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In view of the quantity of research related to communi-
cation, the purpose of this study was to see, first, to what
extent the results of this research are made available to
beginning students of public address through their public
speaking textbooks, and second, to seek to determine if, or
to what extent, modern public speaking text writers make use
of the often-praised inductive methéd of teaching.

In the "Bibliography of Rhetoric and Public Zddress,"

published annually in the Quarterly Journal of Speech from

1947 to 1950, and since then in Speech Monographs, the section

titled "Modern Theory" was examined for the years from 1947
to 1968 to obtain a general idea of the quantity and types of
research available,.

A list of texts designed for use in beginning courses in
public speaking published between 1965 and 1970 was compiled.
The ten most-used texts in 2merican Colleges and Universities
were automatically included aé a part of the sample and then
a random selection was made from the total group of fifty-four
texts ﬁo complete a sample of twenty-seven of the texts.

These twenty-seven texts were examined thoroughly in order to



determine what type of research was cited, how much was
cited, and whether it was discussed in the text of the book.

The thesis was divided into five chapters. Chapter I
introduced the study, and explained the procedures and the
organization to be followed in the remaining cﬁapters.
Chapter II included a consideration of the fourteen texts
whose authors did not cite any sources formally or who cited
more footnotes referring to speech models than to any type of
support. Chapter III included a text-by-text discussion of
the texts the authors of which cited more footnotes refer-
ring to authorities in support of their assertions than to
any other type of support. Chapter IV included a similar dis-
cussion of the six texts in the sample in which the authors
included more footnoted references to research than to any
other type of support for their assertions; A summary of
the findings of the study was presented along with the con-
clusions in the final chapter, Chapter V.

Five conclusions were offeréd. First, a significant
amount of research was published between 1946 and 1968 which
has been readily available sincé that time to authors of
textbooks in public speaking. Second, only a small minority
of the public speaking texts currently published make ex-
tensive use of the available research. Thus, although many
authors speak favorably of anqient principles undergirded
with modern research, few go beyond presenting the ancient

principles. Third, it is likely that a minority of the



students who take beginning public speaking courses become
acquainted with modern research available in the field as

a result of their contact with a college public speaking text.
Fourth, with few exceptions, most texts present all materials
deductively, indicating that practice differs soﬁewhat from
current theory, which posits that inductive methods are
preferable. Finally, two suggestions grew out of this study:
(1) that there is a need for a comprehensive index of re-
search applicable to the study of human communication and

(2) that there is a need for both text writers and teachers

to make fuller use of the fesearch available. Little is known
while there is much to know and yet'in 1970 less than a third
of the most recently published texts make use of the research
which contributes to what is known. The textbook is an im-
portant resource in many speech classrooms. Much can be done
to enrich this resource if modern writers of textbooks will
take greater advantage of the relevant research contributed
by other disciplines as well as the research within their own

ranks.
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INTRODUCTION

The study of rhetoric has an ancient and honored history
dating from Egyptian and Grecian civilizations. Then and
throughout recorded history whenever men had the opportunity
and the reason to persuade other men, the study and develop-
ment of rhetorical theory flourished. This is certainly true
in the twentieth century, which has seen an explosion of
ideas in wvirtually every avenue of thought. The study of
rhetoric has in fact developed a multi-disciplinary dimension
as psychologists, linguists, and cultural anthropologists,
among others, have become interested in the processes of per-
suasion. Prior to this century a large body of rhetorical
theory was developed by orators and teachers of orators who
recorded their observations of devices that seemed to be
effective as they used them. More recently the scientific
method of investigation has been more systematically applied
to answer guestions such as: Why are men persuaded? 'How
are they persuaded? What barriers to successful communica-
tion and/or persuasicn seem to exist? When are particular
devices successful and when do they seem less successful?

Out of this has developed a sizeable body of literature on

communication - theory available to rhetoricians of the mid-

twentieth century.



During this same time, as psychologists have learned
more of the human mind and the learning process, educators
have profited from this knowledge. One development that
can be noted fregquently is the increasing emphasis on the
value of inductive teaching. In his book On Knowing, Jerome
Bruner said,

The immediate occasion of my concern with
discovery is the work of the various new cur-

riculum projects that have grown up in America

during the last few years. Whether one speaks

to mathematicians or physicists or historians,

one encounters repeatedly an expression of faith

in the powerful effects that come from permitting

the student to put things_together for himself;

to be his own discoverer.

Jean Piaget went so far as to define teaching inductively

when he said,

Teaching means creating situations where

structures can be discovered. It does not mean

transmitting structures which may be_assimilated

at nothing more than a verbal level.

It is unfortunate that in these times of intellectual
ferment the indictment is sometimes made against the speech
teaching profession that it is behind the times--that it is
slow to respond to these developments in other fields as well
as in our own. It is undeniable that much has been published

in the last thirty years concerning research in human communi-

cations. It is not so clear whether the results of this

ljerome s. Bruner, On Knowing (Cambridge, 1963), p. 82.

2Richard E. Rippie and Verne H. Rockcastle, editors,
Piaget Rediscovered (Ithaca, 1964), p. 3.




research find their way into the classroom and to the
beginning student of public speaking. It is certainly true
that a deductive method of teaching by precept and example
has historically been preferred by rhetoricians. It is not
so cléar whether the inductive approach, so préiSed by modern
educators in other fields as well és in our own, is being
utilized currently in beginning public speaking classrooms.
One measure of the degree to which these developments are
being used would be their appearance in the textbooks de-
signed for use in beginning public speaking courses which
have been written or re-written during the five year period,

1965 to 1970.

Purpose

The purpose of this study has been to.survey a sample
of the textbooks published since 1965 for use in a basic
public speaking course, in order to discover whether or not
a beginning~student of public speaking who reads one of these
textbooks would come in contact with recent interdisciplinary
studies in communication. Specifically, answers have been
sought to the following gquestions:

1. Have recently published texts cited the contribu-
tions in research from the areas of communication
theory and social psychology?

2. Are recently published texts approaching the presen-

tation of material deductively, by offering



time-~honored precepts as conclusions to be
accepted, or inductively, by creating experi-~
ences designed to lead the student to discover
conclusions?
It shéuld be clearly understood that this is not’ a study of
courses in public speaking but rather a study of textbooks,
which, it is assumed, are a basic source of information for

students enrolled in public speaking courses.

Procedure

In order to fulfill the objectives of this study, an
effort was made to determine which books were published since
1965 by examining the Speech Association of America Directory
of recent publications in the categories of "Fundamentals,"
"Public Address," and "Communication Theory," for books that
would be likely to be used in a basic course in public speak-
ing. This yielded forty-one texts published between 1965 and
1968. A survey of texts received from publishing companies
since 1969 for review by Dr. William R. DeMougeot, Professor
of Public Address/Commuhications at North Texas State Univer-
sity,yielded thirteen more or a total of fifty-four texts
published since 1965. One half of this number, or twenty-
seven, was selected as a reasonable sample for study. Re-

ferring to a recent study by Dr. James W. Gibson and others,3

3James W. Gibson, and others, "The First Course in Speech:
A Survey of U.S. Colleges and Universities," The Speech Teacher,
XIX (January, 1970), 12-20.




which incliuded a survey of the texts most frequently used
in beginning courses in public speaking, those texts cited
as most frequently used were included in the sample to add
to the validity of the conclusions as to what students were
actuaily encountering in most begiqning public.sbeaking
classes. The remaining number of texts were randomly se-
lected to make a total sample of the following twenty-seven
texts.

1. J. J. Auer and W. N, Brigance, Speech Communica-
tion, 1967.
2. A. Craig Baird and Franklin H. Knower, Essentials
of General Speech, 1968.
3. Virgil L. Baker and Ralph T. Eubanks, Speech in
Personal and Public Affairs, 1965. T
4. Harold L. Barrett, Practical Methods in Speech,
1968,
5. Jane Blankenship, Public Speaking: A Rhetorical
Perspective, 1966. -
6. Waldo W. Braden, Public Speaking: The Essentials,
1966.
7. Donald C. Bryant and Karl R. Wallace, Oral Communi-
cation, 1969,
8. E. Christian Buehler and Wil A. Linkugel, Speech
Communication; A First Course, 1969.
9. Glenn R. Capp, How to Communicate Orally, 1966.
10. Jon Eisenson and Paul H. Boase, Basic Speech, 1969.
11. Wilbur E. Gilman, Bower Aly, and Hollis L. White,
An Introduction to Speaking, 1969.
12. William K. Grasty and Mary T. Newman, Introduction
to Basic Speech, 1969.
13. D. A. LaRusso, Basic Skills of Oral Communication,
1967. »
14. J. H. McBurney and E. J. Wrage, Guide to Good Speech,
1965.
15. Bernard McCabe and Coleman C. Bender, Speaking is a
Practical Matter, 1968. T
16. Alan H. Monroe, Principles and Types of Speech, 1967.

17. Elwood Murray, Gerald M. Phillips and J. David Truby,
Speech: Science-Art, 1969.

18. Robert T. Oliver, Harold P. Zelko, Paul D. Holtzman,
Communicative Speaking and Listening, 1968.




19. David C. Phillips and Jack Hall Lamb, Speech
as Communication, 19266.

20. TRaymond Ross, Speech Communication: Fundamentals
and Practice, 1965.

21. Larry A. Samovar and Jack Mills, Oral Communication,
Message and Response, 1968.

22, Alma Jechnson Sarett, Lew Sarett and William Trufant

. Foster, Basic Principles of Speech, 1966

23. Edward Strother and Alan Huckleberry, The Effective

Speaker, 1968.
24. Otis M. Walter and Robert L. Scott, Thinking and
Speaking, 1968.

25. Gordon Wiseman and Larry Barker, Speech-Interpersonal

Communication, 1967.
26. John F. Wilson and Carroll C. Arnold, Public Speak-
ing as a Liberal Art, 1968.
27. Harold P. Zelko and Frank E. X. Dance, Business and

Professional Speech Communication, 1965.

To further increase the validity of the conclusions, a
brief survey was made of the "Bibliography of Rhetoric and

Public Address" published annuwally in Speech Monographs since

1950 and in the Quarterly Journal of Speech from 1947 until

1950. The biblicgraphy was surveyed for the years between
1947 and 1968 in an effort to see what kinds of research and
what gquantity of it were readily available to rhetoricians
seeking such information. It is recognized that this bib-
liography may not necessarily be comprehensive for all mate-
rial published during this period, but it was studied as an
indicator of that research most easily available to spéech
text writers.

It was determined from the survey of this bibliography
that research could be roughly categorized as déaling pri-
marily in the areas of the communication process, perception,

non~verbal communication, listening, group processes, stage



fright, audience analysis including research such as that
in cultural differences, attitude change, and research

into the use of message variables such as audiencé adapta-
tion and organization techniques. Each of the selected
texts was then studied carefully for evidence of inclusion
of research in any of these areas'or any other relevant re-
search, in an effort to determine if the author or authors
were c¢iting research findings. In each book the bibliog-
raphy, index, footnotes, philosophy,and actual text were
examined for such evidence. First, the table of contents,
index, and bibliographies were checked for indication of such
inclusion. Since the vocabulary for referring to such in-
formation varied from author to author, it was necessary to
look through the entire index or table of contents rather
than just under‘particular headings in order to be sure to
locate all such references. Second, each footnote in the
book was examined. These two processes were also a safe-
guard in screening for unusual or unexpecﬁed references.
éinally, the foreword, preface, and/or introduction were
studied and then the text was examined in its treatment of
the subject matter for textual references to research. At-
tention was given to the manner of presentation as well, to
determine whether it was primarily deductive (presenting a
conélusion to be accepted) or inductive (designed to lead
the student to participate in the discovery of the principle

being consideréd).



Organization

There are five chapters in this study, including Chapter
I, the Introduqtion. Those texts which cite in footnotes ax-
amples more than any type of support, whether by authorities
or research, are considered in Chapter II. Chdpter III deals
with the use of authority as a major form of support in the
sample texts. In this chapter are considered those booké
which rely largely or in part on the testimony of some author-
ity to support the author's assertions about, or principles of,
communication. Chapter IV deals with those books which rely
primarily on research findings for their support. Chapter V
is a concluding chapter that includes a summary, conclusions,

and suggestions for further study in this area.



CHAPTER II
MODEL-BASED TEXTS

The examination of the twenty-seven sample texts re-
veals that they readily fall into three groups, based upon
the author's choices in supporting their assertions about,
or principles of, communication. The authors of fourteen

of the texts seem to be more concerned with clarifying ideas

than with supporting them by offering proof of their validity.

In these cases the majority of the formal footnotes refer to
the authors of sample speeches or excerpts from speeches
which were used to illustrate the communication principles
discussed in the text. While most of these fourteen texts
do sometimes offer support for advice given (some actually
do so quite a lot), the thrust of this‘group of authors is

to subordinate the use of proof to the use of illustration.

On the ofher hand, the remaining thirteen texts, while some-
times skimpy in support, do show a preference for proof over
illustration. These texts can be separated into two addi-
tional groups based upon the type of support used most--
references to authorities in the field or references to
research. For the purposes of this study the division was
made simply on the basis of the actual count of cited sources
without regard to their use of value. For the purpose of

gquantification an arbitrary distinction was made in references
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to authority so that all references to traditional, classical,
or modern sources not clearly based upon empirical research
were classed as "references to authority" while references
which were clearly to sﬁch research were classified as "re-
searcﬁ." For example, a reference to a generaliied statement
by Carl Hovland which summarized some conclusion based on his
research was classed as "research," even though not in ref-
erence to specific experiments.

The twenty-seven texts in this sample, then, are di-
vided into three categories-using the type of support of
assertions most frequently~cited as the major discriminating
factor. These groups are labeled for the sake of breﬁity,

(1) model-based texts, (2) authority-based texts, and (3)
research-based texts. The first group, model-based texts,
which includes those citing no sources at all and those

which are more illustrated than supported, will be discussed
in this chapter. Those which do cite sources in support of
assertions more than they illustrate but which rely more on
authorities than research will be discussed in Chapter III,
Finally those texts whose authors clearly thought in terms

of supporting their assertions primarily with modern ré—
search are discussed in Chapter IV. It will be evident, on
examining these texts, that the criterion adopted for class-
ification (author's most frequent choices for footnotes) leads
to some apparent inconsistencies, since some texts which lean

toward illustration (those in Chapter II) really have more
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citations of research and authorities than texts which lean
toward support (those in Chapters III and IV). For this
reason, a breakdown by number of support referenées will be
made in the final chapter. In addition, some texts are
discussed at least briefly in more than one chépter. This
is done in those instances where the text using the type of
support most frequently cited as the discriminating factor
is in some way an exception in the category where it is placed.
The variation in the number of sources used by the authors
of each category makes it possible to subdivide each chapter
on the basis of the number of formal footnotes. 1In each
chapter’those citing the fewest sources are discussed first,
followed by those which are more fully supported.

In beginhing the consideration of those texts in which
support for aséertions is subordinated, one additional ob-
servation may be of value in general. This study was under-
taken with the assumption that it would be possible to de-
termine the sources on which an author héd relied simply by.
éhecking those cited. This presumption that the authors
would cite sources would seem to have face value since they
are rhetoricians, many of whom teach that it is wise for a
speaker to cite sources. It appears, however, that some
writers of modern speech texts operate from different prem-
iseé. In additicn to the three texts which cite no sources
at all, nine more footnoted fewer than fifty sources. Four

of these texts do not include any bibliography while the



remaining five did suggest references for further reading.
Apparently in some cases the authors are simply concerned
with other things. This certainly appears to be the case

in the instance of The Effective Speaker. Strother and

Huckléberry state in their preface, "We believe that the
student in an oral communication class can more profitably
spend the greater part of his time in message preparation
than in lengthy reading of speech theory."l It is further
apparent that failure to cite sources does not necessarily
mean that the book will be either inadeguate as a teaching
tool, or unpopular, since three of the texts discussed in
this chapter which cite few sources (McBurney and Wrage,
Auer and Brigance, and Eisensen and Boase) are among the
ten most-used texts according to Gibson's survey.2 It would
seem, in these cases at least, that the auﬁhors were justi-
fied in relying on their own credibility. On the other hand,
it also seems to be at least incongruous to fihd McCabe and
Bender, who do not cite sources éither in footnotes, bibliog-
raphy, or text, saying,
All the listener realiy asks of a speaker is
that he identify the source of his testimony. How

can a hearer have respect for a speaker who pretends
he originally conceived of all his materials? It is

lpdward Strother, and Alan Huckleberry, The Effective
Speaker (Boston, 1968}, p. v.

2James W. Gibson, and others, "The First Course in
Speech: A Survey of U. S. Colleges and Universities," The
Speech Teacher, XIX (January, 1970), 12-20.
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difficult to fool the average listener. Even

an authority on a particular subject must turn

to other sources for materials. There is gen-

erally no problem with an expert because he usually

identifies his sources automatically. It is usu-

ally the speaker who is not an expert who wishes to

present himself as more knowledgeable than he really

is. As a result the listener loses respect for the

speaker and the effective flow of communication is

blocked. Thus it is important to identify all test-
imony and thereby maintain a favorable rapport with

the listener.3

The texts in this chapter, those whose authors primarily
cite illustrative material, can be subdivided into two groups
of texts: (1) those which literally do not formally cite
anything, (2) those texts which use footnotes and bibliog-
raphies but the authors cite fewer than fifty sources as
support for their assertions.

The first category of texts to be considered, those which
do not cite sources, includes three texts (McCabe and Bender's,
Samovar and Mills', and Strother and Huckleberry's) which do
not cite any sources at all in any formal way and in the text
only in very general language, such as "Experimental evidence
indicates. . . ."™ Samovar and Mills do provide a bibliography
of suggested readings although McCabe and Bender, and Strother

and Huckleberry dc not. But what of the textual references

in the three texts in which no sources are formally cited?

3Bernard P. McCabe, Jr., and Coleman C. Bender, Speaking
is a Practical Matter (Boston: 1968), p. 146.

4Larry A. Samovar, and Jack Mills, Oral Communication,
Message and Response (Dubuque, Iowa, 1968), p. 40.
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Would a student have an awareness of the existence of rele-
vant research by reading such a text? McCabe and Bender
make no references at all to research of any variéty, but
rather illustrate their instructions with examples or ex-
cerpté from speech models. While Samovar and Mills do not
footnote, they do include some suggested further readings at
the ends of chapters. In some cases they include some re-
ports of research, although the overwhelming majority refer
to other modern texts. In the chapter on listening there
are two brief specific references to studies. The first
stated, "One of the authors of this text conducted a research
project which led to the conclusion that we may be spending
more than 1/3 of our waking hours listening.“5 The second
referred more generally to Ralph Nichols' research as dem-
onétrating thatAlistening can be enriched. The remaining
references in the chapter on listening, the one on delivery
and the one on semantics are general references such as

w6 The paséages dealing with

"Psychologists tell us. . . .
étagefright, organization, holding attention, persuasive
communication, and groups make no textual reference to research.
Strother and Huckleberry, authors of the third text in
this category, indicate in their preface that they have "made

an effort" to provide a text which is "well grounded in prin-

ciples established by tradition and confirmed by recent

5_ .,
Ibid., p. 36.

