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observable reticent behaviors might evidence themselves in face-to-face
small group communications with other reticents and non-reticents.

Ar answer to the following question was sought: In what ways

and to what extent are the interactive profiles of task groups with
reticent mombers similar to each other in the amount and distribution
of task and social-emotional acts, and to what extent are they
differert from the groups with no reticent members?

Twenty-four subjects, six reticent and eighteen non-reticent,
were selected from the population of students enrclled in Fundamentals
of Speech at Portland State University, Spring Term, 1971, Prior to
the study, the reticent subjects were identified according to perform-
ance on a paper-and-pencil test designed to expose speech fears, and a
preliminary interview.

Subjecis were divided into six four-person groups. Turee of the
groups consisted of two reticent and two ncn-reticent members, while
the remaining three groups were composed cof four non-reticent subjects.
Each group participated in a single fifty-mimite discussicn. Data
frém the group interactions were subjected (o ctatistical inter-
pretation based upon the twelve categories established by Robert F.
Bales in his Interaction Process fnalysis system. The hypotheses
tested, and the principal findings, are as follows:

Hypothesis I: The groups with reticent members will have a
significantly smaller total of all acts
initiated than will the groups with no reticent

members.,



This hypothesis failed to be confirmedﬂ No significant dif-
ferences were revealed in the total number of acts initiated. Because
of this result, a test was made for differences in the amount of talk-
ing initiated by reticent and non-reticent subjects. No significant
differences were found. It was therefore ascertained that no dif-
ferences exist in the number of acts initiated by reticent and non-
reticent subjects, nor are their differences in the total number of
acts initiated by the groups in which they interact.

Hypothesis II: Within the groups with reticent members, the
reticents will address significantly more acts to
non-reticents than to other reticicents.

This hypothesis was also unsubstantiated. The reticent person
initiates the same number of acts to other reticents as to non-reticents.
Hypothesis T1I1: In a comparison of groups with reticent members

and groups with no reticent reticent members, there
will be no significant differences in the acts scored
in the various categories of the interaction
analysis.

Significant differences were found in the distribution of total
acts and acts scored in the "task and social-emotional'’ areas. A
further breakdown of the task categories revealed differences in the
area "questions and attempted answers.'" The distribution of acts in
the '""positive and negative' categories of the social-emotionul area

evealed no significant differences between the two types of groups.

In short, although the interaction analysis successfully

discriminated between the groups with reticent members and groups with



no reticent members, the differences are subtle enough to make it
impossible to ascertain which students are truly "normal' and which
are merely masking the more sericus reticent symptoms. It is there-
fore concluded that, precisely because the reticent student is un-
recognizable from his peers, pedagogies applicable to the reticent
student should be implemented in the traditional speech classroom.

EUYther research in the area of reticence is needed in the
follewing four areas:

1. Delineation of similarities and diiferences between those
reticents characterized by their silence and those characterized by
their verbosity. ’ |

2. Determination of the incidence and nature of reticent prob-
lems in the elementary and secondary school populations.

3. Deveclopment of pedagogies applicable to the reticent popu-
lation.

4, Develcpment of standardized measuring instruments for

:reticence' and "attitudes toward communication.,"
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- CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

For many years, discerning speasch teachers had observed that
a certain small proportion of students in introductory classes did
not seem to benefit from traditional pedagogical procedures.1 In-
deed many of these students seemed to get worse! Until recently,
however, no systematic attempt had been made tc understand the
reasons for this occurrence. |

Recognition of a common ground between psychology and speech;
communications led to a search for possible relationships between
personality patterns and discrders of speech and communications.
The existence of such relationships are now widely acknowledged (Cf.
Review of the Literature). Speech disorders and personality disorders
arc now considered to be related malfunctions. This attitude is im-
plicit in such definitions as: "A speech disorder is a disorder of
the person as well as a disorder in the reception and transmission

"2 The implications of these findings serve to

of spoken language.
emphasize the nature of the responsibility assumed by the speech
teacher in attempting to deal with speech problems encountered in
the normal classroom.

In 1964, Frances Laura Muir began a study of this heretofore

uncxplainable occurrence. She found that the symptems usually assc-

ciated with stagefright and stuttering could be viewed as existing



ou a continuum of communicative behaviers., She therefore subsumed
under the term '‘reticence" a class of symptoms which included
withdrawal, unwillingness to assume communicative responsibility,
and general anxiety. The common referent in all these behaviors,
she observed, was the overwhelming need on the part of this group
of students to adopt behaviors which would allow them to withdraw
or avoid the communicative <ituation.

In an attempt to provide diagnostic measures of rzsticence,
subsequent investigators have focussed on an analysis of the reti-
cent's communicative abilities, relying primarily cn journal re-
ports and the in-depth interview to collect the necessary data.

This in turn has provided possible areas in which behaviors char-
acteristic cf the reticent personality iay evidence themselves under
controlled laboratory conditions.

it is the purpose of the present study, therefore, to investi-
gate the cbservable interactive behaviors which might be characteris-
tic of reticence, hopefully leading to an observational means of dis-
criminating between the reticent and the non-reticent individual.
Such a study would be an impoirtant contribution to the further under-

standing of the communicative asbilities of the reticent pcpulation.

|38



Notes

1. Gerald M. Phillips, ‘''Reticence: Pathology of the Normal
Speaker,' Speech Monographs, 35 (1968), 39-49,

2. Lee Edward Travis {ed.), Handbock of Speech Pathology
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1957), p. 965. {(ited in
Frances Laura Muir, Case Studies of Selected Examples of Reticence
and Fluency (Unpublished Master's Thesis, Washington State Univ-
ersity: pullman, Washington, 1964), p. 2.




CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter will review the literature pertinent to this study.
The works produced by Muir,l Phiilips,z Phillips and Butt,3 Steward,4
Hopf,s Ickes,6 and Bush and Bittner’ together provide a comprehensive
review of the literature relevant to this thesis.

The germinsl work in the area lknown zs ''reticence’ was done in

an unpublished thesis by Francis L. Muir: Case Studies of Selected

Examples of Reticence and Fluency. In her 1964 study, Muir used the

term ‘'reticence" to designate 3 particular kind of communicative dis-
order. She concluded that it was possible to subsume under "'reticence"
a class of symptoms usually referred to as "'stagefright,' and placed
stagefright on a continuum of maladaptive specch behaviors which in-
cluded such symptoms as withdrawal, unwillingness to assume conmnuni-
cétive responsibility, and general anxiety.

The term "reticence' was chosen by Muir cn the basis of a
dictionary definition: '"Avoidance of social, verbal interactiocn. Un-
willingness to communicate unless prodded; disposed to be silent; not
inclined to speak freely; reserved."® Muir suggested that reticent
speech, so described, might be construed as defective speech as it coen-
forms to Van Riper's definition, "Speech is defective when it deviates
so far from the speech of other people that it calls attention to it-

self, interferes with commmication, or causes the possessor to be



maladjusted.“9 "In short," says Muir, "when reticence becomes a pro-
blem for the reticent person it could be considered defective speech,'10

Muir produced her data by interviewing six reticent and three
non-reticent subjects saleciad from over 400 students enrolled in the
basic speech course at Washington State University. They were selected
on the basis of instructer's recomendations and a preliminary inter-
view. The interviews were taped, converted to manuscript and subjected
to content analysis.

Oné of Muir's objectives in her investigation was to "'isolate
behavior which might be characteristic of reticence."1l 1In explica-
ting the patterns of reticent speech, two kinds of data were col-
lected: the subject's evaluation of his cwn conversational abil-
ities, and the interviewer's evaluation of the subject's veice and
marmerisms.12 Both of these evaluations have a direct bearing on the
present investigation.

The subject's evaluation of his own conversational abilities
was acceptable for the purposes of Muir's study since a factor of
reticence was presumed to be the individual's assessment of his own
communicative performance. To bulwark this argument, she quotes
MacDonald who says that there exists a 'high degree of agreement
between self-ratings and associate's rating of conversational ability
suggesting that most college students can accurately evaluate their
conversational ability.'13 However, while it may be true that most
college students can accurately evaluate their own conversational
abilities, this does not imply that reticent students are capable of

this accomplishment. Indeed, there may even be high degree of



correlation between reticence and the inability to evaluate oneself
accurately in converstion situatinns, since this inability may be

a factor in the reticent behavior being investigated! Both Muir's
assumption and the above analysis seem equally plausible.

The interviewer's evaluation of the subject's voice and man-
nerisms could come under similar scrutiny. BMuir reports that "a low
voice, lacking in inflection and accompanied by hesitant speech, was
most frequently observed. Overall bodily responses appeared to indi-
cate a degree of 1ethargy.”14

In making this assessment, four factors were taken into consid-
15

eration:

1. The subject's nonverbal responses including posture,
gestures, physical mannerisms, and reaction.

2. The freedom with which the subject volunteered in-
formaticn, e.g., the number of probe questions neces-
sary, the length of response, the inclusion of infor-
mation not requested.

3. The subject's evaluation of and reacticn to both
subjectively and objectively oriented material.

4. The subject's voice quality and inflection pattern.

Here again, it is reasonable to assume that the interview situa-
tion is not characteristic of the settings in which the reticent sub-
jects normally function. The hesitancies in the voice and mannerisms
may be related to a combination of factors including the uniqueness
of the interview situation as well as the discussion of his failure
in such sensitive areas as present and past social stress situations.

Another of Muir's objectives in her investigation of reticence
was to "analyze data in an attempt to relate factors in the develop-

mental and social background cf the reticent individual to his present

S~



commmicative behavior.18 She therefore formulated categories

through which she could content analyze the material obtained in the

interviews.

The four major categories are listed below along with the sub-

categories for each:17

I'

II.

I11.

Conversational Patterns of the Individual

Voice and Mannerisms

Content and Manner of Communication
Most Threat Persons

Least Threat Persons

Most Threat Situations

Least Threat Situations

Emotional Reactions to Speech Situations

Environmental Background

A.

Home Environment

1. Socio-Economic Status of Family

2, Parent's Educational Acccmplishment
3. Parent's Religious Affiliation

4, Family Relaticnships

5. Conversational Patterns

Community

1. Type of Community

2. Stabilit& of Residence of Famil

3. Family Relationship to Community

Social Adjustment

A

A.

School



B.  Present Social Adjustment
IV. Values and Goals

A. Religious Values

B. Political Values

C. Moral Values
D, Social Values
E

. Goal Aspirations

Categories I and III in the Muir study revealed information most

pertinent to later investigations, including the present one. She
found, among other things, that:

A. Reticent subjects generally "'reported being extremely
conscious of the manmer in which they phrased their ideas. They
attached great impertance to the words used."18 TIn addition, all of
the reticent subjects felt that, at least in some instances, ''the con-
tent of their communication would not interest others.'"19 This
cbservation is similar te findings in Steward's study concerning the
high degree of "'conscious awarzsness of the speech act."20

B. '"Least threat persons were those who demanded a minimum of
commenicative respeonsibility, e.g., children, tradesmen, accepting
family members' while "‘mcst threat persons most frequently reported
were authority figures and persons who might threaten self-image or
ideas (professors, opinionated persons, different faith persons).2l
The above observation is in general accord with the findings of
Steward?? and Phillips.?3 For the present investigatién, it is
assumed that the reticent subjects' most threat and least threat per-

sons were absent from the situations being investigated.

(4]



C. 'Most threat situstions reported were communicative and/or
social stress situations.24 Further, Muir reports that "communicative
responsibility caused anxiety and tension.'2S This has a direct bear-
ing on the present investigation because of the implication that groups
with reticent members should have high instances of showing tension and
withdrawal and possibly tension release.

