruction accounts for only 7% 
of the basic course instruction, with less than 50% of 
this time designated for skill development (Perkins, 
1994). However, it is the instruction and practice of 
skills that change behaviors (Kirkpatrick, 1999; Steil et 
aI., Wolvin & Coakley, 1994). Thus, the amount of time 
devoted tD listening instruction should be increased, and 
the quality of time spent in listening instruction must im­
prove by using current listening scholarship. 

Findings from this study substantiate the lack of lis­
tening scholarship in basic course texts. No text offered 
new theories or knowledge substantiated by testing. 
Equally important, few texts accurately reflected the 
breadth and depth of listening scholarship today. 

The lack of attention to listening scholarship ignores 
recent scholarship and research in critical areas of 
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study. For example, the content analysis did not identify 
critical work in the field including listening theory 
(Bruneau, 1989; Fitch-Hauser & Hughes, 1992; Floyd & 
Reese, 1987; Nichols, 1987; Thomlison, 1987; and 
Walker, 1997; Witkin, 1990), listening conceptualiza­
tion, assessment, and measurement (Bentley, 1997; 
Cooper, 1988; Fitch-Hauser & Hughes, 1992; Rhodes, 
Watson, & Barker, 1990; Shellen,1989; Steintjes, 1993; 
Watson & Barker, 1988, 1991), listening and cognitive 
processing (Fitch-Hauser & Hughes, 1988), listening 
constructs (Halone, Cunconan, Coakley & Wolvin, 1997; 
Witkin & Trochim, 1997), the impact of culture and 
gender on listening (Borisoff & Hahn, 1993; Cha, 1997; 
Emmert, Emmert, & Brandt, 1993; Marsnik, 1993; Os­
termeier, 1993), the impact of age on listening (Coakley, 
Halone, & Wolvin, 1996; Halone, Wolvin & Coakley, 
1997; Ross & Glenn, 1996; Wolvin, Coakley, & Halone, 
1995), organizational listening (Cooper & Husband, 
1993; Lobdell, Sonoda, & Arnold, 1993; Strine, Thomp­
son, & Cusella, 1995), hearing loss and its affect on lis­
tening (Clark, 1991; Villaume, Darling, Brown, 
Richardson, & Clark-Lewis, 1993), state requirements 
on teaching listening (Witkin, Lundsteen, & Gallian, 
1993), listening pedagogy (Janusik, 2001) the effects of 
media on listening (Ostermeier, 1991; Palmer, Sharp, 
Carter, & Roddenberry, 1991), and listenability (Glenn, 
Emmert, & Emmert, 1995). 

Although theoretical knowledge is important, much 
advancement in listening scholarship has occurred with 
current, more rigorous studies. Yet, a quick review of 
Appendix B shows that listening chapters included be­
tween 2 and 33 references to support their assertions. 
The majority of references were from the 1980's, even 
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though all of the course texts were printed in the 1990's. 
Thus, more recent listening scholarship from the last 11 
years was not included. 

Also, only some of the references were from listening 
scholars while the rest were from a variety of sources 
including movies and pop culture. For example, only one 
of the seven references in Zarefsky's (1996) listening 
chapter deals specifically with listening. The others are 
more concerned with the reasoning process and rhetori­
cal criticism, not considered listening scholarship. 

Few text authors agreed on a definition of listening. 
As is evidenced in Appendix C, only six of the texts at­
tempted to define the listening process, and no two 
processes were defined alike, with the exception of De­
Vito (1994, 1999). Listening scholars do not always 
agree upon the definition of listening, as it may depend 
upon which approach (speech communication, speech 
science, or cognitive psychology) the research is ad­
vancing. However, there are two generally accepted 
definitions that authors and instructors could use. The 
first is the ILA's definition of listening, "the process of 
receiving, constructing meaning from, and responding to 
spoken and/or nonverbal messages" (An ILA Definition 
of Listening, 1995, p. 4). The second option is derived 
from a content analysis of 50 definitions of listening 
that identified the top five factors to be perception, at­
tention, interpretation, remembering, and response 
(Glenn, 1989). Basic text authors could either cite the 
controversy regarding the definition or select one of the 
accepted definitions of listening. 

In addition to the lacking quantity and quality of lis­
tening scholarship, the prescription approach taken by 
most books does not reflect current hypothesis or theory 
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development of recent scientific listening studies. Often 
cited in texts was Ralph Nichols, known as the "grand­
father of listening", who pioneered listening research in 
the early part of the century. Nichols first began college 
listening instruction in the 1940's with the traditional 
approach of establishing need, identifying negative lis­
tening habits and then implementing the 10 guides to 
effective listening (Rhodes, 1985). This approach was 
appropriate in the 1940's; however, listening knowledge 
in terms of theories and concepts is much broader today. 

Today, a research-based instructional approach to 
teaching listening is needed. Listening instruction 
should be approached as a process of what students can 
do to improve listening effectiveness before, during, or 
after the listening event (Imhof & Wolfgang, 1998; 
Stein, 1999). One example of an experiential classroom 
activity to improve students' listening skills is Janusik's 
(2000) in-class performance assignment. The exercise is 
a listening adaptation of Bales' (1950) Interaction 
Analysis that can assess students' use of listening skills 
in a class discussion. Finally, listening assessment 
should make use of validated listening tests, such as the 
Brown-Carlsen test; the Kentucky test, the Steinbre­
cher-Willmington test; and the Watson-Barker test. 

Listening is a part of the communication process, 
and most texts addressed listening's critical placement 
in the communication process by placing the listening 
chapter in the first quarter of the text. The listening 
chapter appeared as the third or fourth chapter in 12 of 
the 16 texts that offered entire listening chapters. As a 
separate chapter, listening is distanced from the com­
munication process. One innovative text, not recognized 
as one of the most widely used basic course texts, com-
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bines speaking and listening in every chapter through­
. out the book (Wolvin, Berko, & Wolvin, 1999). More 
texts should follow this type of format that more closely 
approximates listening's importance in the communica­
tion process. 

For example, most of the authors positioned their 
listening chapters after the chapter on perception. Most 
listening scholars agree that perception is a key compo­
nent in the listening process (Glenn, 1989). One's gen­
der and culture influence one's perception (Borisoff, & 
Hahn, 1997; Brownell, 1996; Thomlinson, 1997). Lis­
tening theory and instruction could easily be integrated 
into the perception chapters. Instruction in the roles of 
gender and culture on the listening and communication 
process is critical for students as our world increasingly 
is becoming more diverse. 

Chapters on critical listening and critical thinking 
are often integrated or placed next to each other; how­
ever, the explication of their connection is not made 
clear. Critical thinking can take place without critical 
listening; however, critical listening cannot take place 
without critical thinking; they happen simultaneously. 
Students must be able to distinguish between the two 
skills, and they should learn the interdependence of 
thinking and listening within the communication con­
text. 