6Ipid., p. 57.
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research. "’/ "They seem to have chosen to present the prin-
ciples but not the research. They include one brief textual
reference to dialect research® and one general reference to
Ralph Nichols' listening research,9 but no other references
althoﬁgh there are discussions of stage-fright, audience
attitudes, group discussion, delivery, organization, influ-
ence of the speaker, etc. The only bibliography given is
one of three sources in the appendix on phonetics. These
three texts, then, cannot be said to clearly cite any sources
and certainly do not convey a dependence on modern research.
The largest single group of texts in the sample is the
group of model-based texts in which the authors do usé foot-
notes. In these texts the majority of the footnotes refer
to model speeches which are used to illustrate the principles
discussed. Of the eleven texts in this group, nine relied
heavily, in some cases almost exclusively, on illustrations to
the extent that the principles were supported primarily by the
credibility of the authors of the text. These were the texts
that cited fewer than fifty sources (authorities or research)
in addition to the illustrations. The remaining two texts
used more variety of kinds of support but still the authors
chose to footnote more illustrations than actual support. The

nine which relied most heavily on models were:

7strother and Huckleberry, op. c¢it., p. v.

81bid., p. 69. 9Ibid., p. 285.
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J. J. Auer and W. N. Brigance, Speech Communication

Harold Barrett, Practical Methods in Speech

Waldo Braden, Public Speaking: The Essentials

D. C. Bryant and K. R. Wallace, Fundamentals of
Public Speaking

E. Christian Buehler and Wil A. Linkugel, Speech
Communication: A First Course

Glen R. Capp, How to Communicate Orally

Jon Eisensen and Paul Boase, Basic Speech

J. H. McBurney and E. J. Wrage, Guide to Good Speech

Alan H. Monroe, Principles and Types of Speech
The other two using more variety of support were:

Jane Blankenship, Public Speaking: A Rhetorical
Perspective

Alma Sarett, Lew Sarett and William Foster, Basic
Principles of Speech

These texts share several commonalities. bf the eleven texts,
all except Blankenship's and Braden's were revisions of earlier
editions, and Braden mentions in his preface that his text
stemmed "from a philosophy similér to that expressed in Speech
Practices (Harper and Row, 1958),"10 which is an earlier text

of his. Basically the authors rely on their own credibility

for principles and footnote many examples. About half (McBurney

and Wrage's, Bryant and Wallace's, Auer and Brigance's, Capp's,
and Blankenship's) are traditionally oriented; that is, they

refer to classical rhetoricians frequently, either for support

10wa1d0 W. Braden, Public Speaking: The Essentials (New
York: Harper and Row, 1966), p. V. .



or illustration. Only two of these texts (Blankenship's,
and Sarett, Sarett and Foster's) draw on research from the
behavioral sciences in any significant way. Some areas
prominent in modern research are never mentioned. The eight
most étrongly model-based texts dq not refer a£ all to culture
as an influence on communication, linguistics (the structure
of language), or perception. Finally, each of these texts
stresses performance rather than theory. Some, such as Blank-
enship's, Sarett, Sarett and Foster's, McBurney and Wrage's,
include a sizeable amount of theory as a foundation for the
performance. Others, such as Auer and Brigance, try to keep
the content down to "minimum essentials" on the assumption
that the student then spends more time in practice or perfor-
mance. Either way, these are clearly texts for a performance
course in speech.

While these texts do share some characteristics in common,
a book-by-book examination reveals that there are a number of
individual differences as well.

The latest revision of Guide to Good Speech, one of the

more popular texts according to Gibson, contains very few
formal references to other authorities, fewer in fact than any
other text in this group. McBurney and Wrage state in their

preface that "this edition of Guide to Good Speech is designed

to present a concise statement of the principles of good

speech as a basis for speech improvement."1ll They rely

11J. H. McBurney and E. J. Wrage, Guide to Good Speech,
Third edition, (New Jersey, 1965), p. 7.




primarily on their own credibility for most of these prin-
ciples. They include only forty-seven footnotes of any kind
and thirty-seven of these refer to models and examples. They
cite eight additional authorities and the only research source
cited‘is a survey of the goals of a liberal arts“education as
expressed by a group of graduating engineers.12 They do not
provide any kind of bibliography and make no attempt, text-
ually or otherwise, to acgquaint the student with available
research.

Auer and Brigance's Speech Communication bears several

similarities to Guide to Good Speech: it is a revision of an

earlier text. They, similarly, are primarily concerned with
presenting only "the minimum essentials; "13 they rely primarily
on their own credibility for these principles and, further, are
also among the most popular texts according to the Gibson sur-

vey.l4

Speech Communication does, however, include more refer-

ences than Guide to Good Speech. This text includes chapter

bibliographies composed of five annotated entries per chapter.
In seven of the twelve chapters there are references to "sig-
nificant research in the field," although the same text or

article is occasionally noted in more than one chapter

121pia., p. 2.

137, J. Auer and W. N. Brigance, Speech Communication,
Third edition, (New York, 1967), p. V.

l4Gibson, op. cit.
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bibliography. These research citations accounit for eleven
of the sixty citations.

Auer and Brigance do notinclude many formal footnotes--
only twenty-three in the entire book. While most formal foot-
notes'cite excerpts from model speeches or criéiéisms of such
speeches, other authorities referred to are often well-known
speakers who comment on their technigques. Seven of the formal
footnotes refer to research sources, two of which are cited
twice. These seven references were in the areas of non-verbal
communication, listening, source credibility, and audience
attitudes. One study dealing with non-verbal communication is
used as an illustration in two chapters, and deals with the
importance of gestures and manner to good speaking. There is
no other reference to experimental work with regard to non-
verbal communication. There are two footnéted references to
listening studies. One informational footnote‘regarding the
importance of source credibility includes a reference to a
psychology text along with the séatement that "these concepts
have not only morality to recommend them but experimental re-
search validate them."13 The research is not specified any
further. Two other footnotes refer to public opinion studiés
indicating that audiences are generally uninformed about cur-
rent issues. TIn all these instances the research is cited to

illustrate a deductively presented principle, as in this in-

stance,

15puer and Brigance, op. cit., p.'22.
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A significant thing about action is that when

you ask the average listener he will say it is

not important. Indeed one survey showed that

only twenty-seven percent o¢f the people in

selected audiences thought "gesture" was essential

to good speaking, and only forty-six percent thought

"coordinated body movement" was essential.

Some informal documentation is done within the text of the
book. Most references to classicai rhetoric (Aristotle, Cicero,
etc.) are noted textually only. Psychologist Overstreet is noted
textually as an authority in one instance, and occasional refer-
ences are made to research such as "experimental studies indi-

wl7

cate, . without any specific reference to particular studies.

The content is selected along traditional lines. For example the
treatment of language is in terms of stylistic advice to the in-
dividual artistic speaker, while information on perception, lin-
guistics,or semantics is omitted. While there are chapters on
organization and group processes, no reference is made to the ?
sizeable body of research into such problems.

The part of this book which would most give a student a
feeling for the experimental material available would probably
be the annotated bibliographies following seven of the twelve
chapters. The text itself does not emphasize either theory or
the sources of supporting information and few sources afe doc-
umented at all. The "minimum essentials" are presented deduct-
ively with little reliance on any authority other than the

credibility of the authors of the book.

161pid., p. 59. 171pid., p. 32.
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While the latest revision of Alan H. Monroe's Principles

and Types of Speech contains almost twice as many footnotes as

any other text discussed in this chapter, only twenty-two of
them refer to actual support. This text included 169 refer-
ences'to examples, more than any cher text studied. While
not a heavily traditional book, it relies more on Monroe's
credibility as author of the ™motivated sequence" than on any
other source. Some sources dealing with the psychology of the
audience are dated 1931, 1938, though reference is made to
Maslow's hierarchy of needs. It is interesting that although
Monroe states in his preface, "In presenting these principles
and types [this book] draws upon modern research in cémmuni~

cation theory, because one of its basic tenets is that effec-

tive speech is effective communication," he does not extensively

cite such modern research for support.18 The book deals with
the research available mostly in the form of bibliographies of
suggested reaaings, rather than in theltext or footnotes. Most
chapter bibliographies refer to at least one or two research-
oriented sources; the chapter on discussion cites thirteen such
sources. On the other hand, only nine research sources are
formally footnoted in the entire text. These sources are cited

in the chapters dealing with audience analysis (such as chapter

eight, "Analyzing the Audience and Occasion,” and chapter twelve,

"Selecting Basic Appeals"), the chapter on listening; for

18a1an H. Monrce, Principles and Types of Speech, sixth
edition (Glenview, Illinois, 1967), p. V.
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example, while Monroe does not discuss research, he does note
in the text that there has bzen some research and suggests
further possible sources in footnotes and bibliography.l® 1In
most cases, however, the sources are only suggested in the
bibliographies and are not mentioned in footnotes or text.
This is true of the content dealiné with groups, non-verbal
communication, semantics, source-credibility, stage—fright,
and organization. Basically, he gives a deductive presenta-
tion of suggested methods and procedures which he illustrates
extensively.

Glenn Capp's How to Communicate Orally is also a revision

of an earlier text. Though it contains far fewer documented
examples than Monroe's text, it does contain twenty-three
authoritative references, one more than Monroe's text. 1In his
first chapter Cépp makes clear his basic sources:

The principles come primarily from two sources:

(1) the rhetoricians--those teachers and writers
of oral communication since the classical period
who have set forth their findings and practices;
and (2) outstanding speakers--those who have used
speech effectively throughout history. A brief
insight into the contributions of these two groups
will assist you in understanding what constitutes
good speaking.

The text is basically a deductive presentation of classical
principles along with numerous examples and illustrations.

The bulk of the documentation (fifty-three of seventy-two

191pig., p. 16.

20Glenn R. Capp, How to Communicate Orally, second edition

(New Jersey, 1966), p. 4.



23

footnotes) refers to these exaﬁples and illustrations. The
references to authoritv are almost exclusively tc other
twentieth century public speaking texts in the classical
tradition. In fact, of the eleven authorities referred to
formaily one or more times, nine of them are sédh texts. Of
the six research-oriented sources cited, there are only two
formally cited references to specific research. Both of
these sources, one an unpublished report dated 1958 and the
other a journal article dated 1943, applied to stage fright
and were briefly discussed in the text.2l In two other chap-
ters less specific references were made to some research. In
discussing listening, Capp referred to "recent studies" twice
but did not document them specifically, and twice footnoted a
research-based book. In chapter fourteen, "Solve Problems
Through Discussion," he described one study textually but did
not document it.22 No other references were made to research.
The text relies primarily, as Capp said, on the authority of
rhetoricians and great speakers. |

Buehler and Linkugel's Speech Communication, while it does

contain a few more footnotes than does Capp's text, maintains
about the same balance in number and kind of sources, although
their approach to content differs. They state in their preface
to the second edition of their book that it is intended pri-

marily for a course in "speaker-audience communication" which

211pid., p. 195. 221pid., p. 302.
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attempts, among other things, to give a student "meaningful
insight into the communication process," and to provide him
with "concrete theoretical principles for speech—making."23
They note a title change inserting the word "communication”

by which they intend to "reflect more accurateiy“the general
tone and substance of the book."24 They do not, however,
imply in the preface or in the text that they are particularly
concerned with recent research. While the majority of the
support is in the form of examples and illustrations, there
are a few instances in which research is cited or alluded to.
They refer to a psychology text in dealing with organizational
techniques and to a research-based book as an authority on
listening techniques, but make no more specific references to
the relevant research. In the opening chapter,‘discussion of
communication, references are made to two research-based sources
as illustrations. One undocumented allusion to research is
~mentioned ("It has been amply demonstrated both by historical
example and by experimental investigation. . .") 25 with refer-
ence to speaker credibility. There are only two direct refer-
ences to research: one to a study which demonstrated the
importance of delivery and one to a survey of studies éon-
tributing to theory in interpersonal trust in communication.

These examples are referred to briefly, footnoted, but not

235, Christian Buehler and Wil A. Linkugel, Speech Com-
munication: A First Course, second edition (New York, 1969,
p. vii. :

241pid., p. viii. 251pid., p. 32.



discussed in any detail. ({"In one research study, it was
found that twenty-four percent of the effectiveness of a
persuasive speech was related to content and seventy-six
el
percent to delivery.")26
Since no bibliography is used, these are the only

references to research to be noted in this text. In Speech

Communication: A First Course, Buehler and Linkugel de-

ductively present principles relying primarily on their own
authority, but with occasional references to others, in-
cluding a few allusions to research. They include many ex-
amples which they footnote and which account for most of their
documentation.

In the preface to the second edition of Practical Methods

in Speech, Harold Barrett wrote, "In this second edition, the

underlying purpose of Practical Methods in Speech remains the

same: to make past and present scholarship available for cur-

rent use and appreciation.”2?7 While there are some references
to rhetoricians in the classical tradition from Aristotle
through Winans, including scme lengthy quotations in his Ap-
pendix B, "Readings in Speech," there are very few references
to "present scholarship." Barrett does not include any form
of bibliography and of the seventy-three formal footnotes,

thirty-nine refer to models. Of the thirty-four references

261pid., p. 82.

27Harold'Barrett, Practical Methods in Speech, second
edition (New York, 1968), p. vii.
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which serve to support his asserticns, the twenty-nine refer-
ences to authorities are almost entirely rhetoricians from the
past and often from the ancient past. The text presents a
background in classical tradition. Few other authorities are
cited'directly, although occasiongl references.dfe made to
"authorities" in general. These authorities are not specified,
even textually. ("Some authorities consider the inductive plan
to be psychologically more effective at times than the deduc-
tive.")28 Only three sources are mentioned which refer to re-
search of any type: one, a 1947 journal article on attitudes;
one, a 1965 report of some listening studies; and one, a speaker
study, which is referred to several times. There is little in
this text to acquaint the student reader with "present scholar-
ship available for current use and appreciation,"29 especially
if that is teken to include research applicable to the field.

The fourth edition of Bryant and Wallace's Oral Communi-

~ cation reveals in the preface that one of their assumptions is

that the mature student should know what lies
behind effective and ready utterance. Ability

and skill in speaking are not enough. Sound .
knowledge of principle and theory should illumi-
nate and undergird practice. So in this edition

we maintain the position that the processes in-
volved in systematic communication are encompassed
in the arts and sciences of verbal communication.
The parent art and science was called rhetoric.
Although it was--and is--an autonomous art, some of
its materials and certainly its social functions give
it political and ethical colorations.

281pid., p. 219. 291pid., p. vii.

30ponald c. Bryant and Karl R. Wallace, Fundamentals of
Public Speaking, fourth edition, (New York, 1969), p. iX.
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Lo

The emphasis here on the need for the student to understand
the theory and principles, and the emphasis on the parent art
and science of rhetoric are reflected in the references to
rhetoricians of the past, the inclusion of many examples from
great speeches, and efforts to deductively preséﬁt with rela-
tive fullness the principles of that parent art.

Like Monroe, and Auer and Brigance, Bryant and Wallace
utilize a fairly large bibliography, the third largest used in
any of the model-based texts. Sixty, or almost a third of the
one hundred and eighty-six entries in the chapter bibliographies,
refer to research reading.. Many of these references are not
otherwise discussed in the text and some are repeated in the
bibliographies for several chapters.

Within each chapter Bryant and Wallace handle their sources
in one of three basic ways: some are formally cited in foot-
notes, some are cited textually, and others are discussed but not
documented at all. The formal footnotes sometimes refer to only
one source but sometimes several sources are included in one
footnote. Ancient sources are usually cited textually but so
also are some modern sources as: "Professor Charles Osgood and
his students have found that most words show an evaluative
feature, ., . JBlIn two ingstances content is presented in foot-
notes. In these two instances the sources are not indicated

anywhere.

Blggig.,'p. 36.
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While the seventy-twoe footnotes in this text refer to
more models (thirty-four) than anything else, there are some
references to research and authorities. Bryant and Wallace
make twenty-two references to authorities, most of which are
in the classical tradition, and thirteen refereﬂées to re-
search-oriented sources. There is some discussion of rhetor-
ical history and the sources for that along with most refer-
ences to rhetoricians of the past are documented textually.
The discussion of delivery is based primarily on classical
authorities, although one reference to non-verbal communi-
cation research is used as an example, and two experimental
studies are referred to textually but are not documenfed
specifically. The discussion of ethos is likewise presented
classically with textual references to Aristotle, Quintilian,
and Emerson. However, there are also textual references to
"modern students of rhetorical methods, . .who have been able
to set experimental conditions, . . ,"32 Further, in a footnote
the student is referred to the chapter bibliography where four
research articles are noted. Stage fright is presented de-
ductively in the text of the chapter on delivery, with no
references to specific studies although five such studies are
included in the bibliography for that chapter. Within the

text one reference is made to "psychologists" but no specific

research 1s documented in the text or in footnotes.

321pid., p. 299.
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The references to research which are cited in this text
are primarily cited in the chapters "Materials From the Aud-
ience" and "Selection of Materials and Strategies." Twelve
sources are noted in five footnotes in these two chapters.
The discussion of organization in chapter'tweniy'is presented
deductively in the text: that is, studies are not discussed
but conclusions are presented; then one footnote cites two
relevant studies.3? Attitude research is used by Bryant and
Wallace more than any other type of research. It is cited
in four footnotes in chapters nineteen and twenty. Each of
these footnotes containstwo or more references to experimental
studies. In one instance a study regarding the perception of
length and wéights is described but not documented.3? Text-
ually there are numerous references to experimental studies
which are not specified any further. The overall presenta-
tion was of deductively presented instructions for adapting
to the attitude of your audience. As in Auer and Brigance's,
and Monroe's texts, the student'é clearest guide to research
would have to be the bibliographies rather than the text or

footnotes.

In another traditional text, Public Speaking: The

Essentials,35 Waldo Braden refers to sources in bibliography,

footnotes, and occasionally in the text. The bibliography is

331pid., p. 346. 341pid., p. 342.

35Waldo W. Braden, Public Speaking: The Essentials
(New York, 1966).
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in the form of sections of suggested chapter readings at the
end of each Ehapter, which include from five to twelve refer-
ences to total one hundred and seven references. Most of

these references are to other modern texts in the classical
tradition, journal articles, or to a variety of speaker studies.
Other than the speaker studies, there is only one reference

to a research source in the chapter readings.

Almost half (forty of eighty-eight) of the formal foot-
notes refer to models; forty more refer to various authorities.
Braden often refers formally to speaker studies and to tradi-
tional texts. Further, he formally cites references to classi-
cal writers, unlike many authors who handle classical references
within the text. There are only four references to research in
the text. Two of the references deal with stage fright: one,

a reference to a 1952 experimental study and in another section
of the text, a reference to a psychology textbook, again in re-
lation to stage fright. In addition to these research refer-
ences there is one reference to a research-oriented book in
support of the concept of selective perception. Besides the
formal citations, occasional references are made within the text
to sources of examples but these are not common.