D. All of the reticent subjects "experienced varying degrees
of anxiety, self-consciousness, tension, and self-reproach in unpleas-

ant conversational situations' and "all expressed a desire to avoid

i

such situations Again, this supperts the neotion that high levels
of shuowing tension and withdrawal should be found.
E. Reticent subjects "evaluated their conversaticnal ability

and themselves negatively. at least in the context of cer:ain com-

~1

municative si*uations."?7 ‘This finding, as well as a similar one by
Steward§28 clearly indicates that negative self-image is a central
consideration in the reticent s»eech personality.

Muir's focus on "environmental backgrcund" and '"values and
éoals” exposed certain other etiological and nosological factors of
reticence, While careful not to attribute a ''cause and effect" re-
lationship between these sociological factors and the incidence of
reticence, Muir's data revealed what might appear to be a marked dis-
advantage in the developmental backgrounds of the reticent group. She
found, for the most part, that reticent subjects reported family re-
lationships to be ''cool, strained, or actively hostile; 29 in addition,
conversation within the family was "frequently carried on at the

*utility' level, often with overtones of unpleasantness.”30 Values



(especially religious values) of the reticent group were not incul-
cated, and tended to be ''vaguely defined," negatively stated," or
"loosely held."*1 Muir also reports that one or more of the follow-
ing factors was operative in the community environment: "upward
mobility (competitive); change of residence, family were 'outsiders';
minimum parental interest was shown in church or conmmunity affairs,"?2
Finally, social activity was low in that ''the subjects tended not to
identify strongly with any group'" and they "'participated less in school
and community groups.”33

Muir concludes her thesis by operationally defining reticence
as "a disordered communication pattern manifested in abnormal silence
or sbnormal quantity of speech."34 Although this definition inciudes
both the overly silent and the highly verbal, she cautions that not
all quiet perscns nor all verbose persons should summerily be clas-
sified as reticent.

The influence of Muir's werk on all future investigations is
readily apparent, both in her description of the prcblem of reticence
and in the implications for future theoretical and empirical research
which others have explored. In summarizing her work, Steward writes
the following:3>

Finding subjects, ther, whose communicative behavior seemed
to be a problem to themselves and others, Muir could, with
gocd authority, relegate these problems to the area of
"'speech defects,'" even though the problems manifested could
not be classified according to known patiologies. By ap-
propriating a label, Muir focused attentior on z condition,

the existence of which had been indicated, but largely neg-
lected by previous rescarchers.

The first published appearance of the term ''reticence' to de-

note an ""abnormality of speech behavior™ requitring special means of



diagnosis and treatment was in an article "The Problem of Reticence"
by G. M. Phillips. In his 1965 article, Phillips emphasizes the
relationship between speech and perscnality, utilizing the existence
of the reticent student in traditional speech classes as the basis
for launching a vigorous attack on current assumptions and practices
in the teaching of speech.

In the first portion of his arficle, Phillips emphasizes that:
(1) there exists a definite relationship between speech behavior and
personality; (2) speech behavior is therefore neither separable from

personality nor trainable apart from the personality as a whole; and

(3) reticence could be construed as existing on a continuum with stut-

téring and stagefright, all of which represent "ways in which persons
whose personality needs impel them to withdraw or avoid the communi-
cation meet this need in their communication behavior."3® He then
places reticence into a broader speculative framework by suggesting
that the term '"'reticence' should perhaps be used as a nosological
category for a wide range of comnunicative disorders. He states:

A human being who seeks to mask his emotions or hide his
values ané/or suffers threat from the existence c¢f potential
responses to his commmication may elect to withdraw through
stuttering, through manifest stagefright, thrcugh monosyllabic
responses, through maintenance of a phatic level of communi-
cation, through compulsive interaction, etc. Regardless of
the specific method elected, it serves as an explanation to
the individual for failure to cope with the role-demands of
society. Reticence may thus mean more than low quantity in
verbal output, but rather denote a nosologic category for

any comnunicative discrder which results in reducing the
effectiveness of the individual,%n the normative verbal inter-
course demanded by his culture.”

11

In the second part of his article, Phillips discusses the clini-

cal implications of his premises for the teacher of speech. In
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describing the potentially damaging results which may result if the
above premises are ignored, he points to the common practice of class-
room criticism of speech performances.

Wnen the threatened speaker exposes his personality and
his values, he expects to be reacted to as 'person' rather
than 'performer.' But standard criticisms are performance
oriented. One response is to withdraw into dullness, to
play the game as best he can and preserve a little self-
esteem. The threat of the criticism, however, will affect
his personality and his communication ability for a long
time to come. 38

The threat is even more severe for the reticent student. Feeling
inadequate to the speaking occasion, having already admitted failure,
criticism for the reticent speaker only tends to ?erpetuate his already
negative image. Thus the speaking situation is an invitation of ex-
posure to unmanageable threat, and if the challenge is accepted, only
results irn further penalties. Again, according to Phiilips:

The reticent (substitute *'C'') speaker is penalized by

both criticism and a noor grade. This is a shock to a
vulnerable personality that may have exposed itself.
Negative reinforcement results, particularly wvhen peecrs

are permitted to join in the criticism. Their insensitvity
to threat cues often leads them to overcriticize, particu--
lary projections of intrinsic personality mechanisms,
heightening the threat to the phenomenal self of the speaker
that was exposed, ostensibly to meet the new rules of the
speech class game ... For the reticent speaker, peer criticism
only reinforces negative self image and a further penalty is
exacted for a failure he has already admitted and expected
would not figure in the game.?

Phillips therefore asserts that the speech teacher must learn
to adapt clinical methedologies for the classroom. Recognizing that
the speech teacher is not a psychoanalyst, he nevertheless feels that

"he cannct be permitted to be an authoritarian director of perform-

ance."40  Even though a2 student may, under pressure of a required



)
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course in speech and the necessity for achieving good grades, make an
honest attempt to master the classroom sitvation, the assumpticen that
carry-over will occur in situations outside the classroom is "not
fully tenable." Rather, Phillips feels that such forced adaptation
imposed by temporary authoritarian threat may interfere even more
with future performances. For these reasons, it behooves the teacher
of speech to know something of the personality dimensions of his
students and to adjust his pedagogy accordingly.

In conclusion, Phiilips states that there is 10 question that
a clinical apprecach to the teaching of speech is necessary. The wide-
spread incidence of reticent symptoms in the typical vopulation of
speech students is sufficient to warrent a '"broad re-evaluation of
pedagogical assumptions and methods'4l in the speech classroom.

In a follow-up article, '"Reticence Revisited," Phillips and Butt
discuss their attempts to design and implement classroom methodologies
which are applicable to the reticent student. Declaring at the outset
that they are '"'so involved emotionally with the clinical treatment of
verbal reticence that [they] wish to throw caution to the winds,"4i an
attack is launched on some traditional assumptions prevalent in the
required speech course for beginning students:

Our traditional speech pedagogy takes for granted that
students can be trained to overcome their '"'handicap'

by sinple exposure to experiences and criticism. A
pattern evolves; students perform and are criticized.
They will improve as a result of the criticism. They
will automatically integrate complex cognitive material
from text, lecture and criticisms into their performance
and their attitude toward speaking. If they do not im-
prove, it implies a willful rejection of ''revealed wis-

dom'' and punishment is justified. Punishment is ad-
ministered in the form of a poor grade, and reinforced



by negative criticiﬁm from instructor and peers. The
supposition is that this combination of factors will
produce "good speakers.'"43

The authers then contend that the typical speech classrocm can
be viewed as a formal "game," the object of which is to earn an "A"
or "B." Nowhere in the "game'" is a provision made for develcping a
healthy relationship between the teacher and his students, and little
Or no attempt is made to measure ''gain’ in comwunication ability in
the student's life experience. Phillips and Butt therefore state that
"in the context of a requited course, considerably more attenticn must
be paid to individual needs and far less attention to the rigorous
demands of the discipline of public speaking.”44

The next portion of their article discusses a pilot program which
was begun at The Pennsylvania State University in order to assist those
students identified as having real communication problems. One-hundred-
fifty-four students in four classes participated in the program; all
classes were conducted in a ciinical manner. Enphasis was piaced on
individual activity, and individual contact between teacher and student
was stressed. It was made clear to the students that no part of their
grade depended on their speech performances. Grading was confined to
mastery of cognitive material.

All students were required to keep a daily diary of their reac-
tions to the course and to their communication experiences outside of
the classroom. Information from the diaries was used both by the
student to assess his progress and by the instructor to gain feed-
back about his effectiveness. In addition to this classroom effort,

sychclogists from the Counselling Center and speech therapists were
)] 4 g J¢



used as supporting personnel.
Phillips and Butt report that five major premises guided the
teaching of the reticence classes:45

1. The function of the teacher is to participate with
the students, not to control or coerce him.

2. The situation, as seen by the student, determines the
extent to which progress toward a future goal is pos-
sible.

3. The student must play an active role in determining
what is to be learned, particularly it what is to be
-learned is behavioral or affective.

4. The single most important aspect in the learning
process 1is the interaction between teacher and
student.

5. Regardless of the length of time the relationship
existed, some progress could he inade toward facil-
itating adjustment tc a communicating self by the
student.

The authors report that response to instruction in the reticence
section generally seemed good, and they provide some typical cases as
documentaticn. Most students szemed to improve a little; virtually
all reported that the course had been a great deal of help. This
result is especially noteworthy, since nearly one-fourth of the
students had started the course in previous terms and had dropped it.

While Phillips and Butt realize that few reticent students will
become proficient at public address, they conclude that most are cap-
able of discovering a great deal about their abilities as cormmunicators,
hopefully leading to an accurate and optimistic assessment of what may
be expected in future communication experiences.

The next major investigation of the reticent personality was

in a 1968 dissertation by L. A. Steward. In his study, Steward
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delineated several major differences in the backgrounds, perceptions,
and attitudes of reticent and non-reticent individuals, focussing on
the varicus concepts as perceived by the subjects in his study.

In defining reticence, Steward cites Hopf who says the
reticent individual is 'one for whom the anxiety which accompanies
the commnicative act consistently outweighs th2 projected reward or
precludes the consideration of a successful performance.”45 Thus
the reticent individval is considered to be a person whe "consistently
exhibits anxiety in commmicative situations because of the way in |
which he perceives and e¢valuates his actual or projected performance,
which in turn results in the selection of inappropriate behavior,"47

Data were produced by interviewing eight reticent and eight
nen-reticent subjects selected from the population of students en-
rolled in the beginning speech course required of all undergraduates
at The Pennsylvania State University. They were selected cn the basis
of performance on a paper and pencil test for "'Speech Fears' and a
preliminary interview. As in Muir's study, the interviews were taped,
converted to manuscript and subjected to content analysis.

The nine categories used in the content analysis of the inter-
views were: (1) Most Threat Persons, (2) Least Threat Persons,
(3) Most Threat Situations, (4) Least Threat Situations, (5) Com-
municative Patterns: General, (¢) Communicative Patterns: Specific,
(7) Cohesiveness, (8) Extra-Familial Relationships, and (9) Attitude
Toward Communication. Each category of the content analysis ''success-
fully discriminated between the twc groups with VéI'y little overlap

of individuals.”48
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While many differences were obscrved, several dominant themes
emerged as the most characteristic of reticence as well as the most
promising for the future development of procedures for identifying
the reticent personality. They were:

A. "A meaningful difference appeared in the number of iden-
tifications made of individuals or types of individuals who could be
regarded as threatening ... Also, the gencrzl level of threat appeared
much lower for the non-R's."?9 This observaton, that the reticent
subjects-are able to identify a greater number of specific '"Most
Threat Persons,' indicates that ''they are threatened by more people
and more severely than the non-reticent subjects.”so Responses to
"Most Threat Persons'' by reticent subjects "are usually maladaptive,
are typically perceived as gaining negative resuits and are followed
by self negation."s1 Thus the most common responses are avoidance,
withdrawal, and deference.