The discussion of ethics is critical based on the 
challenges and changes of the modem world. In 9 of the 
17 texts reviewed, speaking ethically was addressed; 
however, ethics and listening did not achieve a similar 
consistency. Perhaps the lack of consistency points to a 
lack of agreement among listening scholars, or perhaps 
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textbook authors are not familiar with work on listening 
ethics (Clampitt; 1991; Larson, 1989; Purdy, 1995). 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Findings of this content analysis of the basic course 
texts affirm that the amount of space allotted for lis­
tening instruction is insufficient, and the quality of the 
content included does not reflect current listening 
scholarship. If these listening chapters serve the basis 
for listening instruction, then students are not exposed 
to current listening research, behaviors, and practices. 

The inclusion of an entire chapter on listening in most 
of these texts legitimizes listening as an integral part of 
the communication process; yet, the material presented 
does not reflect listening scholarship. Some effort at direct 
instruction in listening skills is offered, but it is not 
enough in reflect the importance of listening. If short 
units of listening instruction impact students' perceptions 
of their listening competencies (Ford & Wolvin, 1993), 
then longer units might impact students' perception and 
behaviors even more. 

The placement of a listening chapter in almost every 
text represents a significant advance in listening educa­
tion. In an earlier era, direct instruction in listening 
was not included in the basic course because supporters 
of direct instruction assumed that training in speaking 
skills would transfer to improved listening skills. The 
assumption of automatic transfer, of course, has been 
demonstrated to be false. To learn a skill, the listener 
needs knowledge, training, and practice of that skill 
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(Kirkpatrick, 1999; Steil, Barker & Watson, 1983; 
Wolvin & Coakley, 1994). 

Ideally, listening is treated early on in the course so 
that the knowledge, attitudes, and skills that are devel­
oped in this unit can be practiced, reinforced, and car­
ried through the rest of the semester. Since listening is 
such a central skill, the importance of listening should 
receive a central place in the basic course curriculum 
and in the basic course texts. 

The placement of the listening chapter early in these 
texts hopefully is consistent with where the listening unit 
is placed in the course. The value of this placement is that 
listening skills can be treated early in the course and then 
infused throughout the subsequent units in the course. 
What is not clear, though, is how this is accomplished. 
One of the risks here is that listening, then, is assumed to 
be carried through by the students with little attention to 
their listening practices. ''Listening across the curricu­
lum" in which listening is integrated into the other units 
within the basic course may not be enough of a focus to 
have much effect (Witkin, Lovern, & Lundsteen, 1996). 

While those who research listening are encouraged 
that listening is treated in these texts, one must consider 
what a light, atheoretical treatment listening generally 
receives. The most current research on listening behavior 
does not inform what the authors tell the students. The 
foundation for students' listening competency is not built 
on theory and research, but mther unsubstantiated 
claims. 

The good work of listening scholars that has been 
published for the past decade in the Journal of the Inter­
national Listening largely goes unrecognized. Most com­
munication scholars who write texts do not include work 
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by scholars in the listening field, even though that work is 
substantial (Wolvin, et al., 1999). The ILA definition of 
listening, " ... the process of receiving, constructing mean­
ing from, and responding to spoken and/or nonverbal 
messages" (An ILA Definition of listening, 1995, p. 4), 
does provide a focus for our understanding of the 
construct of listening. 

Meanwhile, the greater issue may well be the state of 
basic communication texts today and the finding that 
textbooks should be regarded as scholarship but do not 
reflect the current status of the field. To reflect current 
research, current findings must be included within the 
parameters of appropriate lag time. In the seminal Sclwl­
arship Reconsidered (1990), Boyer contends that academ­
ics must expand our notion of scholarship beyond aca­
demic press and professional journal publications. Text­
books should be regarded as scholarship, not dismissed as 
'~ust a textbook" by promotion and tenure committees. 
Boyer argues that 'Writing a textbook can be a significant 
intellectual endeavor," which "can reveal a professor's 
knowledge of the field, illuminate essential integrative 
themes, and powerfully contribute to excellence in teach­
ing, too" (p. 35). The communication field, then, should 
take seriously the textbook as scholarship. In turn, 
authors will raise the scholarly standards in these efforts. 

Clearly, there is still much to learn about listening 
education. Since a large part of listening education re­
sides in the basic communication course, the treatment 
of listening in the textbooks must be substantial in con­
tent and attention. Four percent of the text space is not 
adequate, and it does not support the premise that the 
listener is as important in the speaker in the communi­
cation process. 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 

200

Basic Communication Course Annual, Vol. 14 [2002], Art. 13

http://ecommons.udayton.edu/bcca/vol14/iss1/13



Listening Treatment 191 

A model for listening education (Wolvin & Coakley, 
1994) that is based on systematic development of a lis­
tener's knowledge, attitudes, and skills already exists. 
Our goals as listening educators, thus, should be to en­
sure that this model is reflected in these basic commu­
nication course texts where many students receive their 
introduction to effective listening. 
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APPENDIXB 

Numbers and Dates of References and Footnotes Cited 
in the Listening Chapters 

Author 
Publication #of Date8 

Date Citations* 

Adler & Rodman 1997 33 40'8-2 
50'8-1 
60'8-1 
70'8-1 
80'8 -16 
90'8 -11 

Beebe & Beebe 1997 8 30'8 -1 
50'8-2 
60'8-1 
70'8-1 
80'8-2 

DeVito 1994 8 20'8-1 
70'8-4 
80'8-8 
90'8 -1 

DeVito 1999 10 70'8-2 
80'8-3 
90'8-5 

Gamble & 1996 27 20'8-1 
Gamble 50'8-4 

60'8-1 
70'8-5 
80'8-7 
90'8-9 
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208 Listening Treatment 

Gregory 1996 17 Unknown-2 
60's-2 

70's-2 
80's-10 
90's -1 

Grice & Skinneer 1995 7 80's-5 
90's-2 

Gronbeck et a1. 1998 2 80's-2 

Jaffee 1998 16 70's-4 
80's-3 
90's-9 

Lucas 1998 14 09-1 
50'8-2 
60'8-1 
80's-2 
90's-7 

Nelson & Pearson 1996 17 20's -1 
50-s-7 
60's -1 
70's-4 
80's- 5 
90's-4 

Osborn & Osborn 1997 27 60's-1 
70's-4 
80's -13 
90's -10 

Pearson & Nelson 1997 18 20's-1 
40's-1 
50's-3 
70's-4 
80's-9 
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Sprague & Sruart 1992 

Verderber 1996 

Zarefsky 1996 

Zeuschner 1997 

o 
16 

7 

13 

209 

80's-6 
90's-10 

60's-1 
70's-2 
80's-4 
90's-2 

70's-1 
80's-7 
90's - 5 

"'Some citations contain more than one reference; hence the total 
number of dates may exceed the total number of references. 