In this text Braden does not include any discussion of
group processes, culture, or language in the sense of linguis-
tics or semantics. Source credibility is discussed in the
classical sense of ethos without reference to research; orga-

nization and listening are discussed, but without reference to
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research. Selective perception is mentioned in connection
with audience analysis and is supported with one reference

to research, but is not discussed any further. Some of the
on deiivery relates very closely to the concept of non-verbal
communication but is not supported with any reference to re-
search. While the process of communication is not amplified
or discussed in detail, the concept of audience-listener
interaction and feedback is introduced and further reading

is suggested in a research-oriented source.

Public Speaking: The Essentials is fundamentally a

traditional text in which basic classical principles are
presented with very few references to research to serve to
acquaint the student with modern research efforts.

The last of the model-based texts whiéh cite fewer than

fifty sources in support of their assertions, Eisensen and

Boase's Basic Speech, is also one of the texts Gibson cites
as among the most-used texts in 5eginning courses in public
speaking. They indicate in their preface that their ob-
jectives for the text include a'desire to help the student
"become proficient in oral communication," to provide "a
body of information about speech as a medium of communi-
cation and expression," and to assist the student in be-
coming "an adeqguate personality." They attempt to do so

by providing a correlation of theory and practice without



sacrificing too much of the traditional content of intro-
ductory texts.36

They cite sources in one of three ways: in footnotes,
in chapter bibliographies, and in a very few instances, in
the text of the book. While forty-four of Eisensen and Bease's
eighty-one footnotes refer to examples and while some of the
research and authorities cited are actually used as examples
rather than as a means of presenting or validating principles,
they do also cite twenty authorities and twenty-three research
sources in support of their ideas. The bibliographies at the
ends of chapters are heavily weighted in favor of authorities,
with ninety-six citations of authorities, twenty-one refer-
ences to research and two to books of model speeches.

The content is, in keeping with their objectives, pri-
marily traditional and presented in a deductive manner. Many
authorities noted are other modern, traditionally-oriented
texts rather than original classical sources. Research is
referred to in some way in five particular areas: language,
listening, non-verbal communication, small group research, and
research related to the psychology of persuasion. Neither
small group research, language, nor listening is treated in
much detail. Language is treated as a part of the "components

of speech,” and in this context two research-oriented texts are

36Jon Eisensen and Paul H. Boase, Basic Speech, second
edition (New York, 1964), pp. v-vii.
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quoted. Later, as an intrcduction to the chapter, "Speech,

Language, and Meaning," another linguist is quoted, though
not in reference to his fesearch, and without mention of it.
One semanticist is quoted in this chapter, but again, withput
reference to any research. Listening is alluded to or dis-
cussed at several points in this text,and in each of three
cases some reference is made to Ralph Nichols' research. 1In
one instance a series of eight factors Nichols says are con-
ducive to listening are quoted; in the other two instances
more general references are made to his research. For ex-
ample, "Conservative estimates indicate that more than
seventy-five percent of our communication experiences occur
on the oral level--in speaking or listening."37 The foot-
note attributes these facts to Nichols. As in this instance
the studies are not discussed, nor is there any reference to
the research except to footnote the source.

Four sources are cited in the discussion of non-verbal
communication. Two of these are studies done in 1935 which
are cited in the’chapter on "Gesture" and again, in both in-
stances textual reference is made to "research" and then the
conclusions are briefly stated. Two research—oriented.
sources are cited in the discussion of "scocial conversation"
and are similarly presented in the text. Small group re-

search is cited in one instance in the chapter on "Discussion,"

371pia., p. 278.



34

and in this case also the source and conclusions are briefly
presented in the text and the footnotes.

The final major type of research cited is presented in
the context of "motivation in public speaking,” primarily in
connection with the discussion of group pressure. The con-
clusions of three experimental studies are breifly explained
and the studies are footnoted. 1In addition two research-
oriented texts are footnoted, one of which is mentioned in
the text. The fact that all five of these sources are presented
and footnoted on the same page illustrated the brevity of the
discussion.

There are a few other miscellaneous references to research
including one speaker study on Franklin Roosevelt and some text-
ual reference to "experimental studies" which are not documented
specifically. In terms of content, Eisensen and Boase omit dis-
cussion of the communication process, culture, linguistics, and
perception. The ideas which are discussed are presented in a
thoroughly deductive manner.

Since a relatively small proportion of the text even men-
tions modern research, the student using this text would have
a limited opportunity to enlarge his acquaintance with this
source of theory for public address.

The remaining two model-based texts, Sarett, Sarett, and

Foster's Basic Principles of Speech, Blankenship's Public

Speaking: A Rhetorical Perspective, while they footnote models
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to illustrate extensively, also cite a substantial amount
of support for their assertions.

Jane Blankenship's Public Speaking: A Rhetorical Per-

spective, like the preceding nine texts, has a solidly tra-
ditional perspective, but it also gives more attention to
modern research than most other texts studied in this sample,
which footnote more models than any other means of support.
The tone of the text is indicated in the preface:

My own students have enjoyed hearing about recent

experimental studies which related to what they

were studying. From time to time we have dupli-

cated an experiment or part of it in this class-

room. . . . The rationale and the subject matter

of the book reflect the heavy debt to rhetoricians

in the past who have conceived and taught a

rhetoric in the tradition of the humane studies.

The speakers of the past who have so often elo-

quently pleaded the "cause of human dignity and

the rights of free men" have contributed to no

less an extent. Whatever part of this book is

worthwhile is due to their good counsel.38

This text, then, could be described as a traditional text
with the emphasis on established rhetorical principlés, amply
illustrated primarily with speech excerpts and, in addition,
some experimental studies.

Blankenship includes a bibliography of collateral read-
ing for each chapter. Of these noted sources, thirty-seven of

eighty-six present modern research or are based upon this re-

search. Most of the footnotes (ninety-three of one hundred

387ane Blankenship, Public Speaking: A Rhetorical Per-
spective (New Jersey, 1966), p. Vvi.
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and sixty) refer to examples, but sixty-six refer to sources
of the author's informaticon and of that group, twenty-one
dealt with research. Although there is no formal study of
the history of rhetoric included there are many references
to classical sources. 1In an interesting blend of ancient
and modern, Blankenship includes in many chapters references
to classical sources, ancient and modern traditional (Aris-
totle, Whately, Winans) and also includes several references
to research studies or modern theorists such as Richards or
Korzybski. Although the format of presenting a principle
deductively and citing research to support it is generally
the same, Blankenship, in contrast to most other authors in
this group, frequently discusses, at least briefly, the re-
search she cites. For example:

Although it is difficult to know exactly how

ethical proof operates, a large number of ex-

perimental studies support the position that

the speaker's prestige significantly influences

the persuasive outcome of a speech. One study

used a single tape-recorded speech and prepared

two introductions to it. One version of the

introduction employed techniques to build the

speaker's prestige. and the other did not. The

audience hearing the speech with the favorable

introduction changed their opinion more than

did those whg heard either no introduction or

a poor one.?

While stage fright is discussed in two paragraphs with

no reference to research and there is no treatment at all of

listening, group communications, or perception, the text was

3%1pbid., . 55.
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exceptional ‘in including treatment of language as structure
in the discussion of style along with consideration of the
semantic and artistic choices available. No actual studies
are cited, but two formal references are made to research-
orienﬁed texts. Though most of the discussion of non-verbal
communication is in the traditional form of admonitions to
use visual aids, vocal wvariety, and spontaneous gestures, the
chapter on delivery does include two experimental studies
indicating the importance of delivery in effectiveness and
source credibility. In sections explaining organization,
Blankenship refers textually to research in general, indi-
cating that there is more ayailable. One experimental study
dealing with the ordering of main heads is specifically foot-
noted. The remainder of the discussion is a strictly de-
ductive presentation of principles with veiy few sources in-

dicated at all. Source credibility is handled as ethos in this

book. Isocrates is quoted and there are seven footnotes deal-
ing with experimental studies which are discussed briefly in
the text. She concludes that while research was not clear at
this point, there is some conneétion between ethos and effec-
tiveness.

In describing attitudes, Blankenship quotes two experi-
mental studies as well as guoting a social psychologist's
definition and description of attitudes. In discussing sup-

porting material she quotes a research-oriented discussion of
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the effeét of direct suggesticn in modification of attitudes.
Finally, it can be noted that the subjects of the influence
of culture on communication, small group communication, and
listening, are not discussed at all.

Public Speaking: A Rhetorical Perspective, then, is a

traditional text which relies on models for by far the great-
est part of its support, at the same time referring to a
number of ancient and modern sources for proof. The research
presented, although not large in amount,'is often discussed
at least briefly so that the student would at least have some
notion that some research had been done.

Alma Sarett's revision of Basic Principles of Speech is

more heavily footnoted (one hundred and ninety-five) than any

other models-based text except the sixth edition of Principles

and Types of Speech. However, it includes a wider variety of

types of sources and content than the Monroe text, with slightly
over one half of the footnotes (ninety-seven of one hundred and
ninety~two) referring to actual sources cited in support of
assertions while'the remainder refer to good models. The
Sarett, Sarett, and Foster text also includes a fairly extensive
bibliography of suggested readings at the end of each éhapter,
which, while it includes significantly more references to au-
thorities (one hundred and twenty-three of one hundred and
fiffymone references) also includes twenty-eight references to

research. The formal references to authorities are, for the
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moét part, twentieth century writers., Textually, however,
there are numerous references to classical theorists,and a
few of these are cited formally in the suggested readings

bibliographies.

This text contains over twice as many footnoted refer-
ences to research as any other text except those discussed in
Chapter IV. The research cited formally is sometimes also
discussed in the text if only in general terms, though not as
fully as in Blankenship's text. This amount of research would
make it appear that the text would be more appropriately placed
in another category. Two factors make these figures deceptive.
While many assertions are supported, the number should be con-
sidered in proportion to the size of the text. This is one of
the more lengthy texts in the sample. Secondly, the research
cited is primarily restricted to three subjects——perception,
culture, and attitudes.

In some instances general references are ﬁade to research
without any specific documentatién, and in other instances, such
as in the discussions of listening, organization, and source
credibility, the sizeable body of research available is not
mentioned at all, although in the instance of source—credibility,
ethos in the classical sense is discussed. On other subjects
only one or two references are made to research. Stage fright
is ﬁentioned énly very briefly in the context of movement and
gesture, and the only source cited there is a 1908 reference

to William James.
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The communication process is discussed in detail, and one
reference is made to a research source. Semantics is not dis~
cussed that thoroughly but some semanticists such as Irving J.
Lee and S. I. Hayakawa are cited as authorities in a variety of
places involving group communication or language, and in this
section two appropriate experimental studies are cited formally.
While the subject of the influence of linguistics on communica-
tion is not discussed directly, two linguistic scientists are
cited in footnotes in the context of the use of voice and in
this same section one iinguist is cited textually as well.

Non-verbal communication is first discussed as one of the
variables in the communication process. However it is treated
in a dedﬁctive manner and the only sourée cited is James Winans.
It is discussed further in the chapter, "Movement and Gesture,"
where William James is quoted and one bibliography reference is
made to research in non-verbal communication. Although this
same source on non-verbal communication is later cited formally
in the chapter on oral style, the research is not textually \
discussed in the context of movement and delivery.

The most fully documented by research of the subjects
treated by Sarett, Sarett, and Foster are perception, culture,
and attitudes. There are discussions of perception as a communi~
cation variable whichbare supported with research in four sepa-
rate sections of this text: those dealing with the speaker, the

communication of ideas, language, and organization. There are
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nine footnoted references although three are to the same
~source. This research is referred to textually but in a
generalized way as "but all research thus far indicates . . ."40

The subjects of culture and attitudes are also treated in
severéllsections of the becok. The influence of culture is dis-
cussed in three separate sections and each time research is
cited in suppéft. In the section dealing with the quality of
the able man, in the discussion of the relationship between
language and culture and in the discussion of the perception
of organization, research is formally cited. 1In all, five
different research sources are cited, one of which is cited
four times. Other examples of cultural differences are noted
in the text without formal documentation.

Attitude research is cited in three sections of the text.
Attitudes are briefly defined in the discussion of the speaker,
and at this point six research~oriented sources are listed in
a single footnote as examples of available soufces. Attitudes
are further discussed in relation to their effect on the per-
ception of ideas. Here two sources are cited although one of
those is somewhat dated. 1In the section in which adaptation
of ideas to attitudes is discussed, two studies are discussed
textually and formally cited. Two psychologists are quoted

specifically and in addition thirteen psychologists are listed

40Alma Johnson Sarett, Lew Sarett and William Trufant
Foster, Basic Principles of Speech, fourth edition (Boston,
1%966), p. 52.




42

in one footnote as representatives of the self actualization
"school" of psychology.

In the fourth edition of Basic Principles gg‘Speech,

which primarily depends upon the use of authority for support
and speech models for illustration, Alma J. Sarett has in-
cluded at least enough research that the beginning student
might be expected to realize that some such research is avail-
able at least in the areas of the influence of perception,
culture, and attitudes on communication. On the other hand,
when it is noted that the research was thus limited to three
subjects, and when it is considered in proportion to the
length of the text, it becomes more apparent that the thrust
of the éuthor‘s choices was not in the direction of using
modern research as a pervasive kind of support.

Taken as a group, the texts in this sample whose foot-
notes refer more to illustrations than to either authorities
or research, while they vary in many ways, in general offer
a classical or at least traditional orientation toward rhe-
torical principles. Characteristically these principles are
illustrated very fully with speeches or excerpts from speeches,
but the principles are sometimes otherwise unsupported. With

the exception of Sarett, Sarett, and Foster's Basic Principles

of Speech and Jane Blankenship's Public Speaking: A Rhetor-

ical Perspective, these texts offer very little in text or

footnotes to acquaint the beginning student with modern re-

search in communication. Even in these exceptional texts,
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the research presented is handled deductively and is far
from a positive kind of support, while in the majority the
guantity of research varies from none at all to a small pro-

portion of the total sources cited. Monroe's Principles and

Types of Speech and Bryant and Wallace's Fundamentals of

Public Speaking, while they do nct include so much research

in the text or footnotes, would offer the student some re-
search sources in the form of suggested readings bibliographies.
It is perhaps worth noting again, especially since it is not
true to this extent of any other segment of this sample, that
nine of the eleven texts in this model-based texts category

are revisions of previously published texts, and one of the re-
maining two is based at least in part on other books written

by that author. The only wholly new publication in this group

is Jane Blankenship's Public Speaking: A Rhetorical Perspec-

tive, one of the two which utilize a substantial amount of

research-based support.



CHAPTER III
AUTHORITY~BASED TEXTS

The thrust of the thinking of the authors of the seven
texts discussed in this chapter is in the direction of (1)
citing sources in support of assertions more cften than
illustrating those assertions, and (2) choosing more support
from authority than support based upon modern research. The
seven texts fall into two groups based upon the total number
of sources cited, with considerable difference between the
two groups. The authors of the first four texts actually
cite fewer sources than most of the texts discussed in Chap-
ter I. None of the four texts discussed here cites more than
twenty-eight actual sources; however, their choices, when
they do footnote formally, are in the direction of authorities.
The four texts which cite under fifty sources vary in the
total number of footnotes cited from thirty-three down to ten.
The texts are:

William K. Grasty and Mary T. Newman, Introduction
to Basic Speech

Wilbur E. Gilman, Bower Aly, and Hollis L. White, An
Introduction to Speaking

David C. .Phillips and Jack Hall Lamb, Speech as Com-
munication

D. A. LaRusso, Basic Skills of Oral Communication

.44
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The remaining three texts include well over one hundred
footnotes

Otis M. Walter and Robert L. Scott, Thinking and
Speaking

Virgil L. Baker and Ralph T. Eubanks, Speech in
Personal and Public Affairs

John F. Wilson and Carroll C. Arnold, Public
Speaking as a Liberal Art

In general the two groups of texts discussed in this chapter
differ in the quantity of theory and amplification offered in
the expected direction,with the first group using substantially
less than the latter. The.four texts which cite fewer than
fifty sources can be further sub~diyided in terms of those that
cite research as well as authorities and those that do not:
Gilman, Aly and White, and Grasty and Newman do not cite re-
search, while LaRusso, and Phillips and Lamb do. Book-by-
book examination reveals considerable variety within the two
main groups in terms of content and emphases.

The text in this group which cites the fewest sources,

Grasty and Newman's Introduction to Basic Speech, contains a

total of ten footnotes, none of which refers to any type of
research. However, if the chapter bibliographies can be taken
as an indication of the authors' sources, they are largely rea-
sonably recent texts with a traditional orientation. Of the
thirty bibliography citations, the six exceptions to that state-
ment all occurred following the chapter on group discussion,

where five reasonably recent journal articles reporting small



W
(o)

group research and one research-basad book are included. 1In
terms of content, while it lacks classical overtones re-
flected in references to classical writers, it cer%ainly does
not reflect either communications theory or communications
researéh. There is no discussion of such topics as the com-
munication process, culture, linguistics, listening, percep-
tion, or semantics. It does have a thoroughly deductive and
traditional presentation of basic principles in keeping with
the statement in the preface‘that "the chapters which follow
provide practical ideas about successful speaking which have
been accumulated, tested, and proven since the days of the
Greek rhetoricians."l

Similarly, Gilman, Aly, and White do not include any

references to research in footnotes, nor do they include any

bibliography in their text, Introduction to Speaking, which

is essentially a student resource book. Of the twenty-five
footnotes, most (fourteen) refer to authorities, although

. eleven others cite the sources of exampleé given. Twelve of.
the fourteen references to authorities refer to another text
by the same three authors, and the remaining two refer to the
1932 edition of Sarett and Foster's text or to James Winans'

Public Speaking.

In terms of content, no reference is made to listening,

culture, perception, semantics, linguistics, or to the

lgilliam x. Grasty and Mary T. Newman, Introduction to
Basic Speech (Beverly Hills, California, 1969), p. X.
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communication process. The presentation is entirely de-
ductive, and on thecretical issuves the student is frequently

referred to The Fundamentals of Public Speaking, also by

Wilbur E. Gilman, Bower Aly, and Hollis White. For example,
in reference to "plans of motivation," the footnote reads,
"For an explanation of these plans, see. . .Fundamentals of

Public Speaking. . . "2 1t appears to be the intention of the

authors to present the briefest explanation of the essentials
of preparing and presenting various types of speeches, and
since most theory is omitted, so also are the references to
research or any other type.of support for such theory. 1In
any case, the student reader of this text would have no way
of knowing anything about relevant modern research as a re-
sult of having read this book.

Both of the next two texts, Phillips and Lamb's and
LaRusso's, refer to some research although they do so in a
different way. Phillips and Lamb's text shows influence of
both traditional and communication schools. In the acknowl-
edgments the authors indicate a substantial debt to David K.
Berlo and add,

This is not to say that he would agree with what

is in this book. We have a feeling that he might

not, for most communications people seem to be-

lieve that it is not possible to tie together the
traditional ideas of speech making and the modern

2Wilbur E. Gilman, Bower Aly, and Hollis L. White,
Introduction to Speaking (New York, 1968), p. 85.
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conceptions of communications. However, we are

indepted to Dr. _Berlo for opening our ideas to

a new approaclh.

Phillips and Lamb cite sources in the text in a casual way
as well as formally in footnotes. 1In addition, while they do
not include any formal bibliography, they do include a series
of excerpts from the writing of various authorities at the
end of each chapter. They quote some rhetoricians of the past
as well as those of modern times and a few sources from re-
lated fields.