B. The reticent subjects reported "minimal or no comnunicative
contact beyond the utility level with adults outside of the immediate
fémily.”52 Conversely, all of the non-reticents reported '‘favorable
and valued relationships with adults outside of the family circle."”?
Five of the reticent subjects identified one or more of either "'Adults
in General," "Autﬁority Figures," or 'Teachers' as the 'Most Threat
Person'' outside of the family. None of these same subjects could
recall any teacher or adult outside of the family with whom they had
shared a meaningful and favorable communicative relationship. This

finding '"'points to the possibility that the absence of such relation-

ships might be an important factor in the etiology of reticence.''>4
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C. Within the imrediate family, all reticent subjects indicated
one or more members as 'Most Threat Persons." In addition, the reti-
cent subjects, as a group, 'perceived commumication with parents as
significantly less rewarding”55 than the non-reticent subjects. It
was also discovered that when a Most Threat Person (MIP) exists
within the family, "people outside the family who demonstrate similar
characteristics are simply regarded as MTP's.">0 These observations
indicate that the perception of a threatening relaticnship within
the family may be a significant factor in the development of the
reticent personality. As Steward states, ''The presence of a threaten-
ing personality in the home precludes effective avoidance and provides
a constant reminder of personal inadequacies of the subject as per-
ceived in that relationship ... The constant reminder of inadequacy
in the home and the attendant perception of threat could be generalized
to others outside the family when similar characteristics are recog-
nized."57
D. Generally, reticent subjects reported expefiencing 'con-
flict between values of home and peer groups."58 The result, in
many cases, was that '"friends were not accepted and/or made to
feel comfortable in the home.">? The reverse was true of the non-
reticent subjects. In explaining this finding, Steward theorizes
that "acceptability of friends to the family as well as compatibility -
in norms and values as perceived by the individual are somehow asso-
ciated with the development of the effective speech personality.”ﬁo
E. "Either a favorable communicative atmosphere at home, or

significant relationships with adults outside of the family, or both,



is essential to but dces not guarantee the development of an ef-

. . 61 . -
fective speech personality.” Thus, the wider the range of successful

communicative contact, the greater are the chances of developing "a

similarly wide range in repertoires of effective speech behaviors

as well as confidence in their employment.”62

Of particular interest to this study is Steward's statement

that: -

Observation of behavioral characteristics offers little
for purposes of discrimination between the reticent and
the non-reticent individual. That is, manifestations of
speech fear and other maladaptive behavicrs may be quite
normal responses due to unfamiliarity and lack of knowledge
cencerning appropriate behavior in the situation.063 '

Although the above staéement was not based on a controlled
laboratory investigation of behavioral characteristics, it does imply
that no differences should be found in the social-emotional areas
of the interaction analysis.

At a later point in his study, Steward explains that:

This uncertainty concerning the meaning of behavioral
characteristics is due to the prodigious capacity of
human beings to hide, substitute, mask or otherwide deny
from the observer evidences of symptoms perceived by the
individual to be socially umacceptable. Individuals be-
have in such a way as to preserve the best possible self-
image and to elicit the most acceptable responses from
others. Reticence may then be manifest in any behavior
that the subject is capable of exhibiting and which is
perceived by him as more desirable than a display of

his true feelings regarding self and communicaticin. So
it is that verbosity, withdrawal, avoidance, hostility
and other manifestaticns will be exhibited to 8Ehers
rather than attempts at genuine communication.

He thercfore emphasizes that the concept of reticence ''does not
describe behavioral dimensions, but rather an attitude toward the

self with regard to the commmnicative act,"65



The proclivity on the part cf the reticent student to mask
undesirable symptoms with various coping behaviors and thus avoid
confronting his own inadequate communicative behavior is well
documented in Steward's data; he therefore rightly asserts that this
tendency must be taken into consideration in the design of instruments
to identify the reticent, as well as in the design of a pedagogy in
general. Consequently, Steward feels that measuring instruments such
as the Likert Scales or the Q-sort should be designed to illuminate
the various attitudes and behaviors characteristic of the reticent
personality.

His concluding implications for pedagogy are based on the
aésumptions that (a) the reticent studert is unable to consider him-
self as a successful communicator in circumstances that are meaning-
ful to him; (b) he is largely unable to assess his present and/or
potential skills realistically; and (c} his attitude toward the com-
municative act militates against a purposeful pursuit of skills and
prevents his recognition of such skills when and if they occur. 06
fhus three major objectives for an effective pecagogy are proposed.
A successful course in Speech would help the reticent student:

1. To alter perceptions of self and others in relevant
communicative acts.

2. To appreciate the principles of the human communi-
cation process so as to be able to assess their own
strengths and weaknesses realistically.

To adopt effective speech behaviors which are recog-
nized as such by the speaker as well_as other par-
ticipants in the communicative act.07

A
.
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It is further suggested that classroom procedures to carry out
these objectives would maximize opportunities for favorable communi-
cative contact among students and instructors in a relatively threat-
free environment.

Published concurrently with Steward's dissertation was an
article by G. M. Phillips entitled "Reticence: Pathology of the Nor-
mal Speaker.’” Phillips raises the problem of understanding persons with
communicative problems which "'cannot be clearly fitted into accepted
diagnostic cetegories but which, nevertheless, disrupt the social ad-
justment of the speaker and reduce his effectiveness as a conmmni-
cator."® such a person

shows no distorticns in srticulation, nor does he revezl
the hypertonia associated with stuttering. He is usually
quiet and tends to avoid interaction, He is reluctant

to discuss ideas and problems with others and seems in-
ordinately intimidated by superordinates. He rarely

asks questions, does nct socialize well, and physical
upsets are often associated with his attempts to com-
nuniicate ... He does not anticipate success in comuni-
cative transactions involving speech.69

Labeled as ''reticent, Phillips defines such an individual as
""a person for whom anxiety about participation in oral communication
outweighs his projection of gain from the situation."70

In order to isolate specific behaviors associated with reti-
cence, Phillips made a study of diary reports from 198 college-age
persons who were characterized as '"'severely inadequate oral communi-
cators."’! Data from this group were compared to similar data from 1100
students identified as non-reticent. Based on this comparison, the fol-
lowing features were identified as characteristic of the reticent

population:72
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1. They reported shakiness which interfered with their
attempts to communicate during classroom recitations
and public performances.

2. They reported that during attempts to speak they were
conscious of physical symptoms, ''butterflies in the
stomach," loud or rapid heartbeat, hesdache, throbbing
temples, nausea, excessive perspiration, and insbility
to see the audience ... Reticent subjects also reported
that they felt nc sense of relief or accomplishment at
the completion of a communication.

3. Virtually all rcticent subjects reported that, on
occasion, they found it necessary to break off com-
munication with somecne abruptly because of their
fears and apprehensions.

4. Reticents expressed inability to communicate with
"important' pecple like teachers or counselors...
They also reported an inability to talk about
personal problems with others.

5. Others, such as parents or teachers, had called com-
municative inadequacies to the attention of vreticents,
or, at least, reticents remermbered more occasiong wnen
this had happened than normals remembered.

S
quiet and saw themselves consistently on the fiinges of
social gatherings.

7. Reticents felt compelied to be unnaturally apologetic
when their ideas were challenged and they interpreted
questions about content of communication as personal
criticisms.

8. Reticents preferred to commmunicate in writing where
possible and most had achieved a fairly high level of
skill at writing. Virtually all mentioned problems
they had had with oral performances in public school
and remembered frequently receiving poor grades on
such public performances.

9. Most reticents expressed singular inability to talk
with their parents.

Based on these characteristics, Phillips regards a reticent
person as one who habituates certain commnicative behaviors in -order

to avoid certain anxiety-producing situations, even though the be-
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havior no longer aids in the avoidance or reduction of the anxiety.
Thus

... any normal speaker could occasionally be defective in

a given situation. But as the number of situations with

which he cannot cope increases, the general involvement of

his personality would be expected to become greater. If

a communicator ... constantly fails, his att?tud§ztoward

communication will become increasingly ncgative. '~

Therefore, the reticent ''takes refuge from the demands with which
he caﬁnot cope by becoming more reticent.'74

Extended interviews with reticent college students indicate to
Phillips that, for them, reticence is a response pattern that extends
across all or nearly all communicative situations and that nontheless
severely hampers their oral éommunication behavior.

The implications of these findings seem clear. If the reticent
student exists as a person separate from the 'mormal" speaker, it is
implied that pedagogy geared to improvement of those more skilled in
oral communications are likely to threaten and intimidate him - espe-
cially where formal, public speech is required. Yet, paradoxically,
if reticence can be considered to be a pathology of the ‘'noimal
speaker, whatever treatment is applied must be done in a typical
classroom, but in a clinical fashion.

Phillips concludes by emphasizing the need for refining infor-
mation essential to the identification of the reticent person. We
don't know, for example, the incidence and severity of reticent
conmunicative patterns below the college level. Thecrizing that

reticence may be more prevalent in the lower grades, he reasons that

their maladaptive communicative pattern may have irpeded the

+
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intellectual growth of the future college student. The answers to
questions such as these, Phillips asserts, deserve pronpt testing.

Two recent researchers, Hopf75 and Ickes,76 have independently
reported their attempts to reduce the anxiety levels of reticent sub-
jects. Hopf, working within the context of the nommal speech class-
room, suggests using various exercises in Oral Interpretation to
further the reticent student's ability in other areas of oral com-
munication. Recognizing that a major concern of the reticent student
involves ''self-esteem,' he feels that

Oral interpretation may be considered as a functional
device for coping with 'self-esteem' and the subsequent
problems of self-image since it allows the student - for
the time being - to operate on a 'not me" basis. Tha

is, the material and the way in which written content is
organized may not necessarily be perceived by the reticent
reader as a function of 'self.'77

Ickes,78 on the other hand, in presenting a classical condition-
ing model for reticence, utilizes a clinical setting for treatment.
Viewing reticence as "undesirable learned behavior,"’9 he attempts
an explanation of the reticent speaker within a model of learned
neurotic behavior. Thus Ickes suggests the employment of behavicral
medification techniques (in this case systematic desensitization
therapy) to alleviate the problem.

Ickes conception of what constitutes ''reticence'' seems to be
vastly different from all previous investigators. For example, he
states that "'reticence is directly attributed to neurotic anxiety
that appears when the conditioned subject is confronted with a group
speaking situation.”80 Ickes seems to be saying that neurotic

anxiety is the ''cause'" of reticence, while previcus investigators



have considered it to be only a symptom. Further, Ickes states that
"what the therapy was designed to do was to eliminate the neurotic

n81 Aside from the obvious

anxjety that the subject was experiencing.
difference, that all previous investigators state the classroom, and
not the clinic, is the proper setting for any ''therapy' which might

be applied to reticent subjects, the major difference seems to be

that Ickes equates 'meurotic anxiety' with reticence and then pro-
ceeds to discuss anxiety and reticence as if they were synonymncus.

The problem is compounded when it is reslized that many of the overt
symptoms ol reticence anc neurotic anxiety, such as "butterflies in
the stomach,"” may be the same, although there seems to be a definite
distinction between the two. Reticence is considered by Steward®? to
be be an attitude toward communication; neurotic anxiety mey he viewed
as merely a label for a set of behaviors. Thus it may be argued that
Ickes, in using a classical conditioning model of neurcsis, is working
towards the alleviation of something other than reticence. That reti-
cent attitudes manifesting themselves within the individual may also
be improved does not denigrate this argument. If, as previous inves-
tigators have implied, reticence is an attitude toward the self with
regard to the communicative situation, than any change in the or-
ganism's behavior will cause corresponding changes in his attitudes
toward himself. It is this dimension, the negafive attitude of the
speaker towards himself as 2 person with "'butterflies in the stomach,"
that forms the basis of models of reticence. Thus, while it is agreed
that the form of therapy selected may help to alleviate reticence,

Ickes' rationale for its employment is in sharp contrast with all



previcus researchers.

o
The final study to be reviewed, by Bush and Blttner,s‘ does

not have a direct bearing on the present invéstigation but does
indicate that the term "reticence'" may be used gquite differently
from the manner reported by the investigators in this Review of the
Literature. Bush and Bittner discuss the effect of the video-tape
recorder on levels of anxiety, exhibiticnism, and reticence, comn-
sidering reticence to be "avoidance of any interaction."8% A com-
parison of responses between subjects speaking with the video-tape
recorder present and visible .and those withcut the presence of the
video-tape machine indicate that higher ievcls of all three variables
é¢id not occur. They therefore conclude that the presence of the
video-tape recorder in a classyoom spezking situaticn does not

‘reate any negative aspects of speaker respornse.