Volume 14, 2002 

219

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

 

V
ar

ia
ti

on
s 

in
 th

e 
S

te
ps

 o
f t

h
e 

L
is

te
ni

ng
 M

od
el

s 

A
ut

ho
r 

D
at

e 
M

od
el

 

A
dl

er
 &

 R
od

m
an

 

B
ee

be
 &

 B
ee

be
 

D
eV

ito
 

G
ri

ce
 &

 S
ki

nn
er

 

N
el

so
n 

&
 P

ea
rs

on
 

V
er

de
rb

er
 

19
97

 

19
97

 

19
94

11
99

9 

19
95

 

19
96

 

19
99

 

A
tt

en
d 

S
el

ec
t 

R
ec

ei
ve

 

R
ec

ei
ve

 

R
ec

ei
ve

 

A
tt

en
d 

U
nd

er
st

an
d 

A
tt

en
d 

U
nd

er
st

an
d 

S
el

ec
t 

S
el

ec
t 

U
nd

er
st

an
d 

R
es

po
nd

 
R

em
em

be
r 

U
nd

er
st

an
d 

R
em

em
be

r 

R
em

em
be

r 
E

va
lu

at
e 

In
te

rp
re

t 
U

nd
er

st
an

d 

O
rg

an
iz

e 
In

te
rp

re
t 

R
em

em
be

r 
A

na
ly

ze
 

R
es

po
nd

 

E
va

lu
at

e 
R

es
ol

ve
 

R
es

po
nd

 
t-t

 
&;

" 
~
 

;:s
 

C
ri

ti
ca

ll
y 

--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
-~
" ~ ~ I 

220

Basic Communication Course Annual, Vol. 14 [2002], Art. 13

http://ecommons.udayton.edu/bcca/vol14/iss1/13



211 

dlDeafness and the Basic Course: A 
Case Study of Universal Instructional 
Design and Students Who are dlDeaf in 
the Oral (aural) Communication 
Classroom 

Julia R. Johnson 
Susan M. Pliner 

Tom Burkhart 

Any situation in which some individuals prevent 
others from engaging in the process of inquiry is one of 
violence. 

- Paulo Freire, 1970 

Hart and Williams (1995) argue that "students with 
physical disabilities are often treated differently," par­
ticularly by able-bodied instructors, "and thus receive a 
different level of education" than their able-bodied coun­
terparts (p. 152). In part, the differential treatment stu­
dents with disabilities receive can be attributed to the 
discomfort able-bodied persons experience when in­
teracting with persons with disabilities (Braithwaite & 
Braithwaite, 1997; Hart & Williams, 1995). Discomfort 
does not occur in a vacuum, however. Comfort and dis­
comfort are responses to our ways of understanding the 
world and educational contexts. Furthermore, our lim­
ited understandings and the academic structures that 
support those understandings - howeve, benign in 
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212 d / Deafness and Oral Communication 

our/their intentions - prevent students from accessing 
the process of inquiry. When our teaching practices 
deny students access to learning, we are engaging in the 
epistemic violence Freire (1970) describes above. 

An important step educators can take to make class­
rooms and educational institutions accessible to all stu­
dents is to unpack our assumptions about who we are, 
about how we teach, and about the students who popu­
late our classrooms. Most important, we need to exam­
ine our relationship to privilege, particularly those mo­
ments we feel discomfort as we face/meet difference. Be­
cause, in spite of a teacher's conscious desire to treat 
students fairly, when a teacher is a member of a domi­
nant social group, the experience of discomfort is evi­
dence of (able-bodied) privilege: To be uncomfortable in­
teracting with persons with disability reflects a privi­
lege of not having had to previously address ability as a 
social norm. Even in cases of able-bodied people having 
more knowledge of people with disabilities, interactions 
between able-bodied persons and persons with disabili­
ties may reduce "uncertainty of the ablebodied person", 
it doesn't "increase their acceptance" of the person with 
a disability, nor may it benefit persons with disabilities 
(Braithwaite, 1991, p. 271). 

The purpose of this essay is to share our experience 
expanding our curriculum to address the learning needs 
of one dlDeaf1 student (and thus all students) enrolled 
in Oral Communication (public speaking), a general 

I "dID" is used to highlight the distinction between the audio­
logical condition of deafness and Deafness as a cultural identity con­
structed around the use of a common language, ASL. Persons who 
identify as Deaf do not believe that deafness is a deficit to be remedied. 

BASIC COMMUNICATION COURSE ANNUAL 

222

Basic Communication Course Annual, Vol. 14 [2002], Art. 13

http://ecommons.udayton.edu/bcca/vol14/iss1/13
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education requirement at a Southern California Univer­
sity where the first and third authors taught2. Based on 
our experience accommodatingS one student's learning 
needs, we challenged our assumptions about ability 
both in terms of dominant cultural constructions of 
ability and also in terms of dlDeaf cultures. Further­
more, we learned to better create curriculum that is 
universally accessible to all students, regardless of their 
disability status. 

The starting point for this case study is the assump­
tion that Deafness is a cultural identity as much as an 
audiological condition. As we address in subsequent 
portions of this paper, creating universally inclusive 
curricula4 and classroom spaces for all students, in­
cluding those with disabilities, is best accomplished 
when the cultural identifications associated with the 
body are examined so that difference can be addressed 
respectfully. In the case of this study, by sharing our 
experience of including dlDeaf and hard-of-hearing 
(hoh) students in presentation classes populated pri­
marily by hearing teachers and students, we call into 

2 The first version of this paper was based on research conducted 
by Johnson and Burkhart. Since that time, this paper has undergone 
major revisions based on collaborations between Johnson and Pliner, a 
disability identity scholar, educator and administrator. 

~e use the term accommodation within the framework of the 1991 
American's With Disabilities Act; however, our goal was to create a 
universally inclusive curriculum that supported the needs of all students 
regardless of their disability status. 

4 By universally inclusive curriculum, we mean curriculum that, at 
its inception, is designed to provide equal access to learning to all 
students regardless of their disability status. 
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214 dl Deafness and Oral Communication 

question not only how accommodations are provided 
students with disabilities, but also how culture, power 
and identity are central to understanding the relation­
ship between communication and instruction. 

The topic of dlDeafness offers important contribu­
tions to an understanding of how public speaking is 
taught. Clearly, public speaking is one of the most im­
portant courses taught in (Speech) Communication de­
partments. Not only is public speaking a premiere 
service course, it is also a well-established location of 
disciplinary identification. By examining how we engage 
diverse experiences and languages in public speaking, 
we help ensure its healthy development and survival. In 
addition, ableist6 beliefs influence the ability of people 
with and without disabilities from recognizing that 
dlDeaf persons are as skilled with communication as 
their hearing counterparts (Grupido, 1994). More care­
ful engagement of dlDeafness provides opportunity to 
challenge assumptions about communication compe­
tence theoretically and practically. Finally, the Ameri­
cans With Disabilities Act clearly outlines the impera­
tive for educators to provide equal access to the educa­
tional environment for students with disabilities. De­
spite this legal imperative, many teachers do not know 
how to develop a curriculum that is universally de­
signed to be inclusive for all students and many teach­
ers remain resistant to serving the learning needs of 
students with disabilities. 