The casual notations in the text are quite casual, in-
frequent, and are not ctherwise documented. In discussing
motive appeals, for example, the authors state:

One of the first research studies conducted in

the motivational research area did not start

out to measure motivations. In the so-called

"Hawthorne studies" the amount of light and other

factors were varied to determine their effect on

worker productivity. It was found that making

working conditions either better or worse re-

sulted in an increase in worker productivity.

Many social scientists concluded that the reason
. . .was that one group was singled out from the

other groups.
This is the most specific of the textual references since the
others just refer to "research studies." The formally docu-

mented references in this text are too few in number to use-

fully categorize beyond noting that five of the fourteen

3pavid C. Phillips and Jack Hall Lamb, Speech as Com-
munication (Boston, 1966), p. vii.

4

Tbid., p. 82-83.
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footnotes referred to research or research-oriented sources.
One study is noted with reference to the value of visual aids
in aiding listeners. COCne research-based source dealihg with
listening is noted twice, while a quotation from a research-
based source is noted in the context of barriers to communi-
cation, and a final one is noted in the context of adaptation
to audience attitudes. In each instance, the footnote follows
either a quotation or a brief explanation of the findings of
a study. These references are presented in a way very simi-
lar to the example involving the "Hawthorne studies."

Following the presentétion of principles in each chapter
is a section called "Material for Tﬁought and Discussion,"
where relevant excerpts are included in the text. In the en-
tire text there are ten excerpts from various research sources;
thirty-two from various authorities, including Aristotle,
Quintilian, George Campbell, Richard Whately, and Hugh Blair;
and four from sample speeches. The ten research excerpts are
distributed among four chapters. One dealing with non-verbal
research and one referring to the communication process are in-
cluded in two separate chapters, while the chapter on group
communication includes two research-based excerpts. Finally,
three research-based sources are included on the subject of
understanding the audience.

The content includes more modern approaches than either
the footnotes or bibliography suggests. The communicatipn

process, listening, non-verbal communication, perception,
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source-credibility are all discussed. The only subjects
omitted entirely are culture and linguistics. However, the
presentations in all of these areas are entirely deductive,
and the student-reader's concent of the relevance of modern
research to this text would have to be limited by the small
number and generalized nature of the references included.
Like Phillips and Lamb, Dominic LaRusso cites research

in his Basic Skills of Cral Communication, and although

LaRusso's text is considerably smaller (114 pages compared
to 202 in Phillips and Lamb's text), it contains over twice
as many footnoted references to other sources in support of
assertions.

LaRusso presents his sources in three ways: suggested
chapter readings, formal footnotes, and very general textual
references. The total of the bibliography entries, while not
large, is weighted slightly in favor of research, with seven-
teen research sources and twelve authorities. These are
listed in groups of three to six at the end of each chapter.

In the introductory chapte;, LaRusso says of his book
that it "strives to define the essential ingredients in
successful communication."® He does so concisely and with
very little support beyond his explanations of the basic

principles. Although he cites dramatically fewer sources

5D. A. LaRusso, Basic Skills of Oral Communication
(Dubuque, Iowa, 1967), p. viii.




than the next three texts to be discussed, he cites more

than any one of the preceding three texts, with a total of
thirty-three sources, fourteen of which refer to research,
fourteen to authorities, and two to models., The authorities
cited are diverse, and especially in view of the small number
of each type, useful categorizing is not possible.

The research cited is less varied. There are nine
references scattered throughout the text which refer to
psychologists such as Mead, Overstreet, and Rogers. With the
exception of two direct quotations, these footnotes appear
to document an idea in the text but are without textual refer-
ence to the source. For example, a footnote referring to
Overstreet follows the statement that

In truth the modern citizen's judgments and actions

are governed largely by the nature and efficacy of

mediators which stand between him and the various

phenomena making up his environment. Throughout

the history of mankind, certain individuals or

groups have seized upon this opportunity and have

sought to cgntrol others by directing the mediat-

ing agents.

The point is that the student-reader's only guide to Over-
street as the source of that idea is the footnote. This is
characteristic of much of the documentation in LaRusso's book.

In addition to these more general references, there are
some specific experimental studies cited. One experimental

study and one research-based book are cited in reference to

listening, Two studies deal with retention of ideas and are

61pid., p. 35.
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cited in the chapter on delivery in the context of delivery
technigques which enhance retention of ideas. One additional
study dealing with order effects is included in the dis-
cussion of organization. 1In each of these instances, as in
the reference to various psychologists, there is no textual
reference to the research or source; rather, a conclusion is
presented in the text, and the footnote indicates a source
for that idea.

While the text does not include direct references to
sources, there are occasional oblique references which would
suggest the existence of relevant research. These references
are without formal footnotes. For example, in the chapter on
listening, LaRusso writes,

Fortunately, advances both in research and train-

ing have brought knowledge necessary to repair

and develop the physical as well as the psycholog-

ical aspects of listening. . . . Most significant;

however, new research in dissecting the listening

experience has revealed it as a complex, complicated,

mercurial but teachable adventure.

@
For the 'student of rhetorical theory there are other hints in
the text that LaRusso's sources are probably, at least in part,
research-based. For example, in the text of his discussion of
the analysis of the situation, he observes,

. . .it has been found that Tuesday, Wednesday,

or Thursday are better days for the more formal,

complex or important communications. So too with

the various hours of the day. People tend to be

more alert, interested and motivated during the
early morning and afternoon hours.

’1pid., pp. 97-98. 81pid., p. 72.



The summary reminders at the end of that chapter are:

1. People listen more discriminatingly during the

morning hours.

2. Talks are less effective if more than forty-five

minutes long.

3. Poor lighting and ventilation distract more than

ambient noise.

4. Audience seating should be controlled by the

speaker.
5. Listener response is affected by the physical
site.
However, it would certainly be too much to expect the student
in an introductory course in public speaking to recognize re-
search findings here without any other guide than the type of
content included.

One last observation about LaRusso's text should involve
the content he excludes. While LaRusso discusses attitudes,
listening, non-verbal communication, organization, source-
credibility, and very briefly (in two short paragraphs) stage
fright, no reference is made to the communication process,
culture, group communication, linguistics, perception, or se-
mantics.

LaRusso's text, then, while it may very well be thoroughly
supported by research findings, does not include very much in-
formation that would so inform the beginning student. It is a
deductively presented text which includes few references to

sources of any kind, in comparison to the next three texts to

be considered.

91pid., p. 76.
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The remaining three texts to be considered in this chap-
ter cite significantly more sources than the texts just dis-
cussed, (over one hundred each compared to under fifty each).
Among the three texts citing the most sources, the difference
is primarily in the number of authorities cited. That is,
the three texts are guite comparable in terms of the number
of research sources and the number of models cited; but where
Wilson and Arnold cite ninety-six references to authorities in
formal footnotes, Baker and Eubanks cite sixty-eight, and Walter
and Scott cite fifty.

Walter and Scott offer a variation of the traditional text
which is slightly different in approach from the other two

texts in this group. Walter and Scott's text, Thinking and

Speaking, as the title implies, emphasizes the interrelation-
ships between thinking processes and rhetorical processes. Re-
ferring to their sources, they state in their preface:

We are indebted to the disciplines outside our
own: many philosophers, psychologists, and
sociologists have been energized by the same
problems that produced this book. Especially
do we owe a heavy debt to the great rhetori-
cians of the past 2,500 years whose visions

we may have only partly caught. If the book
has merit it is traceable to these sources.

If it lacks merit, the fault is ours.

While the difference is not as great as in the other two texts
in this category, more authorities are cited than any other

type source, with models a close second. While there are

lOOtis M. Walter and Robert L. Scott, Thlnklng and Speak—
ing, second edition (New York, 1968), p. viii.
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fifty authorities and forty models cited, slightly less

than a fifth (twenty-two) of the total sources refer to
research. Walter and Scott do not include any type of bib-
liography but do cite formally in footnotes those sources
mentioned in the text. The content differs from both Wilson
and Arnold's and Baker and Eubank's texts in that, while the
cited authorities are more often than not classical, or ‘at
least traditionél, rhetoricians, the book itself does not con-
vey the classical emphasis that characterizes especially
Wilson and Arnold's text énd, to a somewhat lesser degree, the
Baker and Eubanks text., Walter and Scott choose to discuss
rhetorical history in only one page. Often they do not dis-
cuss the author of an idea in the text; instead, -they state

a principle, then in a footnote, cite the source. Consequently,
while many sources are in the classical tradition, the text
does not emphasize this. Wilson and Arnold, in contrast, de-
vote Chapter Two of their text to a history of rhetorical
principles and rhetoricians, categorize their principles in
terms of the classical canons of rhetoric, and frequently dis-
cuss in the text the classical view of a given principle

along with the varying interpretations through the-years

since classical times.

The research cited in Thinking and Speaking is heavily

ccencentrated in the chapter "Developing Confidence," where

over half of the research (twelve of the twenty-two references) -
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is cited. This chapter, according to a footnote, is a
revision of a journal article written by_one of the authors.
Nine of the sources cited in that chapter refer to specific
studies, and the other three refer to research-based sources.
The rémaining ten citations are evenly scattered through the
book; however, nine of these sources deal with the subject
of audience attitudes,and two sources are noted three times
each to account for six of these references. The remaining
reference is to Ralph Nichols' listening research,which is
noted in general, both in the preface and in one footnote to
chapter eight, "Listening Analytically,“ as providing the
basis for many of their conclusions about listening. ("Any-
one who writes about listening must acknowledge a debt to
Professor Nichols' extensive work. The authors have drawn
stimulation and many ideas from his research and writing.“)ll
However, the research is not discussed directly or indirecﬁly
in the text,but rather, a series of suggestions is presented
for improving li;tening. The research utilized in this text,
then, is primarily stage fright research, research relevant
to analysis of audience attitudes, and, in general, listening
research. |

This text is distinctive, both from the other authority-
based texts and from other texts more dependent on modern
research, in the kinds of content omitted from the text.

Audience adaptation is treated in terms of Kenneth Burke's

1l1pid., p. 135.
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"identification." No reference is made to Aristotle's
categories of logical, emotional, and ethical appeals. While
it is true that they do suggest that the speaker establish
common ground with the audience except with individuals and
groupé the audience already accepts and that a speaker should
qualify his sources, it is also true that they do not other-
wise discuss the principle of either source credibility, as
modern theoreticians discuss it, or ethos in the classical
sense. Furthermore, the discussions of adaptation, motivation,
use of reasoning, etc., are presented very briefly in the form
of how-to suggestions either in the chapter "Adjusting Ideas
to the Audience" or in some of the'chapters in Part II, "Work-
ing with Ideas." (The chapters in Part II involve speéific
instructions about "thinking and speaking" about problems,
causes, solutions, definitions, values, etc.) There is no
discussion at all of the communication as a process, or of
linguistics, perception, semantics, or cultural influences in
communication. While organization and delivery are discussed,
there is no reference made to research on either subject.

The text, Thinking and Speaking, by Otis Walter and Robert

L. Scott, can be summarized as a fundamentally traditional
text with a special emphasis on thinking as related to speak~
ing. Deductively presented rhetorical principles are sup-
ported primarily by authorities and illustrated by models,
with slightly less than one fifth of the footnotes referring

to modern research.
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Though their approach and content differ considerably,

in Speech in Personal and Public Affairs, Baker and Eubanks

use references similar in proportion and kind to Walter and
Scott's, although they cite more in number. In addition to
the séventy formally footnoted references to authorities,
Baker and Eubanks include thirty-five references to research
sources and fifty-five references to models. Unlike Walter
and Scott, and Wilson and Arnold, they include chapter bib-
liographies which are heavily weighted in favor of author-
ities, containing one hundred and nineteen references to
authorities and ten to research sources.

Baker and Eubanks describe their text as an "attempt to
relate the 'methods and sources' of oral discourse directly
to value-theory." They go on to say with reference to their
sources that, "In this effort we have drawn heavily on norm-
ative value~theory as it has been developed in certain phases
of logic, ethics, and aesthetics, and in the behavioral
sciences of politics, anthropology and social psychology."
fhey later specifically note their indebtedness to Richard
Weaver for rhetoric as a carrier of values and to Harold P.

Lasswell for value—theory.12

Their emphasis in content on
value-theory is unique among the texts studied here although
their sources appeared to be much like those of other texts.

They include numerous references to modern traditional texts,

leirgil.L. Baker and Ralph T. Eubanks, Speech in Personal
and Public Affairs (Wew York, 1965), p. vii.
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to modern journal articles in the field of rhetoric along

with a few references to classical writers such as Aristotle,
Quintilian and Cicero, and finally,a few references to speaker
studies. In terms of content, they include a brief history

of rhetorical theory, though not in any sense as complete as
that presented by Wilson and Afnold, who are perhaps thelmoét
thorough in this regard.

It is in content rather than in sources cited that the
emphasis Baker and Eubanks give their material becomes ob-
vious. For example,while most traditional speaking princi-
ples are presented, their emphasis is on the idea that com-
mitment to given values determines the choices made. They
suggest, in discussing the quality of a good speech, that it
is one that is "well-organized, well delivered, and that

serves the common good."13

In addition to their treatment of
traditional content, their emphasis is also illustrated in

the inclusion in Part II, Understanding the Speech, of the

chapters, "What a Speech Is," "Speech as a Civilizing Force,"
and "Speech and £he Pursuit of Ideas," each of which more
specifically involves value-theory.

While including some unusual emphases, Baker and Eubanks'
of course, also choose to omit other ideas. The research-
oriented content which they choose to omit entirely includes
these subjects: language, in the sense of linguistics or se-

mantics; perception; and communication as a process. Twenty

131pid., p. 134.



60

of the research sources they cite are in two sections, the
chapter on stage fright and the chapter on listening. Eight
experimental stage fright studies are cited along with three
other research-oriented sources. Eight experimental listen-
ing studies were cited in foctnotes,and a total of eight re-
search sources are cited in the bibliographies for these two
chapters. Five experimental sources are cited in the dis-
cussion of organization, two are cited in the discussion of
style, and three in reference to voice production. Five more
miscellaneous research-oriented books are cited to document
general quotations related to psychology. Textually, this
research is presented with varying degrees of fullness. 1In
some instances, general conclusions of "modern research" are
presented in the text, and then the footnote contains one or
two sample studies. For example, in discussing stage fright
in speech practice, a number of studies suggest that a rea-
sonable amount of nervous tension enhances the speaker's

14

effectiveness. This statement is footnoted, and the footnote

contains reference to two experimental studies, one dated
1937, and one 1959. 1In other instances, the author of the re-
search is mentioned directly in the text, as in:

The appropriate time to begin creating that sense
of need is in your introduction. The late Carl
I. Hovland and associates, after extended experi-
mental research at Yale University, concluded
"Presentation of information relevant to the sat-
isfaction of needs after these needs have been

l41pia., p. 25.



aroused brings about greater acceptance than an
order which presents the_information first and
the need~arousal second.

Baker and Eubanks go on in the text to give exampies and apply
this conclusion to speech-making, and then they include the
complete citation of the source in a footnote. In still other
instances, the research is not only mentioned and documented
textually but is explained at least briefly,as in:

The evidence of research, as we saw earlier,
suggests that the major cause of most stage
fright is lack of raining and experience.
Studies conducted by Kinsley and Dickens con-
firm Low and Sheets on this point. Kinsley,
after interviewing sixty prominent speakers
reported that all of them had experienced
"great reduction in stage fright since their
early speaking careers," and felt that "their
stage fright had diminished most within the
first year of speaking." Dickens found that
80 percent of a selected group of students
showed "marked increase in both poise and con-
fidence" after having taken a _course at the
college or university level.

In this case two footnotes giveée the complete citations of the
research, which was dated 1950 and 1954,

Speech in Personal and Public Affairé, then, is a text

thch contains a basically traditional presentation of speak-
ing techniques although the overall approach strongly reflects
value~theory, as well. The research presented is especially
concentrated and most discussed in the chapters on stage
fright and listening, although there are other references

scattered through the book. In addition, the research is

151pia., p. 186. 161pia., p. 29.



[o3]
[

occasionally discussed in some detail, especially in con-
trast to, say, Walter and Scott's text or Wilson and Arnold's
text, which is‘the next text to be considered.

Cf all the authors of the seven authority-based texts,

,

Wilson and Arnold in Public Speaking as a Liberal Art, the

only text in this group which is among the ten most used
texts, cite most sources. Wilson and Arnold's text is aptly
described in their preface:

In revising Public Speaking as a Liberal Art we
have weighted again all that was said in the
first edition, tried to say it better, intro-
duced new topics where experience showed they
were needed and updated evidence from recent
research to increase the book's usefulness. . . .
The exposition is traditional in that it rests

on knowledge and hypotheses developed over many
centuries. It is modern in that emgirical evi-
dence undergirds much that is said. 7

The fact that they use ninety-six references to other author-
ities, in proportion to twenty-five references to research,
indicated the degree to which their "exposition is traditional."
They cite sources in the form of formal footnotes and, like
Walter and Scott, do not offer any type of bibliography. The
authorities referred to are sometimes classical but more often
are modern traditional texts or modern journal articles on
classical principles. The presentation is deductive, and while
it is illustrated with excerpts from speeches, theée are pro-

portionately fewer than in those texts which rely more heavily

1730hn F. Wilson and Carroll C. Arnold, Public Speaking as
a Liberal Art, second edition (Boston, 1968), pp. v-vi.
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on illustrat_ion° For example, Wilson and Arnold footnote
ninety-six authorities and fifty-one illustrations, while
Sarett, Sarett, and Foster, a comparable model-based text,
cites, in contrast, almost the exact reverse--ninety-four
models and fifty-two authorities.

Tﬁe research footnoted constitutes a little over 13
percent of the total sources cited and is, for the most
part, not discussed in any specific way in the text. 1In
most cases the text contains a general statement, such as
"some research suggests that perhaps the speaker's char-
acter is the most potent of all the means of persuasion in
the short run only. . ."; the footnote then refers to a re-
search source, but the research is not discussed in any

further detail.18

The research is distributed somewhat evenly
through the text, rather than focused in particular chapters.
In two different chapters there is a total of seven footnotes
related to attitude research, three of.which cite specific
studies. There are two references each on the subjects of
organizational effects, vocal pitch, and empathetic responses.
The discussions of the subjects of selective perception,
listening, group discussion, and source credibility each in-
clude one research source cited, while the discussion of oral
and written style includés one fcotnote which cites four ex-
perimental studies. 1In addition to the experimentally ori-
ented research cited, there is one speaker study used as an

example.

181pid., p. 162.



The general tone of this book is heavily on the side
of a traditional study of rhetoric. Wilscn and Arnold in-
clude considerably more of an historical nature than any
other text in this sample. However, while the presentation
of modern research is sketchy, at best, and is presented in
a deductive manner, this text does acknowledge some repre-
sentative examples of modern research in rhetorical theory.