The results of this study, however, do not have a direct
bearing on the present investigation simply because the term
“reticence” as used by Bush and Bittner ditfers considerably from
the usage of previous investigators. Reticence as used by Muir, .
Steward,85 and Phillip586 refers to a type of person differing from
the "normal" person by virtuc of his attitude toward th eif as an
inadequate communicator. The same term as used by Bush and Bittner
seems to refer to a trait in normal speakers which is capable of
varying with the introduction of particular external variables (in

-~

this case the videot tape recorder). Although Bush and Bittner indi-

cate that "'reticence' is dependent upon one's self-concept as a

)
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CHAPTER III
PROBLEM AND PROCEDURES
I. GENESIS CF THE PROBLEM

The impetus for the present study was the realization that no
controlled comparisons of the communicative behavior of reticent and
non-reticent individuals has ever been attempted. Indeed, until
recently all of the information about reticent individuals has been
opbtained in situations in which the reticent subjects evaluated their
own conversational abilities.

The studies by Muirt and Steward® are based upon a content
analysis of interviews in which reticent subjects discussed their
perceptions of their communicative abilities. Similarly, the "R”

(for reticence) scale developed by Phillips and Erickson® also relies
upon self-disclosure to classify subjects.

The assumpticn in all these instances is that the communication
behavicr reported by the individual corresponds to his actual communi-
cative behavior. Yet this notion has never been tested, and consequent-
ly no alternative measures of assessing the accuracy of the subject's
assessment of his own communicative ability presently exist.

A second reason exists for an examination of the behaviors of
reticent subjects. The Review of the Literature revealed that all of

the samples studied were drawn from a college student population. In

order to generalize to another age group, such as an elementary or



secondary schoel population, it would be necessary to derive new

fl

population nomms. Inference:

t

. about these other populations are
very difficult to make on the basis of the existing knowledge of
reticence. The problem is compounded when we consider that certain
groups, particularly those in the elementary school level, may not
be amenable to the interview techniques. Yet it i1s important to
know when, how, and to what degree the phenomenon of reticeice
develops, if preventive measures are to be considered.

Oné of the ways toracquire this information is to let the sub-
ject's action in a communicative situation form an alternative measure
for those measures in which the subject is asked to assess nis own
actions. Although a primary cbjective in ail reticence studies

“

haz been to "isolate behavicr which might be characteristic of reti-
cence,”4 no controlled observations of actual communicative behavior

have vet been undertaken.
II. RATIONALE FOR THE APPRCACH

Communication behaviors can only be observed when subjects
are engaged in communicaticn. This study is therefore focussed on
an observation of certain behaviors which seem likely to occur when

reticent subjects are engaged in communicative interaction. Yet the

33

public platform is not the proper setting, since any cobservable !

differences cbtained in that context could be attributable either to
stagefright (a dirferentiated behavior common to inexperienced public
speakers) or reticence (a behavior uadifferentiated as to the coutext

in which it cccurs). In order to eliminate the stagefright variable

&
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and reduce the possibility that speech fears have been unmaturally
amplified by the structure 5f the situation, this study will focus
on an analysis of the interactive beshaviors common to reticent sub-

jects participating in face-to-face small group communications.
ITI. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The specific problem tc be investigated is as fcilows: 1In

what ways and to what extent are the interactive profiles of task

groups with reticent members similar to each other in the amount and

distribution of task and secial-emotional acts, and to what extent

~

are they different from the proups with no reticent members?

For the purpecses of this stucy, the "reticent member' is defined
as a person for whom apprchension about peviicipation in oral com-
munication consistently outweighs hic pirojection of gain from ths
situation. The non-réticent menrber 1is ono who may experience ap-
prehension about communicative situaticns but who is aware that he
has the capacity to reduce tension and engage in effective communi-
Cétion when the need arises. These definitions are in agreement with

those of Hopf5 and Phillips.6
IV, HYPGITHESES TO BE TESTED

There exists conflicting evidence for specific hypotheses
concerning the probable commuicative behavior of the reticent subjects,
including their effects on the groups in which they interact. Previous
investigators of reticence have defined the reticent populaticn in

terms of their disposition te remain silent, as well as their tendency



to refrain from any socielizing or commmnicative behavior. Stewzrd
further reports that the reticent subjects reported "minimal or no
comnunicative contact beyond the utility level with adults outside

of the immediate family."’

Conversely, all of the non-reticents
in Steward's study reported highly favorable and valued relation-
ships with persons outside of the inmediate family.

‘These findings seem to indicate that differences should be
evident in a comparison of the interactions of groups with reticent
members and groups with no reticent members particularly with respect
to the number and distribution of acts initiated by the various groups.

In contrast to this evidence, Steward remarks that '"observation
of behavioral characteristics offers little for purposes of discrimi-
nation between the reticent and the non-reticent individuals."® That
is, situations occur in which manifestations of speech fears and
other maladaptive behaviors to the communicative situation are quite
normal respenses frequently generated by unfamiliarity and lack of
knowledge concerning behavicr in the situation. Whils Steward'’s
femarks are not based on a controlled cbservation of reticent be-
havior, they do lend some support to the null hypothesis {Hypcthesis
I1I) which this study is trying to tlest.

The following hypotheses will be tested:

Hypothesis I: The grouns with vreticent members will have

a significantly smaller total of all acts
initiated than will the groups with no reticent

members.



Hypothesis IT: Within the groups with reticent members, the

reticents will address significantly more acts
to non-reticents than to other reticents.

Hypothesis III: In a comparison of groups with reticent members

and groups with no reticent members, there will be
no significant differences in the acts scored in
the varicus categories of the interaction analysis.
Hypothesis I has been formulated from the description of the
reticent as a person with a disposition to remain silent and te avoid
the commnicative situation. This disposition should be evident from
an observation and comparison of the tcotal number of cemmunicative

acts which are initiated by the reticent and the non-reticent groups.

Hypothesis II is derivable from the first hypothesis when

)

we consider the nature of the communicative interacticn. The pattern
of communication is predictable to some degree simply because as
Bales says,

Persons in interaction apparently tend to maintain a logical

and interpersonal congruity in interaction sequences. Acts

do not occur in isolation, but in sequences in which actions

are made in anticipation of reactions, 8nd reactions are made

in reference back to preceding actions.

In terms of the kinds of distinctions measurable by the
categories in Bales' system, a muber of predictable patterns usually
occur. Questicns tend to elicit answers; answers tend to elicit agree-
ment or disagreement; jokes tend to elicit laughter; and so on through-
out the categcries. In essence, all comnunicative interactions consist
of a pattern of action-and-reaction seguences.

Because acts do not occur in isolation, a tendency exists to

direct all reactions to the persen initiating the act. Thus a large
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nurber of acts initiated by the reticents will be in response to acts
directed toward them. Now if, as Hypothesis I predicts, the resticent
indivicuals initiate a smaller number of acts (compared to the ncn-
reticents), the conclusion must be drawn that the reticents will

more readily address acts to non-reticents than to other reticents.

No predictions concerning specific differences in the categeries
of the interacticn analysis is warrented by the previous studies.
However, the possibility exists that the predicted differences in the
amount and direction of interaction will cause corresponding differences
in various categories of the interaction analysis. It is for this

reason that Hypothesis I1I has been presented as a null hynothesis.,
V. DEFINITION OF TERMS

In order to specify the way in which certain terms will be used
within this study, they will be defined in this section.

1. Act. A single unit of interaction. The smallest discern-
able segment of verbal or nonverbal behavior which can be classified
uﬁder the experimental conditions of serial scoring.

2. I.P. A, Interaction Process Analysis - The system of
interaction analysis devised by Robert F. Bales.

3. Interactive Profile. The distribution of interactive

"events' (acts) scored by raters in Robert F. Bales' Interaction
Process Analysis.

4, Non-Reticent ("NR'") Groups. The three experimental groups

containing no reticent members (i.e., "normal" or "control'' groups).

These will be designated as NRI, NRIT, and NRIII.
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5. Reticent ('R} Groups. The threec experimental groups

containing two (out of fcour) reticent members. These will be

designated RI, RII, and RIIiT.
VI. ASSUMPTIONS CONCERNING IMNTERACTION ANALYSIS

The following is a clarification of the investigator's assump-
tions concerning Interaction &nalysis and the interaction sequences.
Any attempt to define similarities and differences between
groups of individuals must be founded upon an investigation of the
area in which the differences are expected to occur. In the present
study, differences are expected to occur between reticent and non-
reticent groups in the number and nature of their commmnicative
interactions. Instruments which weuld measure communication of
various kinds were therefore sought. The method selected was the
application of a system of systematic observations derivea by Robert
F. Bales and known as Interaction Process Analysis. Thus the relevant
areas are expressed as categories and sub-categories employed in the
Iﬁteraction Analysis which in turn provide the basis for the obser-
vations.
To describe and classifyv the different behavicrs which are
present in the process of interaction, Simon and Boyer indicate that
system needs to meet three requirements:
First, it must be descriptive as opposed to evaluative,
and, although it can be used tc analyue emoticnal or
evaluative situations, the language itself must be des-
criptive of the values or feelin ngs being discussed.

Second, the language must deal with what can be cate-
~gorized or measured, and
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t must deal with small bits of action or be-
havior rather

than with global concepts.l0

The type of observation system which meet these requirements
have come to be known as systems of "interaction analysis.'" Inter-
action analysis in its broadest sense may be defined as a method of
describing and interpreting human interaction as it occurs in a par-
ticular group setting. Similarly, interaction may be defined as the
behavior of one person intluencing the behavior of another in a face-
to-face situation. Although the term "interaction analysis'" was first
used to describe interactive behaviors in task-oriented small groups,

11

Amidon~" indicates that the *crm has since been applled to a variety

of interactive situations.

Interaction Process Analysis is a phrase first used by Balesl?
to describe a standarized methed of simultaneously classifying human
interaction in terms of the quality of the act, who perferms it, and
in relation to whom. The term is meant to distinguish the method from
various modes of ''content analysis.'" The interaction categories do
not. classify what is said (the content of the message) but rather how
the persons cormunicate, that is, the who-does-what-tc-whom dimensions
in the process (time order) of their interaction. An examination of
the titles of the categories, and their reciprocal references to each
other, will clarify these points (see Figure 1).