S Ableism is the discourse that privileges able-bodied persons and 
pathologizes persons whose bodies, cognitive function, physiology or 
mental state does not conform to dominant constructions of "full 
functioning" (i.e. those labeled disabled). 
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This essay is organized as follows: First, we contex­
tualize this case study in a discussion of dJDeafness as a 
cultural identity and in the philosophy of Universal In­
structional Design (UID). Second, we explain our proc­
ess of researching appropriate accommodations, fol­
lowed by an articulation of how the process was imple­
mented in our public speaking/oral communication 
classroom. Finally, we offer some specific suggestions 
for making classrooms accessible to all students. 

DEAFNESS AS A CULTURAL 
IDENTIFICATION: COMMUNICATION 

AND EMBODIMENT 

As educators committed to humane and rigorous 
teaching, we believe it is imperative that we consider 
the cultural logics that influence our curriculum design 
as well as how we engage our roles as educators. One 
way - perhaps one of the most important ways - we 
can create empowering learning experiences for our stu­
dents and for ourselves is to approach teaching and 
learning as a cultural process. At this historical junc­
ture, educators are more compelled than ever before to 
address issues of culture in the classroom, if only be­
cause classrooms are becoming more and more diverse. 
The approach we advocate in this paper is not to treat 
culture ex post facto, but to assess the cultural (i.e. 
ideological) assumptions that give rise to the very 
choices we make about what we teach and how to teach 
it as we design curricula.6 Assessing cultural assump-

6 For a discussion of the ideological dimensions of communication 
education, see Cooks (1993), Johnson (1997), or Sprague (1992a; 
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216 dl Deafness and Oral Communication 

tions means that we interrogate the process of our own 
socialization to discern how our gendered, racialized, 
classed or, in this case, ableized social locations influ­
ence how we teach. As McIntyre (1997) notes in her ex­
amination of racial identity among white teachers, 

Reflections on [our] attitudes, beliefs and life experi­
ences, and an examination of how these forces can of­
tentimes work to limit [our] understanding of the 
mUltiple forms of discriminatory educational practices 
that exist in our schools, is an important "first step" in 
understanding how we can teach more effectively. (p. 
5) 

In the same way that whiteness has been naturalized, 
resulting in the attitude among many whites that our 
color does not shape our experience, ableism often re­
sults in the attitude among able-bodied people that they 
are "normal." To challenge the hegemony of ableism, we 
contend that the visible and non-visible differences that 
are the basis for defining ability and disability must be 
considered. 

As with members of any dominant cultural group, 
the way able-bodied people move through the world is 
naturalized. As Gramsci (1971) and others so compel­
lingly argue, we consent, usually unconsciously to the 
standards of the dominant (able-bodied) culture. The 
able-bodied learn that our bodies function "appropri-

1992b, 1994). Extensive research has been conducted into the 
ideological dimensions of education in Cultural Studies, specifically in 
the "field" of Critical Pedagogy. Germinal studies from this "tradition" 
include Bowles & Gintis (1976) and Freire (1970). More contemporary 
examinations of the ideological dimensions of education include Gore 
(1993), Giroux (1992), Gonzalez Gaudiano & Alba (1994) and hooks 
(1994), to name only a few. 
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ately" and are rarely, if ever, confronted with situations 
that call our ability into question.7 The ideology of 
ableism is often reflected in the construction of persons 
with disabilities as "handicapped." Although it is politi­
cally important to define disabilities culturally and le­
gally, by defining disability as deprivation or inferiority, 
we are perpetuating the "othering" of people who are 
visibly or non-visibly disabled. In the case of d/Deafness, 
it reflects a kind of hearing hegemony to imagine that 
dlDeafness is a matter of what Wrigley (1996) calls 
"sensory 'deprivationlll. 

A more inclusive and critical approach to conceptu­
alizing identity is to imagine Deafness as a socially con­
structed identity as opposed to a biologically determined 
reality.8 Wrigley (1996) continues, 

... a contrasting view might see a world built around 
the valence of visual rather than aural channels for 
processing languages - not just semiotic signs, but 
languages of visual modality ... in a political framing 

7Most often, if persons born "fully abled" confront the naturalization 
of able-bodiedness, it is usually through illness, such as cancer or as a 
resuk of an accident that transfonns able-bodiedness into disability. 

snte construction of dlDeafness as deprivation is enmeshed in a 
logic of biological detenninism in which the body is essentialized and thus 
addressed as a stagnate geogmphical space. Within this discourse of 
ableism, deafuess can only be imagined as a condition to be controlled 
and/or erased. We contend that it is more theoretically useful and 
politically astute to theorize the body (reality) as a social construction, 
"made real" through language. When we combine the interpretive study 
of the body with the critical concern with power, we can begin to theorize 
the body as a site of meaning construction on which power is inscribed 
and meaning/reality (re)constructed through individual agency. 
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this shift rejects the site of the body and relocates 
meaning and its production onto the social. (p. 3)9 

In other words, the visual mode influences the "struc­
ture" (i.e. construction and performance) of Deaf cul­
ture. 

In 1972, James Woodward proposed that a distinc­
tion be made between those who are "deaf' - people 
whose hearing was impaired - and "Deaf' - a particular 
group of people who share a language and a culture 
(Pelka, 1997). Padden and Humphries (1988), who have 
written extensively on Deaf culture, clarify: 

We use the lowercase deaf when referring to the audi­
ological condition of not hearing, and the uppercase 
Deaf when referring to a particular group of deaf 
people who share a language - American Sign Lan­
guage (ASL) - and a culture. The members of this 
group have inherited their sign language, use it as a 
primary means of communication among themselves, 
and hold a set of beliefs about themselves and their 
connection to the larger society. We distinguish them 
from, for example, those who find themselves losing 
their hearing because of illness, trauma or age; al­
though these people share the condition of not hear­
ing, they do not have access to the knowledge, beliefs, 
and practices that make up the culture of Deaf people. 
(p.88). 

By expanding a definition of deafness to include cultural 
identification (Deafness), we can begin to move beyond 
an emphasis on biology to examine what it means to be 
Deaf in a world where hearing is normalized. 