The texts comprising the group of authority-based texts,
while they utilize varying emphases, are basically traditional
in approach and differ from the model-based texts more in
number of authorities than in kinds of authorities. That is
to say that both groups rely primarily on some combination
of three kinds of authority: the authority of classical
sources, traditional texts, or the credibility of the authors
of the text. The authors of the model-based texts simply used
more examples and fewer of theée three kinds of authorities.
In some cases it is also true that there is decrease in the
amount of theory presented which corresponds with the de-
crease in sources cited formally. None of the texts which
rely primarily on authorities use modern research to any
great degree. The three texts (Walter and Scott's, Baker
and Eubanks' and Wilson and Arnold's) which utilizé research
findings to the extent that the student-reader would be aware
of such research, do so in a deductive manner, and the dif-

ference is,again, more in terms of guantity. All three of
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these texts also cite many more sources classed as author-
ities, as well as more examples, than the other texts in this
authority~based group. Research findings still constitute

a relatively small proportion of the support offered. Here
again; as was true of the model-based texts, some texts do
offer as many formally footnotéd references to research as
some of the research-based texts. Walter and Scott, and
Wilson and Arnold, in general do not discuss the research

they cite, but both footnote over twenty research sources.
While Baker and Eubanks do discuss some of the thirty-five
footnoted research sources textually, the effect is somewhat
limited by the fact that most of the research cited is con-
centrated in two chapters. The thrust of the thinking of the
authors of these texts, then, is clearly in the direction of
reliance on traditional authorities for support as they de-
ductively present the traditional rhetorical principles, with
occasionally varying emphases, and with fewer footnoted ex-

amples than are used by the authors of the model-based texts.



CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH-~BASED TEXTS

In his foreword to Murray, Phillips, and Truby's text,

Speech: Science-Art, Russel Windes cbserved:

With the acceptance of the belief that complex

human behavior can often be best understood

through the study of human communication, schol-

ars in the social. sciences and humanities during

the past decade have turned their attention to

new forms of communication and new methods of

research., Their studies have produced substan-

tial changes within the discipline. . . L
The substantial changes Mr. Windes spoke of are most evident
in the six books to be considered in this chapter. While
there is considerable variety among these six books in terms
of the quantity of research cited, in the methods of pre-
senting the research, and in tﬁe content discussed, the thrust
of the thinking of the authors of these texts differs signif-
icantly from those considered in Chapters II and III.

A few differences are apparent when these texts are com-
pared as a group to the rest of the sample. Seven texts out
of the total of twenty-seven in the sample considered cite in
excess of ninety actual sources, either research or authori-

ties. Four of the seven were among the six books which rely

primarily on research-based sources for support of their

lElwood Murray, Gerald M. Phillips, David J. Truby,
Speech: Science-Art (Indianapolis, 1969), p. V.
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assertions. - In addition to citing overall more sources,

most of the authors of texts inciuded in this categorv refer
to research on most subjects they discuss at all. The con-
tent they choose to include alsc serves to separate these
authofs from those previously considered. All of the texts

in this category cite research associated with small group
communication and theory,while only two of the authority-
based texts and two of the model-based texts include this

type of research. In contrast to three authority-based texts
and three model-based texts, all of these research-based texts
cite research in non-verbal ccmmunication. While two model-
based texts and four authority-based texts cite some of the
research in organizational effects, again, all of the research-
based texts included this type of research. Where perception
is discussed in only two other texts in thé entire sample, five
of the research-based texts include discussions of it, and four
of the discussions are supported with research. Four of the
six research-based texts includeiresearch—supported treatments
of interpersonal relations, while none of the other texts in-
clude this emphasis. Five out of six of the research-based
texts cite research in attitude-change, listening, source-
credibility, and the communication process. In the remaining
twenty-one texts of the sample, nine cited attitude research,
ten referred to listening research, seven to research related
to source credibility, and three cited research in the com-

munication process. On the cother hand, none of the research:



based texts include citations of research related to se-
mantics although four of them include discussions on the
subject.

While the research-based texts share some commonalities
in sources and content, they varied significantly in apprcach
and utilization of these sources, as the book-by-book exam-
ination should reveal. This group of texts can be usefully
subdivided on the basis of the total number cf focotnotes in-
cluded. Three of the six texts in this group included under
one hundred and fifty footnotes, and the remaining three in-
cluded substantially over one hundred and fifty footnotes.

It'should be remembered that individual texts considered
in Chapters II and III cite significantly more research than
the other texts in these chapters and, in fact, numerically
more footnotes than the research-based text which cites the
fewest footnotes. There are three such model-based texts:

Jane Blankenship's Public Speaking: A Rhetorical Perspective,

Eisensen and Boase's Basic Speech, and Safett, Sarett, and

Foster's Basic Principles of Speech. Blankenship includes

twenty-one research-based sources, Eisensen and Boase cite
twenty-three, and Sarett, Sarett, and Foster footnote forty-
five research-based sources. There are also three authority-
based texts which include twenty or more research-based

sources: Walter and Scott's Thinking and Speaking includes

twenty-two, Baker and Eubanks' Speech in Personal and Public
Y epeesll AU

Affairs includes thirty-five, and Wilson and Arncld's Public



Speaking as -a Liberal Axt includesg twenty-five. Each of

these texts differs from the texts to be considered in this
chapter on the basis of some combination of the following
three factors: (1) Some cite research but do not discuss
it in<the text in any way. (2) Cthers cite research on only
one or two or three subjects, while the rest of the text does
not mention research at all. (3) In proportion to the size
of the text and the cther support offered, the research does
not stand out.

The text in this group including the fewest footnotes

was Speech: Science-Art, by Elwood Murray, Gerald M. Phillips,

and J. David Truby, which included thirty-nine footnotes, nine-
teen of which referred to research. The manifest difference

in tone, content, and sources between this text and those
previously studied is made clear in the préface:

We regard human communication as the end product of
the social sciences, the culminaticn of scientific
investigation and the ultimate of artistic expres-
sion. The hyphen in the title of this book, Speech:
Science-Art, indicates that science and art join in
the act of communicating, scientific knowledge and
artistic skill are synthesized into one. It also
implies that there is a unifying basis for the frag-
mented communication taught today. This unifying
basis is the total human personality in interaction
with other personalities. . . .This volume pertains
only to an outline of the science-art of communication.
It will need continual revision as results are ob-
tained from scientific investigations and artistic
endeavors. Much of what is included here comes from
general semantics and related methodologies. There
are also important contributions from phenomenal and
cognition pﬁychologies as well as group dynamics and
sociodrama.

27pid., p. viii.
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The numerical account of kinds of sources in footnotes
and bibkliography does not fully reveal the difference in the
sources cited in this text. They are, without exception,
modern sources, most of which were published since 1950. The
authorities cited are also quite different authorities from
those most cited in most other texts in this sample. The
single footnote referring to a traditional source is one 1915
reference to James Winans. The only traditicnal bibliography
entry is a 1925 journal article on the classical tradition.
The remainder are modefn authorities outside the classical
rhetorical tradition. Many,as is indicated in the portion of
the preface quoted, are general semanticists or are drawn from
"related methodologies.”

The number of footnotes is alsoc deceptive in conveying
the degree of dependence on research-based scurces, and the
extent to which a student might be aware of their reliance on
research sources. The authors' sources are presented in bib-
liography, footnotes, text;and some research is presented in
the text but not documented in any way. The bibliography in
this text is arranged in groups of three to five suégested
readings following each chapter and,in addition, a "selected
bibliography" at the back of the book. All seventy-seven
entries in the bibliégraphies were published in this century,
most since 1950. Thirty-six of the sources were research-
oriented sources, and the remaining fifty were modern author-

ities, seventeen of whom were semanticists. All the
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bibliography entries are briefly annotated. The effect of
the footnotes is reinforced by the fact that the sources are
usually mentioned in the text if a footnote is used. 1In
addition to the formal references, there are occasional text-
ual references to research, which are undocumented. Some of
these textual references actually describe the results of the
research, as in this example:

Our retention of a message will also affect our

behavior. For instance, one authority has tested

message retention and after many years of work in

this area cencludes that we retain only about five

percent of any given message over a period of time.

This means that ninety-five percent is not retained

and is essentially lost.

In many other instances there are briefer undocumented refer-
ences to "researchers" or "psychologists" in the presentation
of principles.

The authors make formally footnoted references to research
in the areas of small-group communications, non-verbal communi-
cation, the communication process, perception, and some phys-
ical disorders. These references are fairly evenly distributed
through the textl Related to the discussion of small group
communication, which is supported by four sources, there is a
special emphasis on interpersonal communication, suppofted by
three additional footnotes. There are six research sources
cited in support of the communication process: one each in

support of the discussions of perception and non-verbal com-

munication, and three related to physical problems. While

31pid., p. 36.



there are no formal footnotes cited in support, several

other subjects which are usually research-based are discussed
in the text. Source credibility is discussed briéfly without
reference to research, as is attitude change. While semantics
is thoroughly discussed, there is no research cited. Culture
as an influence on communication is discussed in the text, and
there are relevant sources in the biblicgraphy; but no sources
are cited in the text or footnotes. Organization is not dis-
cussed at all in the traditional sense,and there is no refer-
ence to research. Neither are there discussions of listening
or linguistics. Stage fright is mentioned only briefly in the
text, where there is a textual reference to an experimental
source included in the chapter bibliography.

This text, then, is an exception to most of the texts in
this sample, inAthat on one hand it cites few sources, compared
even to some authority or model-based texts; but at the same
time, the author's choices in the footnotes cited are clearly
in the direction of research-based sourceé,and the tone of
fhe content demonstrates that this is the thrust of the
author's thinking. Of all the texts in this sample, this one
is most fully committed to modern interdisciplinary sources,
virtually to the exclusion of more traditional sources. The
presentation of ideas is, nevertheless, thoroughly deductive;
and.in view of the infrequency of the footnotes, the annotated

bibliography and general textual references probably do most
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to make the stuvdent~reader aware of the existence of modern
research in this field.

In contrast to Speech: Science-Art, Wiseman and Barker's

text, Speech: Interpersonal Communication, represents, in a

limited way, more of an effort to blend the traditional and
more modern approaches. In their preface, Wiseman and Barkér
indicate their desire to create such a blend:

Much of the recent knowledge in the areas of
cocmmunication and general semantics has brought
greater understanding to the students of speech
and/or communication. Often this information

has not been integrated into contemporary speech
textbooks or has not been reduced to the practical
level. . . .In this book the traditional rhetorical
concepts have been used as a foundation upon which
to base newer communication precepts. These com-
munication precepts are placed in perspectives
suitable for the beginning speech student. The
eclectic approach incorporated in this work is
derived primarily from the areas of general se-
mantics, creative problem solving, guidance, and
social psychology as well as speech. With these
areas in mind the authors have developed specif-
ically for students, a practical approach for
communication.

Wiseman and Barker cite sources in both bibliography and foot-
notes, and in both instances a majority of the sources cited
refer to modern research. The bibliography is arranged in the
form of from seven to eleven suggested readings at thé»end of
each chapter. Of the ninety-three sources cited in this man-
ner, fifty-seven refer to research-based sources. Among the

thirty-six authorities cited, there is a substantial number

4Gordon Wiseman and Larry Barker, Speech: Interpersonal

Communication- - (San Francisco, 1967), p. xi.




of semanticists and other modern writers, as well as a
few references to traditicnal authorities.

The text includes fifty-eight footnotes, forty of which
refer to research. Even among the fifteen authorities cited,
none wQuld be called classical. Some of the footnotes are
used to suggest further readings, rather than to document
the source of an idea; but, with that exception, footnoted
research is usually mentioned in the text. These textual
references are not lengthy, however, and do not include ex-
planations of the research, but are restricted to a presenta-
tion of the conclusions. This excerpt from the discussion of
organizational techniques is representative:

What are the effects of drawing the conclusion

for the audience as compared with leaving the

conclusion implied? Studies regarding this

question have differed in their findings. Cooper

and Dinerman found that implicit messages (those

which let the audience determine the conclusion)

influenced the more intelligent members of a group

while the less intelligent members failed to under-

stand the message.

In addition, there are other textual references of a very gen-
eral nature to research, such as this comment on the subject

of stage fright:

This uneasiness is often termed stage fright and
a great deal of research and experimentation has
been conducted in this area. References to this
research may be found at the end of this chapter.6

Ibid., p. 76.

1bid., p. 57.
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Like Murray, Phillips, and Truby, Wiseman and Barker include
research-supported content slightly different from that in
texts considered in other chapters. Wiseman and Barker's™
presentation is exceptional in that they support their pres-
entation with five footnoted references to research.

Wiseman and Barker support most fully with research the
topics of the communication process, organizational techniques,
non-verbal communication, and group communication. The dis-
cussion of the communication process is supported by three
references to specific studies and five references to research-
oriented sources. The chapter dealing with organizational tech-
niques includes references to seven studies. The discussion of
non-verbal communication in the chapter, "Communication With-
out Words," 1is supported by four references to research.

The subjects of attitude change and listening, though less
fully supported, contained two documented sources each. The
section on listening is a series of programmed lessons devel-
qped by Wiseman and Barker, validated by £heir research, to -
which the footnotes in this section refer.

Several additional subjects are discussed, but without
reference to research at all. Stage fright is mentioned in
one paragraph in the text, and research is noted in the bib-
liography;but the discussion is not otherwise supported.
Semantics and perception are discussed without any reference

to research. There is an indirect reference to culture as an
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influence on communication in connection with interpersonal

-

communication,but it is not developed or supported in any
way. The authors of this text chose to omit discussions of
linguistics or source credibility. |

In summary, this text indicated a reliance on modern
research in content, footnotes, and bibliography. In the re-
verse of many texts considered in Chapters I and II, where
the authors of this text say they use "traditional rhetorical
cencepts" as a foundation, they rely heavily on modern sources
with few footnote references to traditional sources. The de-
ductive presentation of principles is supported with rela-
tively few sources, compared to the other modern research-

based texts.

Baird and Knower's Essentials of General Speech, one of

the most-used texts according to Gibson's survey, while it
fits into the category of a text whose authors chose to cite
more references to modern research than any other type of
support and who cite fewer than one hundred actual sources,
it is in content, balance of choices in sources, and in gen-
eral approach, somewhat divided between the modern and}the
classical. Theirs is a text firmly rooted in the classical
tradition, but they make clear in their preface that they are
concerned with updating their text, by saying, "Much of this
edition has been updated in its treatment of communication,

in its use of examples and in its citation of the literature
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in the field."’

Tt certainly cennct be challenged that their
citations of literature ¢ reflect much of the most recent
research. They footncte more examples (thirty-one) than any
other text in this group and also footncte ninety-six actual
sources, fifty-six of which refer to modern research. Their
biblio§raphies of suggested readings at the ends of chapters
include one hundred and fourteen references to modern research
and ninety-six to authorities, many of whom are traditional.
The bibliographies in this text contain more references to
modern research than the bibliographies of any other text in
the sample, and the entries are by far the most up-to-date.

In addition to their very complete bibliographies, Baird
and Knower cite sources in their text and in footnotes. They
often refer to authorities in the text by name only, espec-
ially when citing classical writers. Occasionally research
sources are also included in the text, although the research
is not discussed in detail, and most suéh instances involve
the presentation of conclusions,as in this excerpt from their
discussion of organization:

Gulley and Berle in their investigation of speech

structure in relation to attitude change concluded:

'The best advice the rhetorician can give the

speaker is that the climactic order seems slightly

preferable. Yet this advice must be qualified in-

asmuch asBOne cannot "guarantee" more effective
results.'

7A. Craig Baird and Franklin H. Knower, Essentials of
General Speech, third edition (New York, 1368), p. vi.

81pid., p. 93.
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In other instances, the :text refers to “research studies,"
which the footnotes than specify, and in a few cases, un-
published studies are briefly mentioned but not documented
beyond the textual references.

Their footnotes are sometimes used to suggest a variety
of sources rather than to specifically document the source
of an idea. In the chapter on the use of logic in persuasion,
they have a footnote following the statement:

It is only when the listener's emotions have been

conditioned by logic that the logical appeal re-

sults in action. Thus even the use of logic to

prodgce agtion is dependent ultimately upon the

emotions.

The foctnote suggests six sources of "points of view about the
aims of persuasive speaking by argument and debate."

It is sometimes difficult to determine whether a specific
footnote is intended to suggest further reading, as some
clearly are, or to indicate the author's source of some infor-
mation. This is especially true when a general statement is
footnoted with no textual reference to the source. 1In at
least one instanée,the problem is especially noticeable since
there is an actual discrepancy between the text content and the
footnoted source. In their discussion of persuasion,Béird and
Knowexr appear to equate conflict with cognitive dissonance:

Effective persuasion succeeds by creating. . .cognitive

dissonance in the subject that the acts of escape from
his unhappy awareness of the problem. Cognitive

9Ibid., p. 223.
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dissonance is that tvpe of motivated state which
causes the listener to want to act. If he is in
this state he is most apt to be ready for the action
you suggest. To create this readiness for action by
the listener, the speaker should know something of
the drives which motivate men.l

The footnote for this comment refers to Leon Festinger's 2

Theory‘gg Cognitive Dissonance. However,on page thirty-

nine of that book, Festinger says,

The person is in a conflict situation before making

a decision. After having made the decision he is

no longer in conflict; he has made his choice; he

has, so to speak, resolved the conflict; he is no

longer being pushed in two or more directions simul-

taneously. He is now committed to the chosen course

of his action. It is only here that dissonance exists

and the pressure to reduce this dissonance is not

pushing the person in two directions simultaneously.ll

The research cited is distributed through the book rather
than focused in particular chapters, or on particular topics.
The discussion of organization techniques includes references
to nine studies in four footnctes and one reference to a re-
search~oriented book, in addition to references to classical
and traditional authorities. The chapter on discussion in-
cludes four footnoted references to research, two of which are
mentioned textually. The discussion of non-verbal communi-
cation includes three references to research, one dated 1938

and two dated 1945. Although attitude-change is not dis-

cussed in the behavioral sense, the presentation of persuasive

01pig., p. 250.

1l eon Festinger, A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance (Stan-
ford, 1957), p. 39.
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technigues is supported with three fcotnoted references to
research. While source credibility is not discussed in any
separate section, there is one relevant study cited in the
context of peréuasion. Two experimental studies in the
field of semantics are cited in the chapter on "Developing
Confidence" although none of these studies is discussed
textually.

The chapter on listening includes one experimental study
related to why people do not listen, but no other listening
research is cited. While the introductory chapter includes a
discussion of the communication process, there is no refer-

ence made to research in this regard. The word perception is

mentioned in passing in connection with understanding ideas,
but as a concept it is not discussed or supported in any way.
Baird and Knower note that anthropologists have done research
relevant to communication but culture is not otherwise dis-
cussed except for the statement that "language is culture."
Similarly they mention that linguists have done research but
do not discuss linguistics or even the value of that research.