To say a person 'gives opinion'' (category 5), for example, does
not tell what the content of the opinion is; or tc say that a person
"disagrees" (category 10) is not to say what he disagrees with in
terms of the idea content. This general distincticn holds true for

all twelve categories in the Interaction Process Analysis system.
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They are all concerned with the form of the interpersonal com-

municaticn, rather than jts specific content.
VII. INTERACTION SEQUENCES

The twelve categories shown in Figure 1 seem to suggest the
back-and-forth nature that is characteristic of ncermal conversation
and social behavior. A casual observaticn of normal interaction
provides a simple validation of the truisms implied by the categories.
When a person asks a question, he tends to receive an answer from
somebody else; when one attempts to give an answer, he receives a
reaction, either positive or negetive. Bales identifies other kinds
of interactive patterns and links them to specific persciality '‘types"

by explaining that

Some persons seldom attempt answers to group problems, but
seem rather to specialize in listeniny and nglnﬂ positive
reactions, wheleas others seem to specialize in negative

reactions and counter-arguments. Every so cften a joke
appears - a mixed action, neither clearly vpositive nor
negative, but some of both, and it is followed by a laugh.
The group then often goes into a short period of joking and
laughing, before they get back to the sericus business rve-
presented by giving cpinion. In non-task periods there 1is
often a good deal of information and ITlLPJlV behavior,
interspersed with dramatizations, jokes, and laughs. This
often happens both before and glber the more serious task-
oriented part of the sessiom.

The structure of the Interaction Process Analysis system
is built on a very simple common-sense base, and muach that one
intuitively believes about everyday conversation can be confirmed by
it. The amazing thing, perhaps, i the depth at which it revesls the

basic attitudes of people, their personalities, and their positions in

a group. This is simple because people do not pay much attention to



Positive
(and mixed) o
Actions A, Social-Fmotional Area:
1. Shows solidarity (£*)

2. Shows tension release (e¥)

3. Agrees (d¥)

Attempted
Answers B. Task Area:
4, Gives suggestion (c¥*)
5. Gives opinion (b¥*)
6. Gives orientation (a¥%)
Questions C. Task Area:

7. Asks

y
18}

O

"

orientation (a¥*
8., Asks for opinion {(b¥)
9. Asks for suggestiocns (c*)

Negative
{and mixed) ‘
Actions . Social-Fmotional Area:

10. Disagrees (d%*)
11.  Shows tension (e*)

12, Shows antagonism (£¥*]

*Key: a, problems of cormmunication;
b, problems of evaluation;
¢, problems of control;
d, problems of decision;
e, problems of tension-reduction;
f, problems of reintegration.

Figure 1. Categories for Robert F. Bales' Interaction

Process Analysis system.

~r
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the form of their interaction, nor do they have much control over
it. People are usually more attentive to the content of what they
are saying. But they unintentionally convey much in their manner,
and this is intuitively understood by most of their listeners.

The subtle yet differing sequences which are regularly employed
in interpersonal communications are highly indicative of differences
in the individuals who participate in the communication. The diagnos-
tic power of Interaction Process Analysis depends upon the assunption
that quantitative differences in the normally existing relationships
between the categories of interaction is related to a qualitative dif-
ference in the personalities or context in which the interaction
occurred.

In temms of the present study, since the context of the inter-
action was held constant for all subjects, hypotheses were generated
attributing interactive differences to the personality variables

inherent in the reticent/non-reticent subject classification system.
VIII. POPULATION AND PROCEDURES

Twenty-eight subjects in all, eight reticent and twenty non-
reticent, were selected from the population of students enrolled
Spring Term, 1971, in Speech 111, the beginning course in Fun-
damentals of Speech at Portland State University. The twenty-eight
subjects were divided into seven groups cof four members each. Three
of the groups composed the experimental variable and consisted of two
reticent and two non-reticent members in each group. The control

groups consisted of three four-person groups selected from the non-
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reticent population. The data from the remaining group, consisting
of two reticent and two non-reticent members, had to be rejected be-
cause of a failure on the part of one cf the non-reticent members to
appear at the appointed meeting place.l4 Thus the total number of

. groups was held to six: three experimental and three control groups.
Each of the six groups consisted of four subjects, two subjects from
each of two Speech 111 sections.

Reticent subjects were selected on the basis of their performance
on the ”;V Scale, an instrument designed by Phillips and Ericksont®
to measure ''Speech Fears.'" The test is normally administered to all
registrants for Speech 111 at the beginning of each term. Students
who score over one standard deviation above the mean for those taking
the test in previous terms are eligible to be considered for transter
into a special section designed specifically for those with unusvally
high degrees of apprehension associated with the speech act. Final
disposition is made following an interview with members of the staff
who administer to the special classes. Only eight students were
eﬁrolled in the special section during the term in which this experi-
ment was undertaken.

After several weeks of classroom contact with the students,
the Instructor, Mr. Robert Harvey, was consulted to determine which
students were both reticent and likely to participate in this study.
It was then decided that, since the available reticent population
was so small (only eight), all of the subjects should be utilized.
The instructor therefore agreced to use this experiment in lieu of a

unit in "small group communication,' and required that. all participate
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at a time convenient to them.

Non-reticent subjects were selected from the regular Speech 111
classes of Dr. Stephen Kosokoff and Mrs. Carolyn Young. After securing
a copy of the students' time schedules, it was ascertained which
schedules coincided with those of the raters and the other students.
The students whe were thus selected were asked te participate in this
experiment. They were told by their instructors of the ovportunity
to fulfill the requirements for an assignment by participation in
the proposed group interaction. All who were asked to participate
agreed to do so.

Potential subjects, both reticent and non-reticent, received
an in-class reminder from their instructors a day or two preceeding
their scheduled participation in this experiment. Those who could
not be contacted in this manner were reached that evening by tele-
phene.

Raters were trained by this experimenter with the assistance
of Professor Theodore Grove. The training consisted of approximately
five hours of practice per week for a total of fifteen weeks.

All six of the group interactions took place during the
Spring, 1971 term. Each group was scheduled for a single meeting,
fifty minutes long, during which time the experiment took place.

The procedures followed in this study included several steps
which are listed below.

1. Students were selected in the manner described above and
invited to participate in the experiment. Those willing were informed

of the date and time the experiment was to begin.



2. Upen arrival of the subjects, thgy were seated in semi-
circular fashion facing a one-way observation mirror. Each experi-
mental group contained four members, two male and two female. For
the veticent groups, one of the males and one of the females was
reticent. Raters, howcver, were not informed which subjects were
reticent and which were non-reticent, nor were they infeimed which
groups ccntained reticent members and which did not.

3. Each group then particinated in a fifty-minute discussion,
the purpose of which was to sclve two prcblems using group consensus.
The order of the problems was randomized for each group, and all ses-
sions were tape recorded.

4, Data were collected by three raters for each group. Two
raters analyzed the interaction in terms of the twelve categories in
Bales' Interaction Process Analysis system, while the third rater
collected the who-to-whom sequences in the interaction.

5. The data were subjected to statistical analysis in order

to furnish the necessary interpretations.
IX. RATIONALE FOR THE PROCEDURE

Two limiting factors, the mumber of available subjects and the
degree of inter-rater relisbility, served as the basis of the rationale
for the apprcach selected. ‘

The rationale for selecting the number and composition of the
various experimental groups was based on the small muber of reticent

subjects available for this study. Although considerably more students

ordinarily enroll in the reticence section, only eight were enrolled
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during the period in which the experviment was conducted. This nurber
prohibited designing groups with more than four persons and groups
containing all reticent subjects.

The level of inter-rater reliability also served as an important
factor in this study. Although it would have been informative to have
had the whe-te-whom seqguences in the interaction keyed to the various
acts, thereby permitting an analysis of the kinds of acts generated by
each individual, it was unfortunately necessary to simplify the raters’
tasks in érder to increase the inter-rater reliability to a significant
level. Preliminary reliability tests, before the simplificatiocn of
tasks, were exceedingly icw, hovering about 19 percent. After the
task simplification, the pretest reliability fox the raters averaged
64.1 percent, while the cverall average of the six experimental ses-
sions was £6.6 percent.

Reliability was computed according to Scott's1® method. His
method, according to Flanders, is "'unaffected by low frequencies, can
be adapted tec percent figures,can be estimated more rapidly in the
field, and is more sensitive at higher levels of reliability,"l7 then
is Bales'18 suggested adaptation of the chi-square. A thorough dis-
cussion concerning the calculation of reliability by Scott's method

19
can be found in Flanders.

X. RATIOMNALE FOR THE TASK

The raticnale adepted in selecting the group tasks is similar
tc that adopted by Bales and Couch?? in their study of the processes

of interaction. Their findings indicate that the use of "human



relations cases' proved to be a task that was sensible to the parti-
cipants and did not obviously require some particular type of previous
experience, ability, or technical knowliedge. 'Participants generally
become involved, talked easily, often argued, and sometimes became angry
with each other."?l

Because the nature of the hypotheses indicated expected dif-
ferences on the social-emotional factors of the interaction analysis,
it was deemed advisable to select as the group tasks problems which
would evoke the emotional commitment necessary for the differences to
evidence themselves.

One of the group tasks, the NASA Group Consensus Prcblem (see

Appendix B), called for a scientific orientation, while the other

task, The Grievances of Black Citizens Consensus Problem (see Appendix

C) necessitated a social-psychelegical orientation. Thus in the
NASA problem questions such as '"'flow can you use injection needles

in a space suit?" were raised and d=alt with by the various groups,
while the second tasx above the discussion centered around the
assumed priorities of the minority group teing studied. Taken
together, the two problems provided a wide latitude in which the
discussion could roam. This allowed the widest possible opportunity

for each person to participate fully.
XI. LIMITATIONS

All behavicral studies conducted within a laboratory setting
are limited in the gencrality of their observations. This study

is not excluded from this limitation. The subjects are placed in



an unnatural setting. lnseen observers, of whom the subjects are
aware, serve as silent members in the communicative situation. Group
pressures to converse place certain demands on them, and they are
likely to be overly conscicus of what is being said. Asking the
subjects to discuss specific tasks further adds to the unnatural
setting.

The study is also limited in the population from which the
subjects were chosen. They were college students attending a
university‘in Portland, Oregon, and who also were taking a beginning
course in Speech. In addition, subjccts were 1imi§ed to Caucasian
Americans. All foreign students and those of American subcultures
(Black, Mexican, Indian, Puerto Rican, and Oriental Americans) were
not included in the sampiing. Afurther limitation is placed on the
reliability with which the reticent subjects were selected. The 'R’
Scale, the principal measuring instrument employed, maintains only
face validity. Subjects from one university in a particular locale
were chosen because of convenience.- The size of the sample and the
college classes from which it was drawn were similarly chosen. Time
has also bteen a limiting factor in this study. Conclusions will

therefore be drawn with these limitations in wmind.
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS

It is the purpose of this chapter to present the results of the
study. First to be assessed will be the impact which the varying

group problems had on the discussion content being investigat

QD
[

Following this, the three research hypotheses will be presented,
along with a statistical interpretationul Chapter V will summarize
and interpret these findings.

Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks tests were used to
determine the effect of the two group problems on the discussion
content being investigated. The first two hypotheses utilized one-
tailed t tests in their interpretations, while the remaining hypo-
thesis used a non-directional chi-square test in the analysis. Tables
will be shown for all data listing the observations, expectations, and
final results of the statistical tests which were employed.

Seven Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks tests, eguated for
total acts per group, were utilized to determine the effects attrib-
utable to the two group problems. The data were initially analyzed
in their entirety, and the two complementary halves (i.e., task and
social-emotional) were then investigated. These two halves were
followed by an analysis of their respective subdivisions - 'questions"
and "attempted answers' for the task area and *'positive'' and
"negative' actions for the social-emotional area.

The null hypothesis for effects of the task variable failed to
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be rejected. No significant differences were revealed at the .05 level
in the seven analyses computed. With n=6, the .05 level required a

T=0 for significance. The values obtained were considerably higher,
ranging from 9 to 10.5. There are no significant differences in the
interaction profiles due to differences in the two group problems
utilized in the discussion. Therefore data were pooled across tasks

in all subsequent analyses. Table I, below, summarizes the results

of these analyses.