~o take Wrigley's point beyond the trappings of the visual, we 
must also consider that a "visual" language can also be used and com­
municated through touch, as evidenced by the communication of persons 
who are dlDeaf and blBlind. 
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As scholars of culture and communication claim, a 
defining feature of cultural group membership is the use 
of a shared language. For members of Deaf culture and 
communities, the use of American Sign Language 
marks their cultural membership. While there are other 
sign systems used by dlDeaf and hoh people (Reagan, 
1988), a defining feature of Deafness is the use of hands, 
arms, eyes and the face as hearing people would use the 
larynx. 10 Wrigley (1996) further clarifies the importance 
of language in Deaf culture: 

Those within Deaf communities differentiate between 
the simple inability to hear and their self-identifica­
tion as Deaf. The degree of hearing loss matters rela­
tively little. What is important, and what is deemed 
primary evidence for membership within the broader 
community, is the use of sign language. (p. 15) 

Embodiment means something quite different in Deaf 
cultures and communities. On a very basic level, the use 
of ASL and other signed languages transforms how the 
body is used and conceptualized as people communicate; 
words are articulated through the hands, arms, eyes 
and face. ll To be articulate in ASL requires a highly de­
veloped use of the face, use of sign space (that space 
used to speak using the arms and hands) and increased 

IOAdditional modes of signed language are used as manual codes of 
English, such as Seeing Essential English, Signing Exact English or 
Pidgin Signed English. These modes refer "to a wide range of signing 
behaviors which incorporate varying amounts of ASL and English" 
(Reagan, 1988, p. 2). 

lilt is not enough to say that nonverbal communication takes 
precedence in signed languages. In fact, the very use of the term 
nonverbal assumes aural/oral communication. In ASL, the body does not 
compliment sound, language is articulated through the body. 
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visual acuity to pick up nuances of meaning encoded by 
a speaker. 

In order to fully address the learning needs of all 
students, including the specific needs of students who 
are dlDeaf or hoh, requires a non-traditional approach 
to pedagogy. Quite simply, the dominant instructional 
modalities used on college classrooms generally (such as 
a reliance on lecturelbanking information) and public 
speaking classrooms specifically (public speaking re­
quires the use of audiological voice) cannot meet the 
complex learning styles and needs many students bring 
with them to a classroom. The educational philosophy of 
UIn offers useful and practical guidelines for creating 
inclusive curricula and instructional strategies. 

Principles of UlD 

Universal curriculum design is defined as "a design 
of instructional materials and activities that allows 
learning goals to be attainable by individuals with wide 
differences in their abilities to see, hear, speak, move, 
read, write, understand English, attend, organize en­
gage and remember" (Orkwis, 1999, p. 3). The benefit of 
making curriculum accessible through UIn for learning 
is that the "physical, sensory, affective, or cognitive bar­
riers" often built into our curriculum are mitigated and 
educators can provide all students access to curriculum 
"without having to adapt the curriculum repeatedly to 
meet special needs" (p. 3). 

Orkwis (1999) outlines several "essential features" 
for creating accessible curriculum for all students. The 
essential features of UIn include "multiple means of 
representation," "multiple means of expression," and 
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"multiple means of engagement" (p. 3). Multiple means 
of representation refers to the presentation of subject 
matter in ways that appeal to students "who learn best 
from visual or auditory information, or for those who 
need differing levels of complexity" (p. 3). Orkwis de­
scribes multiple means of expression as allowing stu­
dents to respond to course material using "their pre­
ferred means of control," including different cognitive 
styles and motor-system controls (p. 3). Multiple means 
of engagement refers to the relationship between stu­
dent interest in learning combined with "the mode of 
presentation and their preferred means of expression" 
(p. 3). More simply, Orkwis argues that curricular ma­
terials have to be flexible, diverse, and sufficiently chal­
lenging (difficult). 

In many ways, Orkwis' (1999) description of UID 
sounds like what we might consider good pedagogy. 
And, in the most general sense, mD is good pedagogy. 
But, more importantly, UID does not privilege one par­
ticular modality over another or one kind of cognitive 
function over another. Rather, creating a universally 
inclusive curriculum requires actively engaging all stu­
dents in learning regardless of the disability status. 

In Silver, Bourke and Strehorn's (1998) survey of 
faculty response to UID, surveyed faculty believed that 
the principals of mD that were useful for students with 
disabilities were also consistent with a trend in higher 
education to create curriculum which appeals to a 
broader base of learning styles. The prin­
ciples/strategies mentioned by faculty included: 

... cooperative learning, team approach, contextual 
learning, computer-assisted instruction, constructive 
learning, scaffolding, on-line instruction and assess-
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ment, prepared materials and advance organizers be­
fore class, multi-modal instruction, peer editing/peer 
groups, criterion-based learning, extended time for 
exams and projects, putting all materials on reserve, 
testing in the same manner as teaching, modeling, 
prompting, and cueing. (p. 49) 

While certain of these principles/strategies might be of 
particular benefit to some students, integrating these 
modalities in the classroom enhances the performance 
of students overall. 

The aforementioned are essential components of 
UID; however, there are a variety of ways to incorporate 
these principles and strategies into a specific classroom. 
In what follows, we explain our process of implementing 
UID, including the specific elements of the public 
speaking curriculum we attempted to make inclusive 
and what, in retrospect, we might have done to further 
enhance our inclusiveness. 

TIlE CASE 

In January 1997, the Office of Students with Dis­
abilities contacted our department to request a course 
substitution for a deaf student, "Joseph."12 Because 
public speaking was a general education requirement at 
our institution, Joseph needed to take public speaking 
in order to graduate; however, he was concerned that he 
could not be fairly assessed in a public speaking course 
because his ideas would be audiologicaUy voiced 

12-rhe student and his case-manager have been assigned pseudonyms. 
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dl Deafness and Oral Communication 223 

through a sign interpreter. Joseph's case manager, 
"Maria," shared his concern. IS 

The first step in addressing this case included re­
searching how to include14 students who are dlDeaf or 
hoh in a public speaking classroom and including the 
student in discussions about how accommodations 
would be provided. Based on conversations with dis­
ability service providers at several local universities, we 
confirmed that in schools with majority hearing popula­
tions, dlDeaf and hoh students are usually required to 

I i enroll in public speaking classes and provided sign in­
terpreters for class sessions and presentations. Second, 
in line with Braithwaite and Braithwaite's (1997) rec­
ommendation that persons with disabilities should de­
fine if and how accommodations are provided, we met 
with Joseph and Maria to learn about Joseph's specific 
concerns and learning needs. In that meeting, Joseph 
shared his desire to be assessed according to how he 
gave voice to ideas. We agreed to research appropriate 
accommodations with the caveat that if Joseph and 
Maria did not agree to the fairness of the finalized ac­
commodations, Joseph could substitute another course 
for the course in public speaking. 

13Maria initially served as Joseph's case manager and contacted 
our department to request accommodations on his behalf. Her role in 
this process was primarily that of an advocate for Joseph and as a 
resource for explaining her experience working with/in Deaf com­
munities. 

14 In line with our efforts to create universally inclusive cur­
riculum, we use the terms included or inclusive instead of "main­
streamed". 
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The second phase of our research process took us to 
the National Center on Deafness (NCOD).16 Established 
in 1964, the National Center on Deafness is a nationally 
recognized organization designed to provide "quality 
education to the deaf and hard-of-hearing in a main­
stream university environment," including "student 
support services," "technical assistance and training to 
schools," and "transition and career services" (National 
Center on Deafness Homepage). At the NCOD, we met 
with a Student Personnel Specialist and Public Speak­
ing Instructor to learn how dlDeaf and hard-of-hearing 
students are assessed in public speaking classes de­
signed specifically for students who use American Sign 
Language (ASL) and other sign systems. 