The content of Baird and Knower's The Essentials of Gen-

eral Speech is characterized by deductively presented in-

structions to the speaker in a traditional format, with some
textual and some footnoted reference to both traditicnal and
modern sources. The effect of the citations of research
sources is somewhat dulled by the frequent lack of clear text-

ual ties between the sources and footnotes. In many instances,
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instruction; are given, and then the footnote refers to scme
research. In such cases the student-reader's only guide to
a source other than the author would ke the footnote number.
The student-reader would, however, find a noticeable amount
of research cited in the Ffootnotes and bibliographies. While
the toﬁe of the text is less in the direction of research-
orientation than the other texts discussed in this chapter,
it is more so than the texts considered in Chapters II or III,
Each of the last three texts to be considered in this
chapter includes significantly more research than Murray,
Phillips, and Truby's, Wiseman and Barker's, or Baird and
Knower's texts, as well as more than any of the texts consid-
ered in Chapters II and III. ©None of the last three texts
cites fewer than eighty-eight research sources, while no other
text in the sémple cites more than fifty-six research sources.
Each of these three texts, in addition, includes more than
one hundred and fifty total footnotes.'

In Communicative Speaking and Listening, also one of

Gibson's most-used texts, while Oliver, Zelko, and Holtzman do
not use a bibliography, they do utilize a significant amount
of research in support of their assertions. Eighty-nine of
the one hundred and eighty-four formal footnotes document
research-based sources. .This is in keeping with their stated
purpose:

We have tried rigorously to exclude not only need-
less repetition but alsc materials reflective merely
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of common~sense observation. When the results

of research (by scholars in speech psychology,

social psychology, sociology or any other field)
appears to be relevant and helpful, we have sought
to base our observations upon the established con-
clusions. When judgments have to be formed through
critical and evaluative interpretations, we have
sought to relate what is generally concluded by ex~-
perts in speech with the conceptions of philosophers,
anthropologists and other students of human behavior
« - « .In our view this revision has been developed
within the age-long tradition of rhetoric in accord-
ance with the insights and knowledge from the studies
in communication theory, interpreted in terms of
generalized educational concepts and aims.

The authors are certainly respectful of classical writers and
refer to them periodically. 1In two places brief discussions

of the historical development of rhetoric are included. How-
ever, they emphasize the need for testing classical assumptions.
They include a balance of kinds of supporting material, refer-
ring by footnote eighty-nine times to research, seventy-one to
authorities, and twenty times to models or examples. When
advice is offered deductively, they stress that it is tested
adivce: "This book attempts to make available to its readers

. « .not just traditional advice, but tested advice whether it
wl3

is traditional or new. Quite often the advice is presented

deductively in the text along with a phrase such as "research

indicates. . ."; then the source is given specifically in

the footnote. Thus, the authors say,

12Robert T. Oliver, Harold P. Zelko, Paul D. Holtzman,
Communicative Speaking and Listening, fourth edition (New
York, 1968), p. 18.

131pi4., p. 14.



A linguistic message--from utterance toc rec-

ognition--is coded, transmitted and decoded.

But that is not all. Experimental studies in-

dicate that who is perceived as the scurce of

the message determines, in part what message is

received and more importantly, how the listener

will respond.
Their.footnote refers the reader to a survey or research in
Ethos published in a speech journal.

Details of specific studies are not discussed in the text.
In fact, the aathors often seem to assume an acquaintance with
principles and terms associated with such research, such as
"high need for cognitive clarity," "latitudes of acceptance,
rejection and non-commitment," to the extent that they do not
offer even theoretical explanations of the research.

In the light of the overall quantity of research cited,
it seems unusual that this text, while it recognizes fear as
a possibility for beginning speakers and indirectly suggests
preparation as a cure, does not cite any sources or in any way
acknowledge the body of research dealing with stage fright.
ihis is especially noticeable since stage4fright research seems
to be among the types of research most frequently cited by
other texts.

The tendency of the authors to assume understanding of
research is also reflected in their handling of the subjects
of perception, culture, and linguistics. While there is no

direct discussion in the sections or subsections of the text

which deal with these subjects, there are indirect references

141pid., p. 9.
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to the subjects, and some sources are cited from each of the
fields. There are two referencesg to linguistics, five to re-
search-based sources on verception, and one to cultural re-
search although there were references in connection with
non—vérbal communication that could also be considered to be
related to cultural research. The authors included comments
on listening (largely deductive instructions) at various
points in the text, primarily in the first section, "Funda-
mental Considerations," and in the chapters "Factors of
Listener Interest” and "Sharing Understanding." There is no
actual discussion of research in listening although there

are two footnoted references to one research-based source and
another reference to a second research-based source. Research
on organizational techniques is cited in the chapter "Persua-
sion Processes.” While the research itself is not discussed,
the conclusions of research are suggested,and three experi-
mental sources are footnoted in this context. Source cred-
ibility is discussed at four poihts in the text, and in two of
these discussions, research is cited in support of the gen-
eral conclusions. There is a total of ten experimental sources
cited, and there is one textual reference to "analysts" who
thought Tke's success was due to his image of sincerity but
who are not otherwise documented. The chapter "Communication
Behévior: Deiivery" included thirteen references tc research

in various phases of non-verbal communication. Whereas much



of the research cited in this text is qguite up-tc-date re-
search, the research cited in this chapter is somewhat dated,
with seven of the thirteen sources dated prior te 1955. The
discussions of attitudes, like those applying to source cred-
ibiliﬁy, are at various points in the text in differing con-
texts. Fifteen research-orienﬁed books are cited along With
cne experimental study. Here again, the research is not dis-
cussed. Some footnotes document particular conclusions, and
others suggest further reading. In the latter case, one foot-
note often includes two or three sources.

The chapter on the communication process similarly in-
cludes several footnotes which contain multiple sources for
further reading. Much of the total support (two thirds) for
this chapter is either specific studies or works based on
and including such studies. The research cited here, in
contrast to the non-verbal communication research cited, is
gquite up-to-date with only three of the total twenty-three
sources dated prior to 1250 and thirteen of them dated since
196C. The chapfer on group processes contains a relatively
deductive presentation with less emphasis in the text on re-
search than in some other chapters. While the authors do
acknowledge that the research exists and include footnoted
suggyestions for further reading, there are fewer textual
reférences to the research than, for instance, in the dis-

cussions of attitudes. Five of the twelve footnotes refer
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to research-based sources. Two additional footnotes contain,
respectively, three and five research-based sources. In
addition to these, chapter eleven, "Shared Understanding,"
includes references to three studies in small group processes.
The textual references to research in this area are espe-
cially abbreviated, to the extent that most students would
need previous acquaintance with small group research or some
explanation in order to understand them. For example, the
total discussion of research relevant to participation in
discussion reads,

Recent research on small group processes and

phenomena shows that factors such as role, self-

and emotional involvement (with subject and with

other people) tend to influence a member's be-

havior and contributions more than do logical

factors of thought process. Some of the specific

factors are attitude, adaptation, and conciliatiogn,

orderliness, brevity, directness and listening.

Communicative Speaking and Listening, then, includes a

substantial number of references to research and a textual em-
phasis on tésted advice which recognizes the presence amd value
of moderﬁ research in communication. The advice is presented
in a deductive manner, suggesting the conclusions of research
but usually not discussing the research itself. While the
authors include some references to most types of research, ex-
cept that dealing with stage fricht, they use substantially

more in their discussions of source credibility, non-verbal

151pid., p. 286.°
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communication, the communication process, attitudes, and
group processes than they use in the other subjects they
discuss.

The fifth text to be considered in this chapter, Zelko

and Dance's Business and Professional Speech Communication, is

somewhat exceptional in several respects. It is the only one
of the texts considered which is developed for use in speech
courses particularly adapted for business and professional
speaking situations. This factor has significantly influenced
the amounts and kinds of research included. It is also ex-
ceptional in that while numerically there are a few more refer-
ences to authority, it is included in this section since the
overall emphasis is more similar to the other research-based
texts than to any of the authority-based tgxts.

Documentation of sources in a formal sense occurs in foot-
notes and in the chapter bibliographies of suggested readings.
A total of eighty-one bibliography sources are cited, twenty-
one of which are research-based sources. The one hundred and
eighty-eight footnotes are fairly evenly distributed, with the
ninety~-two authorities and eighty-eight references to research-
based sources but no footnoted examples or speech models.

The authorities cited in this book differ from those in many
texts in keeping with the special slant of the content toward
business although there are a few references to classical

rhetorical sources.
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The research presented is handled variously. Occasion-~
ally, further reading, including some research, is mentioned
in the text or footnoted as in this example: "The results of
research .have been interpreted by many writers iﬁ the journals
and books with the result that a. . .manager. . .would have to
be working in a backwoods environment. . .to have failed to

nl6 The footnote for this

notice the unmistakeable conclusions.
statement lists a compilation of studies. In other instances
the results of research are mentioned in the text with the
source appearing only in the footnote. Conclusions of some
research are presented very briefly, ("We know that the more
sensory pathways utilized, the greater the learning, the more
completé the amount, and the longer the time for retention
and recall.“l7) while in other cases the research is explained
more thoroughly, complete with tables of findings. The pres-
entation, however, is basically deductive even when research
is utilized: the research validates or illustrates the authors’
previously presented conclusions. |

The kinds of research included reflect the whole emphasis
of this book, which is on speaking situations peculiar to busi-
nesses and professions. Especially is there an emphasis on
interpersonal and group communications, applicable to busi-

nesses. This is the‘only text in this sample to refer to

16Harold P. Zelko and Frank E. X. Dance, Business and Pro-
fessional Speech Communication (New York, 1965), p. 20.

17

Tbid., 'p. 10.
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studies in personnel management communication. While se-
mantics and linguistics are not discussed at all and percep-
tion and culture are each mentioned only briefly, supported
by one research source, much more emphasis is placed on the
commuﬁication process, small group communications, and lis-
tening. The discussion of the communication process was
documented with five research-oriented sources and two ex-
perimental studies; the discussion of small group communi-
cations includes six references to studies and three to
research-oriented sources; and the presentation of information
on listening was supported by eleven studies and five research-
based sources. Related studies in management communication
are cited in eighteen instances, and ten examples of research-
oriented work in interpersonal relations were cited. As would
be suspected, the bulk of the book deals with the subjects dis-
cussed above. The discussion of public speaking is more brief
(four of eleven chapters) and less thoroughly supported by
research findings although some are cited. Six studies are
cited demonstrating the value of studying speech. The sub-
jects of attitudes, source credibility, and organization are
supported, respectively, by five, three, and two research-based
sources. Non-verbal communication is discussed traditionally
with the exception of one general, undocumented reference to
pupilmetrics iesearch.

This text reflects the major emphasis upon speech for the

businessman or professional, and while a significant amount of
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research is utilized, it is more heavily concentrated in the
areas of interpersonal relations, group communication,
and listening and is presented in a primarily dedﬁctive
manner.

The text citing the largest number of sources in foot-

notes is the second edition of Speech Communication: Fund-

amentals and Practice by Raymond Ross, the third book dis-

cussed in this chapter which is among the most-used texts.
While Ross does not include a bibliography, he does formally
footnote extensively. In fact, this text refers formally to
more sources (two hundred and twenty) than any other text in
this sample. 1In addition to formally citing sources, Ross
also informally refers to some sources without footnoting.
Of the sources cited, a substantial majority (one hundred and
seventeen) are research-based, with sixty-nine authorities
and twenty-seven models. He indicates his intent for the
book in his preface when he says,

This book is an attempt to revitalize the time-

tested arts and skills of good public speaking by

adding to them a knowledge of modern communication

theory. . . .This is primarily a public speakihg book

containing the best of the old emphasis on skills

of language, thought, voice, action and rhetoric.

But it also updates and modifies the gld with the

best of the new theory and research.t

Ross's handling of his material could be compared to Jane

Blankenship's since both deal with classical ideas and writers

lSRaymond Ross, Speech Communication: Fundamentals and

Practice (New Jersey, 1970), p. vii.




and both alsc uss research. However, their emphases are
almost reversed. Where Blankenship focuses on the rhetovrical
tradition and illustrates with scme research, Ross uses the
traditional rhetoric as a starting point which he amplifies
and extends in a behavioral vein.

The substantial amount of research to which Ross refers
is handled in gquite a variety of ways. Ross sometimes uses
as examples very informal observations which he does not
document in any formal way, as in the chapter on "Bodily

”

Action," when he says, "Through observations made in an Ef-
fective Supervision course (in which eight to twelve students,
typically foremen, formally rate the teachers), the evalua-
tions of the otherwise generally equal instructors were in
favor of those who stood while communicating."ll9 Occasionally
the conclusion of some research is stated in the text but with-
out textual reference to the research. In these cases the

only guide is the footnote. 1In one instance the text reads:
"Our memory like our perceptions may become less dependable

under severe forms of emotional duress." The footnote cites a

study reported in the Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychol-

ogy, but there is no textual reference to the study.20
The research which is really discussed in the text is
handled in one of three ways: (1) It may be discussed but not

footnoted. This occurs usually when the research is discussed

191pid., p. 79. 201pid., p. 45.
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a second timée; the first time it ig footnoted, but after
that, although the same study may be cited again, it is often
not footnoted again. (2) The second possibility is that the
study and its conclusion may be briefly discussed:

A study of racially offensive words found that

at least some of the two hundred and twenty-

three Negroes surveyed in 1964 viewed the fol-

lowing words as derogatory in almost any "Negro-

non Negro" situation. The words asterisked

indicate that the non-Negro sample (two hundred

and fifty-one non-Negroes) viewed the words as
significantly less derogatory than did the Negro.

The list of words follows.21

(3) The final possibility is
that the research may be discussed quite fully with both the
procedures and the conclusions explained in detail. On pages
164-167 a post World War II study undertaken by the War De-
partment is compared to a study by Janis and Lumisdaine. Both
studies, dealing with one-sided versus two-sided presentations,
are explained in detail, the results described, and tables of
the findings presented. Whereas the pfeviously mentioned
study of racially potent words was explained in a brief para-
graph, tﬁese twe studies are discussed in three and a fourth
pages.

Ross's treatment of other sources is much the same as his
treatment of research-based sources; that is, sometimes he
uses examples or refers Eo a classical source which he does

not document further, but most sources are formally footnoted.

2l1pia., p. 55.
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This is, in general, a text which is supported very gpecif-
ically rather than relying on deductively presented general-
izations. There are enough examples and authorities,
especially classical ones, for the student to be aware of the
classical contributions to rhetorical theory, and in addition,
the combination of the quantity of research-based sources and
the varied but often extensive discussions of research pro-
duces an impression of definite emphasis on modern communica-
tion research.

As might be expected, in view of the gquantity of research
cited formally, research-based sources are distributed through
most of the text, although the chapters "Psychology in Per-
suasion" and "Emotion and Confidence"” are especially replete
with this type of support. Viewed from the point of view of
the kind of research cited, a good deal of variety is apparent.
In discussing the communication process, Ross cites four ex-
perimental studies and nine research-based sources. The dis-
cussion of listening is included as a subaivision of the
chapter "Speech Communication Processes" and is supported by
two studies and three research-based sources. The subject of
perception is also included in this chapter and is supported
by nine research-based sources and seven experimental studies.
Six of these sources deal with the perception of non-verbal
communication and could thus fit either category. Five addi-
tional experimental sources are cited with reiation to non-

verbal communication in four other chapters: two references



in the chapter “Purpose and Delivery in Speaking" and one
each in the chapters "Bodily Action," "Preparing and Orga-
nizing the Speech,” and "Presenting Information."

Research involving organization procedures is also
spattéred through the hook. HNone of this research is cited
in the chapter dealing with organization, but specific advice
involving particular types of speeches is given at the point
in the text where that type of speech is treated; and this
advice is often supported with research. Six studies and five
research-based sources are cited in this context. The atti-
tude research cited is concentrated primarily in the chapter
on the "Psychology of Persuasion." TFour experimental sources
and fourteen research-based sources related to attitudes are
cited. Source credibility is discussed briefly‘in the chap-
ter "Psychology of Persuasion, and two experimental studies
are cited there. Chapter Two, "Emotion and Confidence,"
mentioned earlier as being one of the chapters in which re-
search is particularly noticeable, includes nine stage fright
studies and three research-based sources. In the chapter in-
volving group processes, five experimental sources and nine
research-based sources are cited. Four miscellaneous étudies
are cited: one vocal rate study and three studies involving
the_use of humor. Language-related research is>the only cat-
egory of research considered here which is omitted from this

text. Although there is one study of the effect of lcaded
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language, there are no other references to semantic studies
and no studies related to iinguistics. Semantics is dis-
cussed, however, but is supported with references'to author-
ities or examples.

Ross's text is perhaps the text from this sample which
most utilizes research findings. Certainly no other text so
thoroughly represents the variety of research available. It
is alsoc the one which most inductively presents discussions,
although it is not consistently inductive. Ross's discussions
of perception and of the psychology of persuasion seem to be
handled inductively. Research findings, authorities, and ex-
amples are presented leading to conclusions. However, the
presentation of advice on delivery and group processes 1is
clearly deductive, in spite of the experimental support. In
these instances, admonitions are offered then illustrated
with supporting material. In any case it is apparent that
even the most unobservant student-reader of this text would
be exposed to some research in modern communication theory. .
| The research-based texts considered in this chapter not
only cite more research than any other type of support but
in other ways convey the emphasis on modern research. These
texts include textual discussions of research as well as
footnoted references to the research. Further, the research
is aistributed throughout the text rather than concentrated

in particular sections or on particular subjects only. All



the texts considered in this chapter cite research in a
variety of sﬁbjectsu Particularly noticeable is the in-
creased attention to the comuunication process, perception,
culture, and an interpersonal-relations emphasis distinct

from group discussion. The resulting overall impressicn of-
any of these texts is of much more empghasis on madern re-
search than is true of any of the texts discussed in previous
chapters.

Three of the texts, Ross's, Bailrd and Knower's, and
Oliver, Holtzman, and Dance's, have noticeable classical em-
phases underlying their modern approach. The other three do
not negate classical values; they just do not mention them
noticeably in the text and footnotes.

The authors of research-based texts seem to place an
emphasis on footnoting sources more than do the authors of
model-based or authority-based texts. Five of the six texts
in this chapter use over fifty footnoted references to actual
sources. There are only five more texts in the entire sample
that include that many actual sources, and seventeen do not.
The authors of research-based texts also seem to footnote
fewer examples. This is not to say that they illustrate less,
but merely that they rarely footnote sources of examples. No
author of a research-baséd text footnoted more than thirty
examples.

As was true of the model-based and authority-based texts

as well, the presentation of principles in most instances is
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deductive. The only difference in the research-based texts

is that the deductively presented principles were more often
supported by research. Raymond Rosg is the only author
studied in this sample who presents in an inductive manner even
a parf of the principles he discusses. The thrust of the
thinking of the authors of the research-based texts, then,
seems to be in the direction of freguently citing sources in
support of mostly deductively derived principles, of including
more research sources than any other type in footnotes, and

of presenting more research-oriented content than is typical

of either the model-based or the authority-based texts.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

fhis chapter will begin with a reveiw of the results of
a survey of the types of research available to text writers.
This will be correlated with, first, a final look at each
group of texts as a whole; second, an examination of the
sample from a different perspective; third, a review of the
total sample as a group; and finally, a list of suggested
conclusions.

As a preliminary to this study, a brief survey was made
of the amounts and types of research included in the "modern
theory" section of the bibliographies, pub;ished annually,
for the general speech field. These bibliographies were first

published in 1947 in the Quarterly Journal of Speech; then,

after 1950, in Speech Monographs. This survey is limited

in several respects. It is a very general survey intended
only to give a perspective of what broad types of research
were readily available to writers of textbooks. No attempt
has been made to quantify exactly, inasmuch as the studies
were not examined individually but, rather, classified on the
basis of the title. Instead, the focus is on the percentage
of the research published in each of the general categories.