TABLE I

SUMMARY OF SEVEN WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIRS SIGNED-RANKS TESTS
FOR TASK EFFECTS ON GROUP INTERACTIVE PROFILE

Comparison Wilcoxon 'T!
Total Acts 10*
Task Orientation g*
Social-Emotional Orientation 10%
"Questions' 10%
"Attempted Answers'' 9%
"Positive Actions" 10%
'"Negative Actions' 10.5%

Note: For all tables in this chapter, significance will be indi-
cated in the following mamner: (*) not significant at the .05 level;
(¥*%) significant at the .05 level; (*%%) significant at the .001 level.

Hypothesis I: The groups with reticent members will have a

significantly smaller total of all acts initiated

than will the groups with no reticent members.
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A one-tailed t-test for differences Letween independent means
was used to test for differences in the total mumber of acts initiated.
No significant differences were revealed at the .05 level. At four
degrees of freedom, a t = 2,132 is necessary for significance at the
.05 level. The value obtained, .442, was considerably lower, indi-
cating the almost negligible difference betweer the means of the two
types of groups. There are no significant differences in the total
number of acts initiated by groups with reticent members and gToups
with no reticent members. Table II, below, indicates the basis for

this finding.

TABLE IT

t-TEST FOR TOTAL ACTS INITIATED

Comparison N d.f. mj -m, 52 t
R Groups - NR Groups 6 4 46.66 16695.468 .442%
Hypothesis II: /ithin the groups with reticent members, the

reticents will address significantly more acts
to non-reticents than to other reticents
To test Hypothesis II, the raw data were simply observed. Since
it was found that the mean for reticent subjects talking to other
reticent subjects was slightly higher than the mean for reticents
talking to non-reticents, the hypothesis was rejected. It should be
noted that, since there are two non-reticent subjects in each group

while only one reticent subject in each group with whom the reticent



potentially may interact, the expected frequency would be 2:1 in the
direction of reticents taiking more to non-reticents.
equalize for this expected frequency, the tallies for reticents talk-
ing to non-reticents were halved (i.e., "averaged').
indicate that there are no significant differences in the number of
acts reticent subjects address to other reticents and non-reticents.

These results are illustrated in Table III.

RAW SCORES FOR NUMBEK OF ACTS
TO OTHER RETICENTS AND NON-RETICENTS

TABLE III

In order to

The results

RETICENT SUBJECTS ADDRESSED

Reticent - Reticent

1/2 Reticent - Non-reticent

44
14
12
19

5
26

T20 m=20

57.5
16.5
8.5
12
14
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In an attempt to explain the results of the first two hypotheses,

a t test for differences between correlated means was employed to test
the null hypothesis that there will be no significant differences in

the amount of talking gererated by reticent and non-reticent subjects.

The findings indicate that, although non-reticents tended to talk more,



the difference was not statistically significant at the .05 level.

A t score of .003 was obtained, while a value of 1.476 was necessary
to reach the .05 level of significance. There are no significant
differences in the amount of talking initiated by reticent and non-

reticent subjects. Tables IV and V, below, indicate this finding.

TABLE IV

RAW SCORES FOR AMOUNT OF. TALKING INITTATED BY RETICENT AND
NON-RETICENT INDIVIDUALS

Reticents Non-reticents

159 240
45 228
81 87
72 76
74 78
60 _20

497 m=81.8 729 m=121.5

TABLE V

t-TEST RESULTS FOR AMOUNT OF TALKING INITIATED BY RETICENT AND
NON-RETICENT INDIVIDUALS

Compariscn N d.f. mp -m Sa t

39,7 32277.3 .003%

[¥2]

Amount of talking 6
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Hypothesis TII: In a comparizaua of groups with reticent members and
groups with nc reticent members, there will be no
significant differences in the distribution of acts
scored in the various categories of the interaction
analysis.

A 2 x 12 chi-square test of the null hypothesis was employed to
test for differences in the distribution of acts in the twelve inter-
action categories. An extremely significant difference was revealed
(p<.001), and the null hypothesis was rejected. At eleven degrees of
freedom, the .001 level required for significance is 31.26. The chi-
square cbtained was considerably higher at 105.12. This indicates that
the distribution of total acts in groups with reticent members differs
significantly from that of groups with mo reticent members. Table VI
presents these results.

In order to ascertain the specific areas in which the above
differences occurred, three 2 x Z chi-square tests pf the null hypoth-
esis were then employed to test for differences between the following
pairs of variables: ''task and social-emotional,' ''questions and
attempted answers,' and 'positive and negative."

The null hypothesis was rejected for the variable ''task and
social-emoticnal.'" Acts scored in the various task and social-emo-
tional categories differed at a very significant level with a chi-
square of 11.2. To be significant at the .001 level with one degree
of freedom, a chi-square of 10.83 is necessary. Differences therefore
exist between the two types of groups with respect to their task and

social-emotional profiles.



TABLE VI

RAW SCORES FOR RETICENT AND NON-ERETICENT GROUPS ACROSS
12 CATEGORIES OF BALES' I.P.A.

Category R Groups NR Groups
1. Shows Solidarity Z 25
2. Tension Release 56 iz4
3. Agrees 430 422
4, Gives Suggestion 92 169
5. Gives Opinion 1270 1764
6. Gives Orientation 505 579
7. Asks For Orientation 123 126
8. Asks For Opinion 156 188
9. Asks For Suggestion 14 27
10. Disagrees 58 102
11. Shows Tension 114 124
12, Shows Antagonism 4 il

Total 3524 3564

X2=105.12%%*

The null hypothesis was similarly rejected for the variavle

"questions and attempted answers.'" With d.f.=1, the .05 level required

a chi-square of 3.84.

The value obtained was slightly higher at 4.5.

The profile of acts scored in the 'questions and attempted answers"

subdivisicn of the task category is significantly different for the two

types of groups being investigated.
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The null hypothesis was sccepted for the 'positive and negative"
variable, No significant differences were revealed at the .05 level.
To be significant with d.f.=1, a p= 3.84 is needed. The value
obtained, only 1.3, was considerably smaller than the necessary one.
An analysis of the "'pesitive and negative'! area of the socizl-emotional
categories does not successfully discriminate between the two types of

groups. Tables VII thrcugh IX, below, substantiate these findings.

TABLE VII

CHI-SQUARE TEST FCR DIFFERENCES IN TASK AND SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL ACTS

Category Groups
Reticent Non-reticent
Task Acts . 2860 2856 )
X% = 11,2%%%
Social-Enoticnal Acts 664 808

TABLE VIII

CHI-SQUARE TEST FOR DIFFERENCES IN POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL ACTS

Category Groups

Reticent Non-recticent

Pos. Social-cmotional 488 571

Neg. Social-emotional 176 237
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TABLE IX

CHI-SCQUARE TEST FOR DIFFERENCES IN "GUESTIONS'' AND
’ "ATTEMPTED ANSWERS!

Categery | Groups,
Reticent Non-~reticent
"Attempted Answers'' 2567 2512 s
_ X2 = 4.5"
"Questions: ‘ 293 344

Cf all the statistical tests employed tc snalyze the data in
this study, the only significant differences were found in the distri-
bution of acts scored in certain categories of the interaction, par-
ticularly the fask categeries. Significant differences at the .001
level were found in the distribution of total acts and acts in the
category ''task and social-emotional.” A significant difference at
the .05 level was found for the category "questions and attempted

answers.'" No other significant differences were found in the

several analyses computed.

XY
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Notes

1. Statistical interpretations for the Wilcoxon matched-pairs
signed-ranks tests and the chi-square tests were based upon:
Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences
(New York: McCraw Hill, Inc., 1956). Statistical interpretations
for the t tests were based upon Quinn McNemar, Psychological Statis-
tics (New York: John Wiley § Sons, 1955).




CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIGNS

This final chapter will summarize and interpret the experimental
results of the study. The research hypotheses will be reviewed, rele-
vant resuits will be restated, aud conclusions drawn. Suggestions for

further research will conclude this chapter.
I. SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS

The specific question which this question was designed to
investigate was: In what ways and to what extent are the interactive
profiles of task groups with reticent members similar to each other
in the amount and distribution of task and social-emotional acts, and
to what extent are they different from the groups with no reticent
members?

The study was based on the assumption that the subtle yet
differing sequences which are regularly employed in interperscnal
communications are highly indicative of differences in the individuals
-who participate in'the commumication. In terms of the present investi-
gation, hypotheses were generated attributing interactive differences
to the personality variables inherent in the reticent/non-reticent
subject classification system;

First to be assessed were the differences in the interactive
profiles attributable to the two group tasks used in the discussion.

No significant differences were revealed, Thus it was ascertained
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that the uniqueness of the group tasks was not a significant factor in
the subsequent analysis of the hypotheses.

Hypothesis T: Groups with reticent members will have a signifi-

cantly smaller total of all acts initiated than
will the groups with no reticent members.

Hypothesis I failed to be confirmed. There are no significant
differences in a comparison of the total number of acts initiated by
the groups with reticent members and the groups with no reticent
members. An explanation of this result lends itself to one of three
alternative explanations: (a) within the reticent groups, reticent
members initiated a smaller number of acts, while non-reticent members
initiated pyoportionately greater numbers, thus equalizing the total
numnber ¢f acts initiated; (b) contrary to. all expectations, the reti-
cent members initiated a greater number of acts, while non-reticent
members initiated proportionately fewer; (c) reticent and non-reticent
members initiated approximately equal number of acts.

Because of these possibilities, a test was made tor significant
differences in the amount of talking initiated by reticent and non-
reticent subjects. A statistical analysis was employed, the result of
which offered evidence for the acceptance of the latter choice. No
significant differences were found. It can therefore be concluded
that no differences exist in a comparison of the number of acts !
initiated by the reticent and the non-reticent subjects, nor are there
differences in a comparison of the total number of acts initiated by
the reticent and the non-reticent groups.

Hypothesis 11: Within the groups with reticent members, the




reticents will address significantly more acts
to non-reticent than to other reticents.

This hypothesis was also unsubstantiated. There are ne signifi-
cant differences in the number of acts reticent members address to
non-reticents or other reticents.

This finding, along with those under Hypothesis I, reveals that
the reticent person initiates the same mmber of acts as the non-
reticent person. Thus, at least for the variables discussed above,
the reticent subjects interact in much the same way as the non-reticent
subjects.

Hypothesis III: In a comparison of groups with reticent members

and groups with no reticent members, there will
be no significant differences in the distribution
of acts scored in the various categories of the
interaction analysis.

This analysis successfully discriminated between the two types
of groups with respect to differences in the distribution of totai acts,
as well as in the distribution of '"task and social-emotional' acts.
Groups with reticent members had a higher percentage of task acts and
a correspondingly lower percentage of social-emotional acts than the
non-reticent groups. A further breakdown of the ''tesk and social-
emotional" category revealed that differences also exist in the
distribution of "'questions and answers.' Reticent groups asked fewer
questions and gave more answers than the non-reticent groups. The
"positive and negative'" delineation of the "task and social-emotional

area revealzd no significant differences along this dimension for the



two types cf groups inveétigated. These findings may indicate that
differences were not found in the first two hypctheses simply because
the groups with reticent members successfully avoided the areas of
interpersonal difficulty., By "sticking to the task,' reticent groups
were able to avoid the social-emotional arca and successfully complete
the assignment without revealing any of the speech fears that had
previously been reported on the 'R' Scale and in the preliminary
interview.

In short, the findings in the present study reveal that, in the
absence of precise measuring instrunents for reticence, it is
virtually impossible to disceirn which students are truly ‘'normal’ and
which are mercly masking the more serious cymptoms of reticence.
AJthough subile differences in the statistical analysis were uncovered,
it seems unlikely that those differences could have been noticed by
the casual observer., Indeed, the trained raters themselves were not
able to differentiate between the reticent and the non-reticent sub-
jects. In the only instance in which the raters were certain that
théy had identified a reticent subject, a ron-reticent group had been

observed!
II. CONCLUSIONS

The results of this study have produced some highly significant -
findings. The expected differences in the comparison of the amounts
and direction of of reticent and non-reticent interactions were not
substantiated. In the light of these results, the conflicting evidence

upon which the hypctheses were coriginally founded deserves discussion.