We gained preliminary understanding of the culture 
of ASL classrooms as we participated in a public 
speaking class designed for dlDeaf students. That brief 
observation experience proved extremely useful in en­
hancing our understanding of the complexity of speak­
ing through sign interpreters. Two sign language inter­
preters were provided as an accommodation for us dur­
ing the observation; one interpreted for the professor 
and the other interpreted for the students. The inter­
preters also gave voice to our communication for the 
class. We had two significant experiences that influ­
enced our structuring of the class and assessment proto­
col that warrant description here. 

First, we were unexpectedly asked to give a brief 
presentation explaining our educational backgrounds 

ISSpecial thanks go to Barbara Boyd at the NCOD for her 
conversations with us, her recommendations for the assessment protocol 
and for allowing us to visit her public speaking classroom. 
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and interest in attending the class. As people used to 
speaking to predominantly hearing audiences, it took 
time to get used to the experience of speaking and hav­
ing our words "translated"16 into ASL. We were not ac­
customed to the interpretation process, including how to 
adapt to various patterns of speech without hearing the 
words people were saying. Furthermore, our embodi­
ment was transformed; we were no longer in a context 
where our physical tools such as our voice, gestures, or 
even eye contact were useful. The dominant mode of 
communication was ASL, a language we did not speak. 
As seasoned public speakers, we became more keenly 
aware of the value we placed on tonality, inflection and 
body language - skills that we had learned to use stra­
tegically were no longer within our control. Because we 
couldn't read the ways that the interpreters used inflec­
tion and tone, our authority was displaced, which is 
(grossly) uncomfortable for professors. 

Second, as the sign interpreters worked together, we 
gained insight into the challenges to communication 
that often occur when speaking through an interpreter 
(Liu, 1995). One interpreter would translate a sentence 
only to have the second interpreter correct herlhim, for 
example. This kind of "correction II was often followed by 
a brief discussion of what was being communicated by a 

·'t is important, here, to distinguish between possible descriptions of 
what we are derming as the translation process. We use the tenn 
translation deliberately to indicate that we consider ASL a language, as 
opposed to a transliteration· of English such as conceptual signed English 
or literal Signed English (Hayes, 1993). While the tenn "translate" 
provides conceptual clarity in this sentence, the preferred tenn to describe 
the communication of meaning from ASL to another language is 
"interpret". 

Volume 14, 2002 

235

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



226 dl Deafness and Oral Communication 

given speakerP In short, we learned that it was often 
difficult to glean the meaning of a speaker through an 
interpreter, even though those persons acting as sign 
interpreters were highly qualified and proficient in both 
English and ASL. 

In sum, the visit to the NeOD provided insight into 
the cultural and linguistic dimensions of Deafness, par­
ticularly how the public speaking curriculum would 
need to be further (re)conceptualized for a diverse stu­
dent body. We were also reminded of the ways that cul­
ture and power are intrinsic to how we learn, what 
counts as knowledge, the purpose of schooling, and how 
identities are positioned in the classroom. We felt more 
empowered to create an inclusive public speaking class­
room, and now needed to create a curriculum that em­
powered all of our students. 

Based on this field research, we generated a speech 
assessment protocol and scheduled another meeting 
with Joseph. Because Joseph felt comfortable that he 
would be graded according to how he gave voice to ideas 
(as did his case manager), he enrolled in a public 
speaking class the following term. In what follows, we 
explain the specific choices we made in expanding the 
public speaking curriculum and offer specific sugges­
tions for how to utilize UID. 

17 It is important to note that the interpreters were interpreters-in­
training, so some behaviors described here might well be attributed to 
their status as students. 
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THE CLASSROOM EXPERIENCE 

The Partially Inclusive Oral 
Communication Curriculum 

It is important to explain our department's general 
approach to Oral Communication in order to address 
what we did to expand the inclusiveness of our curricu­
lum the semester Joseph enrolled in public speaking. 
Our faculty and departmental teaching assistants 
worked collaboratively to construct a curriculum for our 
public speaking course that engaged a variety of presen­
tational styles, organizational patterns and cultural 
logics. We expanded our curriculum to include various 
organizational patterns that reflected both linear and 
non-linear logic. Furthermore, we required that stu­
dents read essays that examine how multiple linguistic 
realities are negotiated (Lee, 1993), and essays that ad­
dress language and oracy skills in African education 
(Reagan, 1995). One of the first articles we had students 
read is the essay "Movimientos de rebeldia y las cultu­
ras que traicionan" from Gloria Anzaldua's book, Bor­
derlands / La Frontera, in which Anzaldua interrogates 
the many cultural identifications she negotiates as a 
Chicana lesbian feminist. Not only does this article offer 
a meaningful framework for discussing the ways culture 
is influenced by and gives rise to communication, but 
Anzaldua's discussion of borderlands offers class par­
ticipants a metaphor for examining the lived reality of 
intercultural exchange.18 All of these articles were se-

18 The metaphor of the borderland is relevant for any of us who 
experience the reality of negotiating multiple cultural realities 
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lected because they opened our approach to teaching 
public speaking so that we might substantively include 
the needs and interests of an ethnically and linguisti­
cally diverse student body. We had already begun a 
process of creating a universally inclusive curriculum, 
although we were remiss in assessing the needs of stu­
dents who were dlDeaf. Yet, because this framework 
was already in place, we felt that we would be better 
able to avoid essentializing or fetishizing Joseph's deaf­
ness19 as we expanded our curriculum. 

Creating an Interactive 
and "Safe" Classroom Culture 

Many public speaking teachers are interested in 
creating highly interactive classroom environments that 
encourage participation from even the most apprehen­
sive student. For Joseph's instructor, this meant dedi­
cating a large portion of class time to activities and dis­
cussion. Furthermore, the instructor's class collabora­
tively established several ground rules by which they 

(Valenzuela, 1998), including people who are dlDeaf and hard-of-hearing 
interacting in predominantly hearing contexts. Although we recognize 
border metaphors can essentialize differences, instructors problematized 
the metaphor in class discussions and assignments as well. Furthennore, 
this essay is presented in both Spanish and English, which afforded us an 
opportunity to have bi/multi-lingual students engage multiple languages in 
the classroom. 

19 At no point in our research process did Joseph claim Deafuess as 
an identity. When he was asked about this identification, Joseph 
discussed deafness as an audiological condition. It was unclear to us 
whether Joseph's response was about maintaining a sense of distance, a 
lack of identification, where he was in developing a Deaf identity or a 
combination thereof. 
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would operate. Specific ground rules included the fol­
lowing: First, Joseph should be addressed directly (i.e., 
don't speak to the interpreter). Second, everyone should 
attend to Joseph as he was speaking rather than look­
ing at the interpreter as the primary speaker (Siple, 
1993). Third, students would need to raise their hands 
prior to speaking so that the interpreter could identify 
the person speaking, thereby allowing Joseph to follow 
the flow of the conversation more readily and, as a re­
sult, respond appropriately. Additionally, the instructor 
pointed out that the interpreter would need to stand be­
side any speaker at the front of the room so that Joseph 
would be able to observe the speaker's performance as 
well as see the interpreter. 