The survey is also limited in that it examined only the



Quarterly Journal of Speech and Speech Monographs bibli-
el hubnsial i 4] .p

ographies and is thus as limited in scope of research con-
sidered as they are.

It was found that in the years between 1247 and 1968 the
over eight hundred studies and research-based bocks listed in
this bibliography were readily grouped into fourteen cate-
gories: stage fright, listening, organization, source cred-
ibility, attitudes, group processes, non-verbal communication,
the communication process, semantics, linguistics, perception,
culture, methods of reéearch, and a miscellaneous category.
The only category included that might reqguire some explana-
tion is the one labeled "attitudes." This category included
all reséarch relevant to creating attitudes (giving informa-
tion) or changing attitudes (persuasion). There were some
sub-categories which could have been used, such as the use of
fear-threat appeals; but none of these smaller categories
accounted for as much as 1 percent of the total studies; so
additional categories did not seem useful. The result is one
éategory considerably larger than any of the remaining thir-
teen categories and consequently used more frequentiy by text
authors than most of the other categories.

It should also be noted that while the category termed
"methods of research; includes 9 percent of the total entries,k
it is not really pertineﬁt to these texts since those studies

are more relevant to the student of research than to
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the beginning speech student interested in the results of
research that might aid in his understanding of human com-
munications,

It is perhaps useful to note at this point the propor-
tion 6f the total research found in each of these categories:

Stage fright

Listening

Organization

Source Credibility
Attitudes 3
Group Processes
Non~verbal Communication
Communication Process
Semantics

Linguistics

Perception

Culture

Methods of Research
Miscellaneous

AW WHR IO TN W
00 o0 00 AP o A0 o 00 O d° o dP dP oP

This information will be especially helpful as a refer-
ence point as the variety of research used by the texts in this
sample is reviewed,

Having looked at the texts in this sample individually, it
should now be of value to re-examine each group more closely as
a group, the entire sample as a group and to seek to draw some
conclusions. The reader will recall that these books are grouped

-using the type of supporting material the author footnbtes most
frequently as the discriminating factor. The first group, the
model-based texts, are those texts which included more foot-
notés which document illustrations or speech models than any-
thing else. The second group, the authority-based texts, is

composed of texts in which the author included more footnotes
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referring to. authorities than any other type. Finally the
research-based texts are those in which the author footnoted
more references to research-oriented sources than to either
authorities or models.
The model-based group of texts discussed in Chapter II
is revealed more clearly if viewed in two particular ways:
(1) in terms of the overall approach to the subject and (2)
in terms of the research which was cited. Over one half of
the sample is included in this group of texts, and six of the
ten texts which are among the most frequently used texts in
beginning courses in public speaking are a part of this group.
The overall approach of the authors of the model-based
texts discussed in Chapter II is, characteristically, tradi-
tional. Some refer directly to classical sources, while others
cite traditional but somewhat more recent éources,and still
others discuss the principles of public speaking in a tradi-
tional manner but with few references to any sburces at all.
Most indicate that their sources are two-fold: the rhetorical
theory of the past and the observation of great speakers. This
explains the guantity of examples footnoted in these texts.
In all of these texts the emphasis is in the direction of il-
lustrating stated principles rather than validating or proving
these assertions or inductively leading to conclusions. In
eacﬁ of these.texts more of the footnotes refer to the author
of an example than tc proof sources, whether authority or re-

search. The authors of all these texts at least discuss t+he
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following subjects on which a significant amount of research
has been published, although some of them do so without refer-
ence to that research: stage fright, organizatioﬁ, source
credibility, attitudes, and delivery. All but two texts refer
to listening, and all but three, to group procedures. The em-
phasis on some of these subjects differs from the emphasis of
texts discussed in Chapter IV (the research-based hocks). To
these authors, "attitudes" are discussed mainly in the context
of motive appeals, oftgn with general references to psychol-
ogists ranging from William James to Abraham Maslow. Source
credibility is discussed in most cases as ethos in the clas-
sical sense. Delivery is discussed, not in the broad sense
of non-verbal communication, but more narrowly, as physical
behavior in delivering a speech. Finally, group procedures
are in every case discussed in terms of problem~solving group
discussions, not in terms of interpersonal relations. Again,
the authors' choice of subjects and the treatment of those
subjects reflect the overall traditional approach of the
writers of the model-based texts.

Most of the texts in this group (72 percent)
cite some kind of research. However, only one, Sarett, Sarett,
and Foster, cites research on a variety of subjects. While
this text cites research on ten of the twelve major kinds of
reséarch, it should be remembered that most of it is concen-
trated on three of the subjects. Blankenship's text cites

the next widest variety of research, six types. Looking at
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the entire group c¢f model-based texts, some reference is
made to research on organizational technique in two texts,
or 14 percent of the model-based texts. The same thing

is true of research in group communication, linguistics,
perception, and cﬁlture. Some research related to the com-
munication process is cited in three texts, or 21 percent
of the model-based texts. Four texts (28 percent of these
texts) include some reference to research in stage fright.
Research relevant to the subjects of listening, source
credibility, and non-verbal communication is found in fivé
texts or 36 percent of this group. .The kind of research
most frequently cited is research relevant to attitudes

or attitude change. This type of research is found in

50 percent of the texts in this group. In contrast, 86
percent of the texts in this group not only cite no re-
search but make no reference of any kind to the subjects

of linguistics, perception, culture, or group communication.
The gquantity of research cited is clarified further by not-
ing that only three of the texts in this group include as
many as twenty references to research. Of these threé, one
cites twenty-one references, one twenty-three, and one forty-
five. The remainder of the texts in this group cite fewer
than thirteen research sources. In the entire group of four-

teen texts, only two gave any discussion of the research cited.
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The significance of these figures may be increased by
noting again that six of +he ten most-used texts are in this
group. They are:

McBurney and Wrage's Guide to Good Speech

Auer and Brigance's Speech Communication

A, H. Monroe's Principles and Types of Speech

Bryant and Wallace's Fundamentals of Public

SEeaking

Eisensen and Boase's Basic Speech

Blankenship's Public Speaking: A Rhetorical
Perspective

Examined as a group, they do not differ greatly from the entire
category in overall quantity of research cited although they
do differ in the particular kinds of research cited most. The
quantity ranged from none to twenty-three sources. Five out
of six cite research in attitudes, and threé, or half the group,
cite research in source credibility and in non-verbal commun-
ication. Research in listening, organization, and the com-
munication process is cited in t@o of the six books. In the
group of six books there is one that cites research in stage
fright, one that cites research‘in linguistics, and one text
that makes the only references in the group to both semantics
and group processes. None of these texts either discusses or
citesresearch.in the areas of perception or culture. One of
the most-used texts, McBurney and Wrage's, cites no research
at all. Blankenship's is the only one which discusses the

research cited and the only one which cites research in as
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many as six of the twelve subject areas in which the sur-~

vey of the Epeech Monographs bibliography indicates a sub-

stantial amount of research is available. The most-used of

the model-based texts, then, would not offer much to acquaint

the séudent with modern research relevant to rhetorical thecry.
As a group, the authority-based texts cite more sources

in footnotes than the group of model-based texts. On the

other hand, the authority-based texts average about the same

percentage of research sources as the model-based texts and

have less variety of kinds of research than do the model-based

texts. In this group, also, only one text which cites research

discusses it in any detail, and that text, Baker and Eubanks',

only cites research in four of the subject areas in which re-

search is readily available. However, five of the seven author-

ity-based texts include some reference to research. They are:

LaRusso's Basic Skills in Oral Communication

Phillips and Lamb's Speech as Communication

Walter and Scott's Thinking and Speaking

Baker and Eubanks' Speech in Personal and Public
Affairs

Wilson and Arnold's Public Speaking as a Liberal Art

'All seven of these texts recognize classical and traditional
gources, occasionally with somewhat unusual emphases, as in
Baker and Eubanks' value-theory emphasis. Some authcrs mention
modern theory as cone of their major sources, but they appear to

actually cite an amount of research comparable to the small
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amount cited by the mcodel-hased texts. Two cite less than
fourteen research sources, and thres cite twenty-two, twenty-
five, and thirty-five research-based sources. On the other
hand, this ehtira group covers a slightly wider variety of
subjects although some authors discuss these subjects with-
out reference to research. Again, those subjects most closely
related to traditional emphases of rhetoric fare best. Thus
all seven texts include discussions of stage fright, orga-
nization, attitudes, and delivery. All but one include dis-
cussions of source credikility and group processes. In con-
trast, the communication process is discussed in only two of
the books. This is also true of the subjects of semantics and
perception. Linguistics and culture are not mentioned in any
of the texts in this group. It cannot be said, however, that
these texts are uniformly classical or even traditional in
presentation. The consistent points which can be made with
reference to the presentation of the material by these authors
are: (1) that they vary a great deal and (2) that none of
them is strongly oriented toward modern research or the sub-
jects related to communication theory.

The research which is cited is less varied than in the
model-based group. In the authority-based group, research
is'cited in eight cf the twelve subjects surveyed. Five of the
seven (or seventy-three percent of the texts) éite research
sources in attitudes. Four texts include discussions of lis-

tening, and all of these four use research sources to support
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their discussions. B&Although all of the texts discuss orga-
nization, delivery, and stage fright, only three include
research sources in organizational techniques, two cite re-
search in non-verbal comnunication; and two cite research

in stage fright. The text which included the widest variety

of research, Wilson and Arnold's Fublic Speaking as a Liberal

Art, is the only text in this group to include research in
source credibility, group processes, or perception. This
text is, incidentally, the only text in this group which is
among the ten most-used texts.

The authority-based group of texts, then, is a smaller
group, only half as big as the model-based group; overall it
cites mdre sources in support of assertions than do the model-
based texts but cites a comparable amount of research sources
and actually less variety of research than is used by the
model-based texts. Considering these observations, and since
only one of the texts offers any discussion of the research
cited, it must be concluded that the authority—based}texts
offer no more than the model-based texts in terms of acquaint-
ing the student-reader with relevant research in coﬁmunication.

As would be expected, the research-based group differs
from the two preceding groups in general approach, the sub-
jects treated, the qﬁantity of research, and the variety of
research. The general approach in each of these texts in-
cludes in some way a major emphasis on modern sources. Some

texts exclude ‘traditional references, while others emphasize
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updating or validating the traditicnal principle
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six texts include modern scurces as major contributors to
rhetorical theory.

The research-based texts, unlike the previous two groups,
include some references to each of the twelve subjects on
which é substantial amount of research has been published.
This is not to say that all six texts discuss all twelve sub-
jects, but that some reference is made to each of the twelve
subjects by at least one of the six tekts. All of the texts
did give space to discussions of stage fright, attitudes,
group processes, non-verbal communication and the communica-
tion process. Occasionally traditionally taught portions of
rhetoric are omitted from irdividual texts in this group; for
example, only five of them inclucded discussions of organi-
zation and source credibility. In sharp contrast to the
authority-based texts, five of the six in this group include
discussions_of listening and perceptioﬁ,while four of the six
include semantics and culture, two subjects which are omitted
entirely from all the authority-based texts. The only sub-
ject treated by less than a majority of this group of texts
is the subject of linguistics, which is treated by a single
text. The variety of subjects treated is made more notice-
able in that, to some degfee, each of these texts refers to
modern theory; if not to modern research, in the discussion of
these subjects. Where most of the authors of texts considered

in the other two grcups see rhetorical principles in a classical



or at least traditional light, the authors of these textis
look at those same principles, to some degree, through the
perspective of modern communications theory.

The six texts classed as research~based also differ from
the preceding two groups on the quantity of research cited.
Most of these texts cite more sources of all types than is
typical of this sample. In fact, three of these texts cite
more sources in support of assertions than any of the other
texts in the sample. It is noticeable, however, that these
texts cite significantly more research than any of the texts
in the other three groups. While the median amount of re-
search for the model-based texts is seven research-based
sources, and for the authority-based texts is fourteen re-
search-based sources, the median for the research-based text
is fifty-six research-based sources. There are exceptions,
such as Sarett, Sarett, and Foster's text, which cites forty-
five references to research, more than any text not in the
research-based category; but the median for the entire sample
is fourteen research sources. Notice in contrast that all
the texts in the research-based category exceed the median
number of research sources for the entire sample since they
range in number from nineteen to one hundred and seventeen
footnoted references to research-based sources. Not only do
these texts cite significantly more research numerically, but
they cite more research in proportion to the other types of

support as well. Research sources compose from 39 to 69



percent of the footnotes in *theze texts while they range
from none tc 35 percent for the model-based texts and from
none to 42 percent for the authority-based texts.

A final way in which the research-based group of texts
diffefs is that in each of the other groups it is most common
for the research in any single text to be restricted to a few
special subjects, while a range of other subjects are not sup-
ported with research and often not discussed at all. This is
not the case with the research-based texts. Three of the six
cite research in ten of the twelve subject areas, and none
cites fewer than six types of research, which is the widest
variety cited in the authority-based texts. All the texts cite
small group research, and four of the six include research in
interpersonal relations, which is not discussed by texts in
any other group. Discussions of listening, organization, at-
titude, non-verbal communications, and the communication process
are supported by research-based sources in five out of the six
texts. Four texts include research in source credibility and
perception. Three texts cite intercultural research, and two
cite research in stage fright. Semantics-related research is
cited in only one text although all the texts discuss ée-
mantics. On the other hand, one text includes references to
linguistic research but without any direct discussions of the
subject. This overall variety of research is certainly en-
hanced by the fact that in each of these six texts, sources

footnoted are also mentioned in the text.
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A final point in regard to these research-~based texts
concerns the fact that three of the six are amony the ten most-
used texts. They are:

Baird and Knower's Essentials of General Speech

Oliver, Zelko, and Holtzman's Communicative Speaking
and Listening

Ross's Speech Communication, Fundamentals and Practice

These three texts happen to also be the three of the top four
in this group in terms of the guantity of research, percentage
of research, and overall emphasis on research. They are, then,
the most research-based of the research-based texts, and by
far the most research-based of the ten most-used texts.

The six research-based texts, then, are distinctive in
that they include such a large gquantity of sources, especially
of research-based sources, that the research constitutes a
significant proporticn of the total sources footnoted and that
the research is varied and textually recognized as well as
formally foétnoted. Furthermore, these authors, like others
in both preceding groups, indicate in prefaces their intent to
acquaint the student with modern sources. They differ from
the texts previously discussed in that they actually do so.

It is perhaps useful to reorder the texts and examine
them from a slightly different perspective. If the texts are
reordered in terms of the total number of actual sources foot-
noted, a somewhat different grouping of texts occurs. The

median nunmber of total footnotes in the texts in such a
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ranking is thirty-four, with thirteen texts having less than
thirty-four and thirteen having more than thirty-four foot-
notes which refer to actual sources. The upper ocne half of
this group would include the following texts, which are here
arranged in the order of the number of real sources footnoted
in support of assertions, beginning with the least and pro-
ceeding to the text with the greatest number of sources.

Bryant and Wallace's Fundamentals of Public

Speaking (Model)
Braden's Public Speaking: The Essentials (Model)
Eisensen and Boase's Basic Speech (Model)

Wiseman and Barker's Speech: Interpersonal
Communication (Research)

Blankenship's Public Speaking: A Rhetorical
Perspective (Authority)

Walter and Scott's Thinking and Speaking (Authority)

Baird and Knower's Essentials of General
Speech (Research)

Sarett, Sarett, and Foster's Basic
Principles of Speech (Model)

Baker and Eubanks' Speech in Personal and i
Public Affairs (Authority)

Wilson and Arnold's Public Speaking as a '
Liberal Art (Authority)

Oliver, Zelko,and Holtzman's Communicative
Speaking and Listening (Research)

Zelko and Dance's Business and Professional
Speech Communication (Research)

Ross's Speech Communication: Fundamnentals
and Practice (Research)
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This group cf texts, which cite sources exceeding the
median of thirty~four, includes five of the six research-
based texts, three of the seven authority-based texts, and
five of the fourteen model-based texts. The amount of re-
search presented in this group of texts ranges from four
sources (or 5 percent of that text's total footnotes) to one
hundred and seventeen references (or 53 percent of that text's
total footnotes). A closer examination of the upper seven of
these texts, which compose the top one-fourth of the entire
sample, discloses four of the original six research-based
texts, one model, and two authority-based texts.

There is considerable variety among these texts which
share the commonality of citing many sources. They vary in
terms of the overall approach, the quantity of research cited,
and the variety of research utilized. Three of these texts
have a clearly traditional approach, another has a traditional
approach with an emphasis on updating and validating those
traditional principles, and three more are clearly research-
oriented in approach. The guantity of research varies from
twenty~fivé sources (l4ipercent of that text's footnotes) to
one hundred and seventeen, (53 percent of that text's>foot—
notes). There are four texts in this group that cite above
fifty research sources. Five of the seven texts make some
references to a variety of types of sources, réferring at least
once to research in eight to ten of the twelve varieties sur-

veyed. The remaining two utilize less variety, referring to
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four and six types of research. All but cone of these texts
discuss at least briefly in the text the research footnoted.
The top three of these texts stand out as citing substan-
tially more research than any of the others in this group.
They ﬁot only include a greater percentage, a larger number,
and the widest variety of research presented, but they also
discuss it more than the other texts who also cite many
sources.

This grouping, then, aids in emphasizing that knowing
that a text includes a large number of sources does not alone
assure that the text will include a proportionately large
amount of research; but the chances do appear to be good that
some research would be included in such a text. This is em-
phasized further in noting that five of the seven texts
utilizing the smallest number cf sources réfer to no research
sources at all.

Viewed -in terms of references to research, this sample
of twenty-seven texts is readily divided into three groups.
The group which cites the least sources and the least re-
search contains only a few (fiffeen or fewer) isolated refer-
erices to research sources. Sixty percent of the sample fit
this description. Eleven books, or 40 percent of the
sample,contaip twenty or more references to research. The
second of the three groups is composed of five of these
eleven books, and these texts refer to from twenty to forty-

five research-based sources. The research footnoted by this
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group is of limited variety, and there are few instances

of textual discussions of the research cited. However,
while the student-reader might have to look closely for

the research references in the first group, he would
certainly have somewhat greater opportunity to be con=-
scious of some research support in the texts of this second
group. The remaining six of the upper 40 percent or 22
percent of the total sample form a third distinctly dif-
ferent group. These texts go far beyond the arbitrary min-
imum standard of twenty references to research and include
from fifty-six to one hundred and seventeen references to
research. Furthermore, the research is cited in a variety
of subjects, and the books include textual discussions of
the research. The student-reader of one of these texts
could scarcely escape recognizing that the authors of that
text rely on research-oriented sources for most of the sup-
port for the principles discussed in that text.

The proportion differs only slightly when the ten most-
used texts are examined as a group. Authors of six of the
ten texts cite over twenty research sources. Authors of three
of the ten rely on a larger number of research sourceslto form
the major form of support utilized. Again, viewed as a group,
the percentage of texts utilizing each of the twelve types of
research, as shown below, makes clear that much of the avail-
able research is not used most of the time. This is espsc-

ially true since these figures indicate only the number of texts
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citing research of a given type at least one time and do

not reflect the use made of that research.