84
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Predicticns concerning the probable cormmunicative behavior of
reticent students were based upon the definition of the reticent as a
person with a disposition to remain silent and avoid communication. It
was therefore expected that this proclivity would evidence itself in
the present experimental situation.
Steward's counter-argument deserves restatement. He said that
"observation cf behavioral characteristics offers little for purposes
of discrimination between the reticent and the non-reticent individual."l
Therefore,‘the concept of reticence '"does not describe behavioral
dimensions, but rather an attitude toward the self with regard to the
comwunicative act."2 Steward therefore explained that
“this uncertainty concerning the meaning of behavioral
characteristics is due to the prodigious capacity of human
beings to hide, substitute, mask or otherwise deny from
the observer evidences of symptoms perceived by the
individual to be socially unaccentable.3
An alternative explanaticn for the assumption that anxieties and
speech fears were masked is that the tension, anxieties, and speech
ects did net manifest themselves in

fears reported by the reticent sub

excessive proportions for the discussicn tasks investigated. Previo

72}

investigations of the reticent student may have placed him in an
excessively threatening situation. Perhsps the relatively unthreat-
ening atmosphere of the small discussion group did not precipitate the
overwhelming anxiety levels that would have been likely had the reti-
cent subjects been asked, for example, to deliver a public speech.
Even considering the conditions imposed by the labcratory setting,
complete with strangers and a one-way mirror, it is safe to assume

that the small discussion groups were far less threatening than would
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be situations with similar laboratory cenditions but in which the
reticent subjects were asked to give stand-up speeches. The informality
of the discussion groups may have lessened the threat-potential of the
communicative situation.

Elements of masking, avoidance of threatening areas, and de-
creased anxiety due to the discussion situation are all presumed to
have had effects of some unknown magnitude. Since all these possi-
bilities tend to substantiate the notion that reticent students may be
virtually unrecognizable from the population of normal students, the
present discussion points to the advisability of adopting pedagogies
applicable to the reticent student and implementing them in the

traditional speech classroom.
ITI. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Four areas of research, revealed during the course of this
study, deserve prompt consideration. Each will be listed and discussed
in tuin.

1. Delineation of similarities and differences between those

reticents characterized by their silence and those characterized by

their verbosity. Although the highly verbose person is characterized

as reticent because his excessive talking serves as a means of avoiding
any meaningful comiminication, little is known of him. It is thought,
perhaps, that underneath his facade he is wmuch the same as the silent
ones. Yet this similarity may belie many differences, just as the
stutterer and the reticent may have similar uaderlying causes of their
pathology while requiring quite different methods of diagnosis and

treatinent.



There is as yet no way to discern highly verbose reticent sub-
jects from the normally talkative person; the 'R! Scale, the usual
measuring instrument employed, does not seem to delineate the verbose
reticents. In fact, the only highly-verbal reticent subject in
Steward's interviews of reticent and non-reticent subjects was obtained
quite by accident.? The subject's successful masking of his anxiety
and avoidance behaviors through excessive Verbalizations caused him
to be recommended by his instructor as a non-reticent subject. The
disparity between his conception of himself as a communicator and his
actual communicative behavior wers only revealed after extensive
interviews. This points to what may be the major difference between
the silent and the verbose reticents. For the silent reticents, there
at least seems to be congruity hetween the subjects' interpersonal
behavior and their conception of themselves as communicators. For the
verbose reticents, however, a disparity exists between word and deed.

2. Determination of the incidence and nature of reticent

problems in the elementary and sezcondary school populations. Virtually

nothing is known about the nature of reticence below the college level.
If preventive measures are to be considered, this information is a
necessity.

3. Development of pedagogies applicable to the reticent

population. This includes the as yet undefined populations in the
elementary and secondary schools. Clearly, reticent students are in
need of specialized techniques designed to reduce perceived threat and
therefore allow meaningful commmication to take place. Ideally, these

same techniques wculd be applicable to the population at Jarge.
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4, Development of standardized measuring instruments for

"reticence' and "attitudes toward communicaticn.” A study by Lustig

and Ingram5 revealed that no such staidardized measuring instruments
for communicative attitudes and abilities curfently exist. Such an
instrument ideally would be useful witlh subjécts having a wide range
of educational backgrounds and communicative skills. Perhaps
reticence could be just one factor on a multi-dimensional test for
attitudes and abilities with respect to orél comymnications.
Potential starting points for the development of such an
instrument might include refinement of the techniques herein employed.
The use of video-taping could be usefully employed both to increase
inter-rater reliability and to pin down specific behaviors which are
characteristic of reticence. In addition, the refinement cof the
various non-standardized measﬁring instruments currently available

provides another area for future investigation.



’ " Notes

1. Larry A. Steward, Attitudes Toward Communication: The
Content Analysis of Interviews with Eight Reticent and Eight Non-
(Unpublished PhL.D. Dissertation, The
University Park, Pa., 1568), p. 3.

Reticent Colliege Students
Pennsylvania State University:

ibid., P. 133.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid., pp. 251-259.

5. Myron W, lustig and Glenr i. Ingram, A Search of Literature
for Measuring Instruments in the Area of Cral Communication Skills
(Unpubiished manuscript prepared tor the Northwest Regional Education-
al Laboratories: Portland, Oregon, 1971).
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APPENDIX A

DEFINITICNS CF THE INTERACTION CATEGORIES

In the sections that follow, each of the twelve interacticn
categories is defined and discussed in detail. The discussion is
based, for the most part, on the definitions of the categories des-

cribed by Robert F. Bales in his work Interaction Process Analysis.

His definitions were modified in accordance with the purpose of this

study and the means available for its conduct.

Interaction Category 1, Shows Solidarity

The interaction category Shows Solidarity is used to classify
all overt acts which seem to the observer to indicate a showing of
solidarity with another, a raising of another's status, a giving of
help, or a reward. It includes any indication of mannerly consideration
for the other, any indication of good will, any gesture that indicates
that the person is friendly, congenial, scciable, affiliative, cordial,
or informal. Any indication that the person identifies with the other,
any act of forming an agreement or pact, and any act of becoming parti-
san on behalf of the other, is included. Also included are status-
raising acts such as praising, rewarding, complimenting, showing ap-
proval or appreciation, giving support, reassurance, comfort, and con-
solation. Thus category 1 includes any behavior in which the person

urges unity or harmony, agreement, cooperaticrn, generosity, or expresses



similar values of solidarity. The range of acts is very great, from
comparatively minor degrees of raising the other's status to very ex-

treme recognitions of the other's superior status.

Interaction Category 2, Shows Tension Release

The interaction category Shows Tension Release is used to clas-
sify all joking, laughing, and spontaneous indications of relief which
help to create positive affect within the group. Scored here are ex-
pressions of feeling better after a period of tension, as well as any
manifestation of cheerfulness, satisfaction, enjoyment, pleasure or
happiness. This category includes both the element of jcking, such
as humorous or funny remarks, and also the positive responses to joking,
sucﬁ as smiling, grinning, giggling, or laughing. Abortive atterpts at
tension release may be scored in one of the negative social-emotional

categories (Categories 10, 11, 12), depending upon the contextual cir-

cumstances.

Interaction Category 3, Agrees

The interaction category Agrees is used to classify all instances
in which 2 pérson shows passive acceptance, understands, concurs, or
complies with the wishes of ancther. This category includes agree-
ment, approval, or endorsement of an expression of value feeling or
sentiment, as well as any indication to the observer that the actor
is modest, humble, respectful, unassertive, or retiring. In response
to antagonisin, Category 3 includes surrendering, giving in, standing
aside, or otherwise renouncing a goal or object in favor of the other

who demands it. Furthermore, nonverbal signs of approval such as nod-
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ding the head, saying '"M-hmn," or other specific signs of paying atten-

tion, are also included.

Interaction Category 4, Gives Suggestio:

The interaction category Gives 3uggestion includes all acts which
suggest concrete ways of attaining a desired goal by attacking or modi-
fying the cuter situation, by adapting activity to it, by proposing
a solution, indicating or suggesting where to start, what to do, or
how to cope with a prcblem, in terms of action in the near future.

This includes the exercise of routine or established and accepted con-
trol, or control which is exercised in such a way that it is clear that
the right of request rests ultimately on the free consent of the other,
and the other retains the right to proiest or modify the request so
that his own automony is not severely threatened. The assignment of
tasks, the appointment of persons to play a certain function in the
group discussion, the delegation of authority, and other similar direc-
tional statements which maintain the autonomy for the other person is

included in this category.

Interaction Category 5, Gives Opinion

The interaction category Gives Opinion includes all opinion,
evaluative, and analytical statements macde by the members of the group,
as well as expressions of feelings and wishes., It includes all indi-
cations of thought-in-process leading to an understanding or dawning
insight, such as introspection, reasoning, calculating, thinking or
concentrating. Also scored in the present category are any expressions
of desire, want, liking, wishing, and any expression of sentiment, moral

“obligation, ambition, determination, or courage. Included here are any



attempts to objectively understand or interpret his own or another's
motivation, or the ''why' of the behavior. (Statements which are con-
sidered to be largely self-defensive raticnalizations are classified
under Category 12. Statements considered to be negatively toned evalu-
ations cf self or conduct are classified under Categery 11). Category 5
is the workhorse of all the interaction categbries. It is the catsgory
most frequently used in many observation situations, and it includes
many of those acts by which groups accompiish their task - the problem
solving, decision making, and legislative and administrative work. Ac-
tivity in the present category is distinguiched from activity in Cate-
gory 6 in that it involves inference o interpretation rather than a

simple report, reflection, or rephrasing.

Interaction Category 6, Gives Urientation

The interaction category Gives Orientation is used to classify all
acts of orientation, information, repetition, clarification, or con-
firmation. It includes all efforts to repair or prevent breaks in the
flow of communication by repeating-clarifying a misconception about
something said, explaining, summarizing, or restating, nct with the pur-
pose of convincing the other, but simply'with the purpose of making the
communication and understanding more adequate. Scored here are any
indications of understanding the other or sonething the other has said
by restating, paraphrasing, and clarifying the feeling involiveed with-
out inference or tells about his own past experience, thought, feeling
or action. Scored in this category are all acts which are intended to
facilitate the process of the activity or communication. Any act de-

signed to focus the attention of the other, either to another person



or the problem at hand, is scored here.

Interaction Category 7, Asks for Orientation

The interaction category Asks for Orientation refers to questions
requesting a factual, descriptive or objective type answer, an answer
which is based on experience, observation, or empirical research. It
includes acts which indicate a lack of knowledge sufficient to support
action, such as confusion or uncertainty about the position of the
group, the course of discussion to the present point, or even the mean-
ing of a word or phrase. Included is an attitude the observer would
describe as puzzled, bewildered or baffled. Thus Category 7 is used
to Flassify all questions of ofientation, information-seeking, re-

quests for repetition, and questions of confirmation.

Interaction Category 8, Asks for Opinion

The interaction category Asks for Cpinion includes open-ended,
non-directive leads and questons aimed at the exploration of the other!
feclings, values, intensions, and inclinations. It specifically in-
cludes any kind cf questcon which attenpts to encourage a stateswent or
reaction on the part of the other without limiting the nature of the
respose except in a very general way, with the implication that the
other person has the freedom to express his true interests or disin-
terests without pressure to agree or disagree with other answers or
attitudes. This kind of behavior occurs in group interaction where
there is a desire and atempt on the part of a member to sound the
other's feelings on a problem.at any point where evaluation may come

into play. It includes explicit or implicit evaluative requests, such

~J
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such as questions, statements, responses, or cther similar acts. The
inference requested may refer to the outer situation facing the group,
to the group itself, to its structure or organization, to the other

person, or to the self.