Two primary challenges emerged in the classroom 
community. To begin, early during the course, students 
had a difficult time speaking in front of the room with 
someone standing next to them (the movement of hands 
immediately next to them affected concentration levels), 
but their discomfort seemed to diminish with each 
speech. Second, a challenge to the classroom culture 
emerged when Joseph and the sign interpreters chose to 
sit on one side of the room. His physical positioning in 
the class mirrored the distance created by the contrast 
between the use of ASL and spoken English. Although 
the hearing students were generally "good" about 
adapting to the Joseph's use of language, the gap 
between dlDeaf and hearing remained. 20 

20 Perhaps the gap between Joseph and his hearing peers was a 
reflection of the translation process, Joseph's personal communication 
style and/or the discomfort hearing students felt interacting with 
Joseph. Many times, Joseph and his classmates avoided interpersonal 
interaction with each other. It is important to question the possible 
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Suggestions for Creating and Inclusive Com­
munity: In order to create a more inclusive classroom 
community generally, and classrooms inclusive of stu­
dents who are dlDeaf or hoh, we offer four suggestions: 
First and foremost, class guidelines should highlight the 
needs of all students. Our mistake was that we focused 
on what Joseph would need, thus singling him out as 
"the different one." Second, have a conversation with the 
student and interpreter to learn what interpreter­
speaker positioning is appropriate. All the students in 
class would have been well served by having the inter­
preter positioned so that Joseph could read the sign and 
positioned so that speaking space was maintained. 
Third, instructors should structure communication so 
that students from diverse backgrounds interact with 
each other one-on-one. For example, instructors could 
form and rotate working groups for class activities so 
more students are given an opportunity to interact di­
rectly. Another option would be to arrange the class in a 
circle so that it is more difficult for a student to be dis­
tanced from the class interaction. Fourth, in an inclu­
sive system, students have time to raise their hands to 
ask a question and time is negotiated so that all stu­
dents can process information. When an interpreter is 
in a classroom, space needs to be made for information 

reasons why communication between Joseph and his peers was 
hindered, including the instructor's role in perpetuating cultural 
divisions. Perhaps Joseph's personal communication style shaped 
interactions. It is imperative, however, to recognize that dlDeaf and 
hard-of-hearing students in inclusive environments are constrained in 
their ability to "shape or control their communication environment" 
(Foster, Barefoot & DeCaro, 1989, p. 566), which constrains their 
ability to connect with hearing counterparts. 
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processing and for time between student contributions. 
In a public speaking class, this means that time needs 
to be reconceptualized for general class discussions and 
for question and answer periods following speeches. 
Furthermore, students who are dJDeaf should be given 
equal speaking time; in other words, some additional 
time should be given to account for the time needed for 
ideas to be interpreted and communicated to a hearing 
audience. 

Assessing Presentations 

For instructors teaching the basic course in public 
speaking, a primary challenge will be to create grading 
criteria that can be used to evaluate all students fairly. 
Because public speaking has from its inception privi­
leged orality, it can feel challenging to reconceptualize 
an assessment protocol so that it can be used to evalu­
ate multiple voicings of ideas. After meeting with teach­
ers and students at the NeOD, we learned that the only 
areas of the assessment protocol that required revision 
pertained to delivery. 

Generally, we measured delivery using five catego­
ries: Posture, eye contact, volume, clarity (enunciation) 
and speed. Because posture, eye-contact, use of hands 
(in Joseph's case, use of sign space) and facial expres­
sions are instrumental to communication in ASL, we did 
not have to revise measures for assessing posture and 
eye contact. What we needed to consider more fully were 
the nonverbal differences expressed by sign-speakers 
and oral communicators. As we note above, use of the 
body is significantly different for ASL-speakers. For ex­
ample, persons using ASL rely on visual acuity to de-

Volume 14, 2002 

241

et al.: Basic Communication Course Annual Vol. 14

Published by eCommons, 2002



232 dl Deafness and Oral Communication 

code messages and attend differently (more carefully) to 
the nuances of eye-contact, use of sign space and pos­
ture than their hearing counterparts. To create a more 
inclusive assessment protocol, we should have better 
educated ourselves about how to read differences in 
body language so that Joseph's nonverbal performance 
could have been better assessed. Discussions with dis­
ability services specialists, ASL speakers and/or sign 
interpreters would have been useful to this end. 

In order to evaluate Joseph's language use, assess­
ment measures needed to be adapted so that Joseph 
would be evaluated according to the ways he used lan­
guage as opposed to what was heard through the sign 
interpreters. As we note above, the complexity of the 
interpretation process often results in a transformation 
of the ideas spoken by a speaker. Therefore, all stu­
dents' use of language was measured by assessing writ­
ten work (i.e. outlines) for all speeches presented ac­
cording to their shared language, English. Clearly, 
when a student gives voice to herlhis own ideas as they 
speak, public speaking instructors attend to inflection, 
tone and word choice. 

Suggestions for Creating Inclusive Assessment 
Protocols: We offer two suggestions for creating an in­
clusive assessment process. First, we would have been 
better able to assess Joseph's delivery inclusively had 
factors such as facial expression, general appearance, 
gestures and movement been incorporated into the as­
sessment of Joseph. The absence of these elements 
pointed to a flaw in the adapted evaluation protocol 
generally, which has subsequently been revised to in­
clude these items. Second, if an interpreter is provided 
for a student, the instructor should support student re-
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quests for rehearsal time with an interpreter. At most 
colleges and universities, interpreters are paid by the 
class hour. Because students will often need time to re­
hearse with an interpreter in order to practice placing 
proper emphasis on language, instructors may need to 
help students substantiate the claim for this need. 

Additional Suggestions 

Overall, our process of creating a UID curriculum 
was productive, both in terms of being able to meet the 
learning needs of a wider variety of students and be­
cause of what we learned about our assumptions about 
teaching and learning. The knowledge gained by teach­
ing Joseph and subsequent study suggests the following: 

1. Be open to the idea that creating inclusive cur­
riculum to support all students, including students 
with disabilities, can change the way one teaches. 
Teaching diverse student populations will and 
should offer continual opportunities to change our 
teaching. 

2. Be willing to examine your teaching style and 
make appropriate changes that meet student 
needs, but do not isolate or punish any student for 
herlhis learning needs. There is value for all 
students in creating an inclusive curriculum. 

3. Be open to constructive feedback. Joseph and 
Maria offered important suggestions for creating a 
universally inclusive curriculum and feedback 
about the classroom assignments and process. By 
actively involving them in our process, we believe 
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a more humane and practical classroom experience 
emerged. 