Stage fright 26 %
Listening 47 %
Crganization 7 %
Source credibility 37 %
Attitudes 63 %
Group processes 33 &
Non-verbal 44 %
Communication process 29 %
Semantics 11 %
Linguistics 11 %
Perception 26 %
Culture 18 %

It should be emphasizea that in each of these categories a
substantial number of studies have been published and are
readily available to writers of public speaking textbooks.

The study of these twenty-seven texts, which were
published between 1965 and 1970, has led to five conclusions
applying to texts designed for use in basic courses in public
speaking.

1. Writers of textbooks published during the period from

1965 to 1970 appear to follow one of three basic patterns in

choosing sources to support their ideas. The majority of the

authors seém to emphasize the observation of great épeakers
since they include many references to great speeches of the
past to use as patterns for forming the speeches of the future.
The second group relies primarily on the authority of rhe-
toricians of the past or on modern rhetoricians in the clas-
sical tradition. These authors do not necessarily exclude

references to .great speeches. Cn the contrary, most make use

of some such references, but the emphasis is on the use of
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authorities as a major form of support. The final group
might be said to be more oriented to the behavioral sciences.
The authors of these texts are quite eclectic in drawing from
sources within the field of rhetoric as well as sources from
many other related disciplines. Especially, these authors
stresé the developments in the twentieth century in psychol-
ogy, sociology, linguistics, anthropology, or any other of the
behavioral sciences which have contributed to the study of
human communications. Each case is, it must be stressed, a
matter of emphasis, since there are texts in each of these
groups which also cite other types of sources. A model-based
text which is filled with footnoted references to illustra-
tions may also include some references to authority and some
references to modern research, but the thrust of the author's
choices appears to be in the direction of illustrating his
principles with examples from great speeches of the past.

2. A significant amount of research was published be-

tween 1946 and 1968 which has been readily available since that

time to authors of textbooks in public speaking. It is no doubt

true that much of the research which has been done is not in-
cluded in the bibliography surveyed for this study. Certainly,
much more is available in the specialized indexes of ofher dis-
ciplines. This fact would tend to extend the gap between what
is gnd what is being used. 1In any case, there is a great deal
of research already listed in speech journals and readily
available to writers interested in any facet of the study of

communication.
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3. A small minoritv of the texts currently published

makes extensive use of the available research. The median

number of references to research in this sample is fourteen
references to research-based sources in one text., Although
half éf the texts studied here include more than that, only
four, or 15 percent of the sample, cite over fifty foot-
noted references to research. Less than a third of the texts
utilize a variety of kinds of research. Although research
into the phenomena of stage fright has been available for
thirty years, only 26 percent of the texts refer to it even
in general. Particularly noticeable is the fact that not
only do few texts cite research in communication processes,
semantics, linguistics, perception, and culture but also
that most of the remainder do not even mention the subjects.
This is especialiy true of linguistics, whére there are
three texts which include some reference to linguistics re-
search; but only one text of the twenty-seven includes any
discussion of the relevance of linguistics to the study of
human communication.

In the text-~by-text examinétion of the books in this
sample, numerous references are made to statements by the
authors of these texts in the preface or in the text of their
books, where the idea is expressed that it is time to validate
0ld assumptions more scientifically. Others speak of updating
their sources, while still others speak of acquainting stu-~

dents with both ancient theory and modern approaches. The
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intent to make use of these newly available resources in
teaching public speaking seems to be present, but that

intent is far from fulfilled when over 50 percent of the

texts still are not acknowledging research in listening,
organizational techniques, source credibility, group pro-
cesses, or non-verbal communication. In some of these areas
it is not even necessary for the text author to ke fully fa-
miliar with most of the published research since enough has
been published that surveys compiling the results and inter-
preting.the findings ha&e been published in several areas,
such as stage fright, organizational techniques, and source
credibility. It is encouraging to note that three of the
texts which most make use of research are among the ten most-
used texts, but since the remaining seven cite comparatively
little research and completely omit several types of research,
it is necessary to conclude that it is likely that a minority
of students who take beginning courses in public speaking be-
come acqguainted with modern research available in the field as
a result of their contact with their college public speaking
text.

4. Most texts present all materials deductively. While

some modern educators extol the values of inductive pre-
sentations of principles to be learned, it is apparent from

this study that the inductive presentation is not popular with
the writers of most textbooks in public speaking. Only one

text from this sample, Raymond Ross's Speech Communication:

Fundamentals and Practice, could be said to have engaged in
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inductive presentations of ideas, and this is only true of
selected subjects. It is far more frequently true that the
authors follow a deductive pattern of presentation. Most

of the time, cénclusicns are stated, and then, depending on the
author's choices, that may be all he does; or he may go on to
illustrate the conclusions and/or to offer support of the
assertion with testimony from some authority. Even if "in-
ductive presentations" were defined broadly enough to include
the discussions of research, no matter how they were used,
only nine texts from the sample could be considered as using
inductive presentations of ideas even occasionally since only
nine texts discussed the research cited. Without question,
deductive presentations of rhetorical concepts are most com-
mon ameng beginning public speaking texts.

5. As a result of this study, some needs are apparent.

One valuable contribution would be a thorough indexing of re-
search relevant to rhetorical theory. While the bibliography

in Speech Monographs is quite helpful, it is not comprehensive.

A comprehensive bibliography of research is no doubt a formi-
dable task and might require an interdisciplinary committee
to locate the research,but the result would certainly éim—
plify the efforts of writers in the field of speech who would
like to make use of research undertaken within other disci-
plines.

A second need is for a fuller utilization of the research

already available by both writers of texts and classroom
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teachers. While it is cerrvainly impossible for everyone
to read everything relevaant to human communication, there
is a need to close the gap between cur desire to confirm
ancient principles and our present kncwledge., Wayne Thompson
articulated this problem in 1963:

The wisdom of those who created classical

rhetoric is one of the marvels of the in-

tellectual history of the world, but to ignore

the opportunities which contemporary movements

and tools provide for securing new truths and

for testing old ones is a folly which warrants

the charge of scholarly irresponsibility.l
So little is known,and there is so much to know; and yet in
1970 less than a third of the most recently published texts
made use of the research which contributes to what is known.
The textbook is an important resource in many speech class-
rooms. Much can be done to enrich this resource as modern
writers of textbooks take greater advantage of the relevant

research contributed by other disciplines as well as the re-

search within our own ranks.

Wayne N. Thompson, "A Conservative View of a Progressive
Rhetoric," Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLIX (February, 1963), 7.




APPENDIX



TREATMENT OF

TABLE

I

SUBJECTS 1IN

MODEL~-BASED TEXTS

McCabe and Bender

and Mills

Samovar

Strother and
Huckleberry

McBurney and Wrage

Auer and Brigance

Capp

Monroe

Stage Fright
Listening
Organization

Source Credibility
Attitudes

Group Frocesses
Non-Verbal Communication
Communication Process
Semantics

Linguistics
Perception

Culture
Miscellaneous

OO0 OO0 MK MXNKNXNXNXONX

OO0 O XXX XXX MXXX
OO O NXOMNXMMKMNNXXX
OO0 O MXMMMMXMXXNMX
OO0000 +X ++ X6+ X
OO0 MOMNXMXNXNMXNX++
OO O X +MX X +MXX+X

x = Bubject treated, but

i

O

Subject not treated

without reference to research

+ = Subject treated, documents at least one research

30urce

123



(9]

e

~-Continued

I

TABLE

193804

dTysuSyUeTd | x o+ ++ O+ + X+ 00
9SBOg puUB USSUSSTH | X+ XX+++ 0+ 000
USPBId | | v xxwXOXOOO+ O
SoeTTeM pue JuelIg | 4 54 44 0XX0O0O0O
FIBIIBE | i xx+ XX OXO0OO
ToHNYUTT pue IBTUSNE | 4 4 w4 % 0+ X 00 O +
o
o
B
PR
o @
O ®
oy - O
O g 0
har 5 &
5 B~
2 0 o )
ITRR B O o 5
c 03 an s
e O -5 0og o
AP 4 CoweHdO o
MEemO U QO00P-A @
med N T Yeded 0B O
Gl 0D 08 Do 05
VeECHA>SEsS eS80
P guAsLESRODO
BnoOSP 0L EESSH®
BHO0OPDSO00 DA QD
NHMOMLOZON IO S




TABLE II

TREATMENT

AUTHORITY-BASED TEXTS

OF

SUBJECTS IN

Grasty and Newman

Gilman, Aly, and
White

LaRusso

Phillips and Lamb

Walter and Scott

Baker and Eubanks

Wilson and Arnold

Stage Fright

Listening

Organization

Source Credibility
Attitudes

Group Processes
Non-Verbal Communication
Communication Processes
Semantics

Linguistics

Perception

Culture

Miscellaneous

OCO0OO0OO0O0OXXXXMXOMN

O0DO0OO0DO0OKXNXKXNXOMN

O000D0+0 +X +0X

OMOMXNM+MN+XMX+X

O0O0D0O0O XX +0M + +

OO0OO0O0OO0O XX +X + + +

O +O0O XM X+ +++ + X




m

de

AB

LE IIX

TREATMENT OF SUBJECTS IN

RESEARCH~-BASED TEXTS

e

<!

® Y

~ o y ¢

0] 4 = S

Q 5 0 | ® o

- © = - &)

~ M o | o g

— g |~ o

- jo] B ~ g ol

= g Qo

& © < | NE e

> o N S

~.Q = © ~ P o

> © Mo

g Y £ T o 0 0O

M B 0 4 | bIE & 0

H 0 RS —~ 0

5 - g |- 0 0

= = m o] N ~
Stage Fright x X + x x +
Listening o + + + + +
Organization o + + + + +
Source Credibility X o + + + +
Attitudes X + + + + +
Group + + + + + +
Non-Verbal Communication + + + + X +
Communication Process + + X + + +
Semantics X X + o o x
Linguistics o o-1| o + o o
Perception + x o + + +
Culture X o o + + +
Miscellaneous + +

126



TABLE IV

SURVEY OF SOURCES USED IN MODERN
PUBLIC SPEAKING TEXTS

]
Q 1
> > 0
£ < £ -
(&) o Ao
oY Y N 1Y
©Q @ 0 —~ ~ ©
o= 4 9] < Q © O
LIS o 0 B Lo} 5w
Q3 Q S 0 ]
n Y x < = » M
] o 0]
M 2 W 4 W B U
S E o ouwu| ouw ouw o
~o0uw 350 Q o} O Lo
4o =P PP B o Qg
0 = 0 S0l 20 0 ™ O
o3 -G gl oa O =
oy ©P DYl 0P SEE. — 0
$ 9 Lo 40| S0 40 v w
g u 00 0Ol 0O [Oe! a0
oD HE [aY98 9 IV o [V 7 =)
Auver and Brigance,
Speech Communication M 23 35 13 48 -
Baird and Knower,
Essentials of General
Speech R *143 39 28 21 X
Baker and Eubanks,
Speech in Personal
and Public Affairs A 168 21 42 33 X
Barrett, Practical
Methods in Speech M 73 7 40 53 -
Blankenship's Public
Speaking: A Rhe-
torical Perspective M *160 13 28 58 X
Braden, Public Speak-
ing: The Essentials M 88 4 45 47 --
Bryant and Wallace,
Oral Communication M *72 18 30 47 -

127



TABLE

IV --Continued

®
Q I
> > ]
3 < ) G
9] 5o o U
g N Y] “ &
00 M o} r=i ~
< U Q < Q¢ a O
ol o 0 EN ] o] 5w
o] ] 3 o Loy
u < 1 (27 < = ®
M 9] o
m Q 4 W Yy B Y
uu!l Ew ouw om ouw o
»>oul 3o Q ) Q| T
H 0l = FRRRT) NEN PPl o9g
0 ax 0 oo o0 g o0 Do
o 3 ~ g o g o g Qg 3
oo | o D P SIY) OH | A
£ ol Po 40 o) SO0 ! VW
Wt Wi OO0 o0 00 voi{ &3
VoD HK Ay By a1 8 Al | D
Buehler and Linkugel,
Speech Communication:
A First Course 81 9 30 59
Capp, How to Com-
municate Orally 77 7 22 69
Eisensen and Boase,
Basic Speech 81 25 21 54
Gilman, Aly,and White,
An Introduction to
Speaking 25 - 56 44
Gerasty and Newman,
Introduction to
Basic Speech 10 - 60 30
LaRusso, Basic Skills
of Oral Communi-
cation 33 42 42 6
McBurney and Wrage,
Guide to Good Speech 47 2 17 79

McCabe and Bender,
Speaking is a Prac-
tical Matter

el




TABLE IV

~~Continued

0129

@
o |
B > )
& = » -
9) - Ao
£y “ H S
00 © o] i -
< & 0] < o g o
"3 P 0 ® ) o} 30
Q3 0} 3 0 o
u < ) ~ < = X
® o (]
m P Q 4 W 4 B oW
(s E 0 ow ouw ow o)
™0 W 50 Q Q v T
Yol = SPRRE I NS sP | og
0 0 =le) c o S0 {ToOo
o3 — g 0 g o g o |3
NG o ST S% OP |Hw
20 PO Ho0l woO HO |Duw
M 4t 00 00 v 0 0o |99
VoD | HM (oYY T BV Al | HD
Monroe, Principles and
Types of Speech 219 4 6 78 -=
Murray, Phillips, and
Truby, Speech: Science- :
Art 39 49 28 25 X
Oliver, Zelko,and Holtz-
man, Communicative
Speaking and Listening 184 48 38 10 X
Phillips and Lamb, Speech
as Communication 14 35 57 7 -
Ross, Speech Communica-
tion: Fundamentals
and Practice 220 53 31 12 X
Semovar and Mills, Oral
Communication, Message
and Response —_ — - —_— —
Sarett, Sarett, and Toster,
Basic Principles of
Speech *197 | 23 26 | 48 X
Strother and Huckleberry,
The Effective Speaker - - - —_ -
Walter'and Scott, Think-
ing and Speaking 118 19 42 | 34 -




130

--Continued

AV4
¥

I

TABLE

UyoIe9say IO UOTSSND
-STQ Ten3ixsl, papnioul

sS830U3004
A3tTIoysny JO JuedIadg

28

8930U3004
K3TIoyany JO 3IuSODIDJg

26

53

49

5830U3004
uoIe9ssy JO 3Ju20I8d

69

14

47

$930U3004
JO Joquny Te3I0L

*58

182

188

3SOW pesEn
Ioyany zaxoddng JO
odiy uo psseg Axobsae)d

Wiseman and Barker,

Speech Interpersonal

Communication

Public Speaking as a

Wilson and Arnold,

Liberal Art

Busi-

ness and Professional
Speech Communication

Zelko and Dance,




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Rooks

Auer, J. J., and W. N. Brigance, Speech Communication, 3rd
ed., New York, Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967.

Baird, A. Craig, and Franklin H. Knower, Essentials of
General Speech, 3rd ed., New York, McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1968.

Baker, Virgil L., and Ralph T. Eubanks, Speech in Personal
and Public Affairs, New York, David McKay Co., 1Inc.,
1965.

Barrett, Haroid, Practical Methods ig Speech, 2nd ed.,
New York, Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1968.

Blankenship, Jane, Public Speaking: A Rhetorical Perspective,
New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, 1966.

Braden, Waldo W., Public Speaking, The Essentials, New York,
Harper and Row, 1966.

Bruner, Jerome, On Know1ng, Cambridge, Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press, 1963.

Bryant, D.C., and K. R. Wallace, Oral Communication, 4th
ed., New York, Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1969.

Buehler, E. Christian, and Wil A. Linkugei Speech Com-
munication: A First Course, 2nd ed., New York, Harper
and Row, 1969,

Capp, Glenn R., How to Communicate Orally, 2nd ed., New Jersey,
Prentice Hall, 1966.

Eisensen, Jon, and Paul H. Boase, Basic Speech, 2nd ed., New
York, The Macmillan Company, 1564.

Gilman, Wilbur E., Aly and Hollis L. White, An Introduction
to Speaking, 2nd ed., New York, The Macmillan Company,
1968.




[
La2
b

Grasty, William XK., and Mary T. Newman, Introduction to Basic

Speech, Beverly Hills, Califernia, Glencoe Press, 1389.

LaRusso, D. A., Basic Skills of Oral Communication, Dubuque,
Iowa, William C. Brown Company Publishers, 1967.

McBurney, J. H., and E. J. Wrage, Guide EQ.GOOd Speech, 3rd
ed,, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, 1965,

McCabe, Bernard P., Jr., and Coleman C. Bender, Speaking is
a Practical Matter, Boston, Holbrook Press, Inc., 1368.

Mcnroe, Alan H., Principles and Types of Speech, 6th ed.,
Gienview, Illinois, Scott, Foresman and Company, 1967.

Murray, Elwood, Gerald M. Phillips,and David J. Truby, Speech:
Science-Art, Indianapolis, Bobbs Merrill Company, Inc.,
1969.

Oliver, Robert T., Harold P. Zelko, and Paul D. Holtzman, Com-
municative Speaking and Listening, 4th ed., New York,
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968.

Phillips, David C., and Jack Hall Lamb, Speech as Communica-
tion, Boston, Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1966.

Ross, Raymond, Speech Communication: Fundamentals and Prac-
tice, 2nd ed., New Jersey, Prentice Hall, 1970.

Ripple, Richard E., and Verne E. Rockcastle, editors, Paiget
Rediscovered, Ithica, Cornell University Press, 1964.

Samovar, Larry A., and Jack Mills, Oral Communication, Message
and Response, Dubugue, Iowa, William C. Brown Company,
1968.

Sarett, Alma Johnson, Lew Sarett, and William Trufant Foster,
Basic Principles of Speech, 4th ed., Boston, Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1966.

Strother, Edward and Alan Huckleberry, The Effective Speaker,
Boston, Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968.

Walter, Otis M., and Robert L. Scott, Thinking and Speaking,
2nd ed., New York, The Macmillan Company, 1968.

Wiseman, Gordon, and Larry Barker, Speech-Interpersonal Com-

munication, San Francisco, Chandler Publishing Company,
1967.




o]
[N
W

Wilson, John F., and Carroll ¢. AUncld, Public Speaking as
a Liberal Art, 2nd «d., #oston; Aillyn and Bacon, Inc.,
1968.

zelko, Harold P., and Frank E. X. Dance, Business and Pro-
fessional Speech Communication, New York, Holt, Rine-
hart and Winston, 1965,

Articles

Annual Bibliography, Quarterly Journal of Speech, XXXIV-
XXXVI (December, 1948-December, 1950).

Annual Bibliography, Speech Monographs, XVIII-XXXV (August,
1951-August, 1968).

Gibson, James, Charles R. Gruner, William D. Brooks, and
Charles R. Petrie, Jr., "The First Course in Speech:
A Survey of U.S. Colleges and Universities," The
Speech Teacher, XIX (January, 1970), 12-20.

Thompson, Wayne N., "A Conservative View of a Progressive

Rhetoric,” Quarterly Journal of Speech, XLIX (February,
1963), 1-7.