Interaction Category 9, Asks for Suggestion

The interaction category Asks for Suggestion is meant to define
acts which indicate a question or request, explicit or implicit, for
suggestions as to how an action shall proceed. Often such acts will
also indicate a feeling of confusion or uncertainty about the position
of the group with regard to its goals, the course of discussion to the
present point, or about what has been said or going on. Requests for
suggestions are to where to start, what to do next, and what to decide,
which are meant to begin a crystallization of a concrete pian of action,
are also included. Appeals for suggestions which have an emotional
undertone of dependence, or of a need for help, an inability to take
responsibility for direction rather than a sharing of the right to de-

termine direction, are classifed as Snow Tension (Category 11j.

Interaction Category 10, Disagrees

The interaction category Disagrees is used to classify any
indication of an attitude which the observer considers as in dis-
agreement, uncommunicative, passively rejecting, or withholding. It
includes any situation in which an emotional response would be expected
but not carried out, such as remaining immobile, restrained, silent,
detached, isolated, indifferent, impersonal, unsocial, reserved, seclud-

ed or forbidding. All undetermined member-tc-member contracts, that is
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asides, whispering, winks, etc., while the main discussion is going

on between others are classified in this category. In general, however,
only the initial reaction of disagreement is marked in the present
category, when the disagreement is essentially one of ideas. The
arguments which follow in the form of statements about the situation,
are scored in their respective categories. Example: "I don't think
so, It seems to me that there were more than that. In fact, I remember
seeing at least six." In the foregoing statement only "I don't think
so,'" would be scored in the present category. The argument which fol-
lows is broken up and scored in the task-oriented categories described

above.

Interaction Category 11, Shows Tension

The interaction category Shows Tension includes all sorts of non-
focal manifestations of impatiences, such ag anxiety, self-consciousness,
depression, unhappiness, or any behavior which indicates to the observer
that the person is unattentive, bored, or psychologically withdrawn from
the problem at hand. This may evidence itself by slouching, yawning,
looking away from the others in the group, or other cvert indicaticns
of anxious emotionality, such as hesitation, speechlessness, blushing,
stammering, or verbal disjunctivity. It includes any verbal or motor
expression of fear, apprehension, worry, dread, or fright, as well as the
appearance of various 'nervous habits' - doodling, self-grooming, biting
the nails, playing with some object, or other similar behaviors. Where
the behavior is constant, a new score is entered once each minute. Also
included are any indication on the part of a perscn that his effort has

failed, that scme problems confronting him in his earlier efforts still
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remain, and that he feels frustrated, thwarted, or in some manner de-

prived of accomplishing a predetermined goal.

Interaction Category 12, Shows Antagonism

The interaction category Shows Antagonism is used to categorize
any attempt to demcnstrate control, any attempts to declare active
autonomy in the face of control, any remarks which the observer re-
gards as deflating of the other's status or defending of his own, as
well as any manifestations of diffuse emotional aggression. Scored here
are any attempt to regulate, govern, direct, or supervise the other in
a manner which is interpreted as autocratic, in which freedom of
choice for the other person is greatly limited, with the implication
that the other has no right to protest or modify the demand but is ex-
pected to follow the directive immediately without argument. Any act
in which the person preenptorily beckons, points, pushes, pulls, or
otherwise directly controls or attempts to control the activity of the
other is includad. Also scored here are any responses to attempts
at control in which the person is unwilling, disobliging, noncompliant,
or in which he rejects, refuses, or puiposefully ignored directions,
commands, demands, or authoritative requests. Status deflating acts
such as attempts to override the other in conversation, interrupting
the other, teasing, scoffing or provoking the other to say something
indiscrete or damaging, are also included. Any act impugning the
character of the other, any acts of gossip, discredit or informing
against him, are included. Generally speaking, all agressive, threat-
ening, challenging, attacking, or vindictive behaviors are included

in this category.
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APPENDIX B
NASA GRCUP CONSENSUS PROBLEM

Your group represents the crew of a space ship that was
scheduled to land at a space staticn cn the lighted surface of the
moon. Due to a radar errorlduring powered deséent you have landed
some 200 miles away from the station. The rugged terrain on which
you have landed caused much damage to your ship and equipment and,
since‘the survival of each and all of you depends on your reaching
the space station, the most critical items available must be selected
for the 200-mile trip. Below are listed the fifteen items left
intact and undamaged after the landing. Your task is to order these
items in terms of their importance in helping you reach the space
station,

Select a group reporter and, cn the basis of the group's
consensus on the importance of the items, place the number 1 in
front of the most important item and 2 in front of the second most

important, and so on through number 15, the least important.

Box of safety matches

Carton of dehydrated food

~

50-foot length of rope
Parachute silk

Portable heating unit

_Two .45 caliber pistols and cartridges

r——————————
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_____Carton of dehydrated milk
___ Two 100 1b. tanks of oxyge
Stellar map (of the mocn's constellation)
__Inflatable life raft
_Magnetic compass
5 gallons of water
___Signal light (high‘intensity)

First-aid kit containing injection necedles

Solay-powered FM transmitier-receiver

—



KEY TO NASA PROBLEM

18 Box of safety matches
5  Carton of dehydrated food
6  50-foot length of rope

§  Parachute silk

132 Portable heating unit

11 Two .45 caliber pistols and cartridges

12 Carton of dehydrated milk

1  Two 100 1b. tanks of oxygen

3 Stellar map (of the moon's constellation)

Q_“_~ Infiatable life raft

PUSEEEE—————

14 Magnetic compass
2 5 gallons of water
10 Signal light (high intensity)
.7 First-aid kit containing injection needles

4 Solar-powered FM transmitter-receiver
p



APPENDIX C
GRIEVANCES OF BLACK CITIZENS CONSENSUS PROBLEM

During the Fall of 1967 the rescarch staff of the National Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders (the Kerner Commission) studied conditions
in Z0 cities which had experienced riots during 1967. The 20 cities
were made uﬁ of nine cities which had experienced mejor destruction,
six New Jersey cities surrounding Newark, and five cities which cxperi-
enced lesser degrees of violence.

In each city staff members interviewed persons from the official

sector (mayors, city officials, policemen and police of
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£es,
and others), the disorder area (residents, leaders of community groups)
and the private sector (businessmen, labor leaders, and community leaders).
Altogether over 1200 persons were interviewed,

Using this materiel the investigators identified and assigned
weights to the four types of grievances which appearcd to have the great-
est significance to the black community in each city. For each city
they made judgments about the severity of a particular grievance and
assigned a rank to the four most serious. Thsse judgments were based
on the frequency with which a particular grievance was mentioned, the
relative intensity with which it was discussed, references tc incidents
exemplifying the grievance, and estimates of severity obtained from the

intervicwses themselves.
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Four points were assigned to the most serious type of grievance in
each city, three points to the second most serious, and so on through
all four.

When the point values were added for ail cities, a list of 12
grievance types emerged, rank-ordercd. The grievance type which was con-

sidered the most serious in the most cities was number 1. The one which

[A]

seemed genzrally least serious was rumber 12.
Following this explanatory introduction ave the 12 grievance types
reported by the Kerner Commission. Your group is to arrive at a single
rank-ordering of the 12 grievances that each member of the group will
support as the single best prediction of the rank-order reported by the

staff of the Kerner Coummission.

¥ 3 e AL e an e A A, - . £ 2 h]
Put a 1 beside the type of grievance you believe the staff judged

G

that black citizens felt to be the most serious to them across all 20
cities. Put a 2 beside the second most serious and pervasive, and so on
down to a 12 beside the least widespread the least serious.

This is an exercise in the use of consensus tc make decisions.
Congensus is not the same as unanimity. A vote of 12 to 0 is unanimous,
but it may not be based on ccnsensus. The essential feature of a con-
sensus is not that a decision is agreed to be all members, but that all
members understand the reasoning leading to the decision and are willing
to support the decision. Each member may not completely agree with the
decision, but ali feel they have had a fair chance tc influence the
decision, that others have understood their information and opinions
and taken them into account. The final decision, thus, is one which they

understand and are willing to give enlightened support. In striving for



consensus, then, the emphesis is upon reasoning ebout the problem and
creating solutions together rather than on coercing and persuading others
to adopt a particular solution.
In trying to reach ccnsensus about the way the Kerner Commission
staff rank-ordered the 12 grievances, the following guides may help.
1. Try to view disagreements and differences of opinion as
showing the need for fuller communication and fuller mutual
understanding rather than as evidence of stubbormness.
2. Approach the task By sharing information, reasoning
together and exploving possibilitics together rather than
by attempting to change other persons' minds to coincide
with your position.
3. Avoid trading or averaging as a way of making decisicns.
4, Avoid changing your mind only in order to give the
appearance of unanimity. Support only solutions which
you understand and believe to have a reasonable basis.
5. When the group is deédlocked and the issue seems to have
been thoroughly examined, try to create a method of re-
solving the deadlock that all can support as the best

course of action at that time. That is, try to develop

a consensus on the method of deciding the issue.



G.

H.

Your Ranking

Inadequate Education: de facto segregation, poor

quality of instruction and facilities, inadequate

curriculum, etc.

Disrespectful White Attitudes: racism and lack of

respect for dignity of Negroes.

Inadequate Municipal Services: inadequate sanita-

tion and garbage removal, inadequate health care

facilities, etc,

Discriminatory Police Fractices: physical or verbal

abuse, no grievince channels, discrimination in

‘hiring end promcting Negroes, etc.

Inadequate fousing: poor housing code enforce-
ment, discrimination in sales and rentals, over-

crowding.

Inadequate Welfare Programs: unfair qualifica-

recipients,

tion regulations, attitude of welfare workers toward

Poor Recreational Facilities: inadequate parks,

playgrounds, etc. Lack of organized prograns.

Unemploynent and Underemployment: discrimination

in hiring and placement by organizations or by

unicns. General lack of full time jobs, etc.

Administration of Justice: discriminatory treat-

ment in the courts, presumption of guilt, etc.




L.

Your Ranking

Inadequate Federal Programs: insufficient partici-

pation by the poor, lack of continwity, inadequate

funding.

Discriminatory Consumer § Credit Practices: Negroes

sold inferior quality goods at higher prices,
excessive interest rates, fraudulent commercial

practices.

Unresponsive Political Structure: inadequate

representation of Negroes, lack of response to

complaints, obscurity of cfficial grievance channels,
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GRIEVANCES OF BLACK CITIZENS

(

Key --- Rank-Order reported by Kerner Commission Staff
No. of

Grievance Type , Rank Cities? Points
A. Inadequate Education .vevevececesceaes 4 9 21
B. Disrespectful White Attitudes i....... 7 4 6.5
C. Inadequate Municipal Services ........ 10 1 2
D. Discriminatory Police Practices ...... 1 =~ 14 45.5
E. Inadequate HOUSING vuvenvnvnuvecencenns 3 14 36
F. Inadequate Welfare Programs .......... 12 0 0
G.  Poor Recreational Facilities ......... 5 8 21
H. Unemployment and Underemployment ..... 2 17 42
I. Administration of Justice ....v.ieee.. 8 3 4.5
J. Inadequate Federal Programs .......... 9 1 2.5

K. Discriminatory Consumer and Credit
Practices ..oeeeeeeesecessecassreeeaas 1l 2 2

L. Unresponsive Political Structure ..... 6 5 14

a, How many of the 20 cities in which this grievance type was one of
the four most serious.

b. The total of points for each category is the product of the number
of cities times 4 points for most serious, 3 points for second most
serious, 2 voints for third most serious, and 1 point for 4th most

serious grievance.



The previous problem is based upon: Peport of the National

Advisory Ccmmission on Civil Disorders, 15¢8, Bantam Bcoks, p. 149.
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