4. Finally, provide extra time for clarifying concepts 
either before or after class and/or be available 
through email. While it is important to be 
available to all students, the interpretation process 
helped us better understand the value of 
communicating with students outside of class. 

Additional suggestions for improving communication 
with students about course content include: 

1. Make class notes available to students outside of 
class. This can be done by placing notes on reserve 
in the library, in your office, or on a course web­
site. 

2. Provide outlines of lectures prior to class so that 
students can follow your lecture/discussion and 
take more thorough notes. 

3. Utilize technologically inclusive pedagogy and 
integrate technology into the course. For example, 
students can be required to engage in on-line 
discussions of concepts posted to a faculty web­
page. By having students discuss/post messages 
about course concepts in cyberspace once a week, 
apprehensive students have a more anonymous 
forum for participating and, in the case of a 
student who is dfDeaf or hoh, slhe can commu­
nicate without the use of an interpreter. It is 
important to note that not all students have equal 
access to technology, which may limit the appli­
cability of this suggestion. 
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CONCLUSION 

Assessing the process of providing Joseph accommo­
dations was complex and wrought with contradictions. 
On one level, we acknowledge the reality of working in a 
predominantly hearing community, which necessitates a 
process for including dlDeaf and hard-of-hearing stu­
dents. Accommodations are often the best (or only) op­
tion to provide to students with disabilities. It is also 
important to acknowledge that for dlDeaf students, be­
ing included in a predominantly hearing classroom has 
specific constraints. Liu (1995) argues, for example, that 
while the logic and practice of mainstreaming may pro­
vide students with "equal access to school facilities, it 
does not provide equal opportunity to obtain knowledge" 
(p. 243). Furthermore, Holcomb, Coryell & Rosenfield 
(1992) explain that "inclusive deaf students frequently 
experience social isolation, loneliness and rejection" or 
poor self concept (p. 18). Being aware of these con­
straints can help instructors include all students in cur­
riculum design and implementation and assist instruc­
tors in engaging students respectfully. 

As Silver, Bourke and Strehom (1998) contend, if 
UID becomes "part of the institution's instructional 
methodologies, students with disabilities in higher 
education will no longer need to rely as heavily on sup­
port systems that are secondary to the primary instruc­
tional programs" (p. 47). By addressing accessibility as a 
part of all instructional planning, we can transform the 
classroom space and curriculum from one that privileges 
ableism into one that is inherently accessible and, 
therefore, inherently more likely to empower all stu-
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dents to succeed. When we design curriculum that at its 
inception includes the multiple modalities that appeal 
to a broad range of learning needs, we communicate to 
our students and each other that there are multiple 
ways of knowing - multiple intelligences - all of which 
have a place in life-long learning. Furthermore, imple­
menting strategies such as study guides, class notes, 
untimed examinations, discussion groups for studying 
and so forth are "representative of effective instruc­
tional practices" (p. 48). And, even more importantly, if 
we accept the challenge to create inclusive curriculum 
in all ways, we are more likely to create respectful 
learning environments for our increasingly diverse stu­
dent populations. 

Joseph offered important feedback about our par­
ticular efforts to design a universally inclusive curricu­
lum. Joseph stated that he benefited from learning in 
an inclusive environment: "After I took the class I real­
ized that that's what I'm going to be confronting in the 
real world is I'm going to be giving presentations 
through an interpreter." Furthermore, he felt that he 
learned valuable skills by taking a public speaking 
course. In spite of the challenges of learning in a pre­
dominantly hearing environment, Joseph said that he 
"was able to communicate clearly with the people, they 
were able to understand me." He also noted, "I was able 
to develop my confidence. I was able to communicate -
use eye contact, use vocabulary - so that I am more 
clearly understood . . ." He also gained confidence in his 
"physical appearance" and the way he "approached in­
dividuals. " 

Our experience creating a DID curriculum prompted 
by Joseph's request for accommodation provided us an 
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important opportunity to assess our assumptions about 
teaching and learning. The case detailed herein vali­
dates the usefulness of critical approaches to teaching 
for analyzing and evaluating the linguistic and cultural 
spaces of our public speaking classrooms. Furthermore, 
to the extent that we create curriculum that is inacces­
sible to particular student populations, we are not only 
precluding equal access to education, we are perpetu­
ating a form of epistemic violence. To substantiate this 
point, we return to the quotation included at the begin­
ning of this essay: "Any situation in which some indi­
viduals prevent others from engaging in the process of 
inquiry is one of violence. The means used are unimpor­
tant; to alienate human beings from their own decision­
making is to change them into objects" (Freire, 1970, p. 
66). By creating UID curriculum, we mitigate the risk of 
objectifying students as we create a space for all stu­
dents to inquire and to develop some of the skills that 
will help them become beings-for-themselves. 
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Submission Guidelines 

The Basic Course Commission invites submissions 
to be considered for publication in the Basic Communi­
cation Course Annual. The Annual publishes the best 
scholarship available on topics related to the basic 
course and is distributed nationally to scholars and edu­
cators interested in the basic communication course. 
Each article is also indexed in its entirety in the ERIC 
database. 

Manuscripts published in the Annual are not re­
stricted to any particular methodology or approach. 
They must, however, address issues that are significant 
to the basic course. Articles in the Annual may focus on 
the basic course in traditional or non-traditional set­
tings. The Annual uses a blind reviewing process. Three 
members of the Editorial Board read and review each 
manuscript. However, manuscripts without a focus on 
the basic course should be submitted to other journals. 
The Editor will reject a manuscript without review if it 
is clearly outside the scope of the basic course. 

Manuscripts submitted to the Annual must conform 
to the Publication Manual of the American Psychologi­
cal Association, 5th edition (1994). Submitted manu­
scripts should be typed and double-spaced. They should 
not exceed 30 pages, exclusive of tables and references, 
nor be under consideration by any other publishing 
outlet at the time of submission. By submitting to the 
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Annual, authors maintain that they will not submit 
their manuscript to another outlet without first with­
drawing it from consideration for the Annual. Each 
submission must be accompanied by an abstract of less 
than 200 words and a 50-75-word author identification 
paragraph on each author. A separate title page should 
include (1) the title and identification of the author(s), 
(2) the address, telephone number, and email address of 
the contact person, and (3) data pertinent to the manu­
script's history. All references to the author(s) and insti­
tutional affiliation should be removed from the text of 
the manuscript. Send four (4) copies of your submission 
materials to: 

Deanna D. Sellnow, Editor 
Basic Communication Course Annual 
Department of Communication 
North Dakota State University 
Box 5075, University Station 
Fargo, ND 58105 

If you have any questions about the Annual or your 
submission, contact the Editor: 

telephone at (701) 231-8221 
email at <deanna.sellnow@ndsu.nodak.edu>. 

All complete submissions must be received by 
MARCH 1, 2002 to be considered for publication in the 
next Basic Communication Course Annual. Submissions 
received after that date will be considered for subse­
quent issues. 
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