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‘ This study is focused upon an investigation of the content and
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methodology of thevintroductory speech course in the Oregon community
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colleges. The current contentﬁappears to be' one of an emphasis on
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wsill building in the area of public speaking. i
i :
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j Prev1ous research in the area of contegt and methodology of the
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basic course have centered on the courses offered at four-year insti-
d L .?, I . ! »
tutions'and has asked only faculty and administrators what they felt
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should be offered in the introductory course. This researchfstudy
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Q 11 1nstead question students and faculty at the vocational level in
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the community colleges of Oregon to see if there is a 51milar1ty in .
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their concepts of what should be taught in this course.’
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An .answer to the following, question was?sought: To what extent
+ “ H Bk -

are the underlying assumptions of the basic spéech courses at the

- . i

community college level as seen by the instructors Similaf‘to or dif~

: { . T y
ferent from the self-reported needs in communication training of the
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S L :
communlty'college student? . . i

:~r.

¥ Two hundred and elghty-four community college students from three

dlfferent colleges and twenty-eight out of a p0551ble forty-four ‘speech

E faculty ln{Oregon were the basis of this study,_ The categories used
in the questionnaire were defined by use of pré—test data gathefed
i from students in the basic speech course at Chemeketa Community Col=

f

lege REAFTEIN

The‘student‘segment ‘of the study were asked 5 dank’ elght groups e
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of five communlcatlve situations each. First they ranked accordlng to
i what they judged were most important for them to do well. Secondly,
they were to rank the same *Situations according?to what they judged

they neeaea the most improvement. The féculty'%ere asked three ques-
i P & “

tions: what they felt that students wanted from the basic course.*
“ i
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- needed to get from the basic course, and what they were actually|get—
A
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(
\ tlng from the basic course. Data from both questlonnaires were then
. K

o compared by use of the Kendall Coefficient of Céncordance, the Fiied—
X : : ‘ i ;
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man Two-Way Analysis, and the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient.
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‘iﬁ These hypotheses were tested, and the principalmfindings, are as
follows: j' ’ . P
; ? v
Hypothesis?l: There is a positive correlation between the basic

k]
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assumptions of the introductory speech course as ‘seen

ot et e m

¥ by the speech instructor‘and the student-felt needs

in this course.
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* introductory course. - : . L
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Thls hypothe51s falled to be ‘confirmed. ‘ There appeared to be no

‘1
51gn1f1cant correlatlon between what the faculty thlnk are the ba51c
5

needs of the course and what the students feel}are the basic neéds of
B : \,.z L if . " )

W, 2

the%introdhctory course. JIn”facti most of the ;comparisons appeared to

be negatlve. \.‘ . o . . i; i |
There was also some 1nterest as to whetger the students agree v
amohg themselves as to the basic heedskof theﬂéourse{“sThqs, the S
second hygothesis evolved: . ? K
Hypothesis;II: There isda positive.correlatign betﬁeen what students,
R feel they need to improve in éommunlcatlve—w1se:‘
; ) (soc1etal’needs)*and what they feel "is’ mostilmportant
’ for them to do well in’ communfeatlve;w1se (personalm
* s ’ ' P

needs). ) ; o S L
i ’ , i
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ThlS hypothe51s also falled to be conflrmed The correlation
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bet@een these two sections ofwthe*students' questionﬁaire was not strong
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enoﬁgh to be considered significant. It seemsﬂthat the students do feel
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there is a difference in these two need areas.f It seems that students
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theh do have the ability to describe what theygfeel they need in the

r - i i
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The! same questions had to be'asked of the faculty questldnnalre.

Thus evolves the follow1ng three hypotheses and flndlngs.‘

8
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' Hypothe51s,III- There is a~high.degree of consistenéy between what the
S . -l _— : ) E

speech faculty feel are students' needs in communica-
tion in the introductory speech course and what they

. ] C ' .
perceive that students get from the 1ntroductory
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T

, speech course. - ’ - ;u "
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Hypothe51s;IV: There.is .a high degree of conélstency between what
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- speech faculty feel that students' needs are in
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Hypd&hesisMV: There is a high degree of consistency between wﬁat the
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speechfaculty feei students deém as theirgcommuﬁicative
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needs in the introductory course and what they perceive
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« that students get: from the introductory course. :
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B i These hypotheses were confirmed: Thus, it appears that there is
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a relationship between what the faculty feel that the.students need, want,
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and éet from the introductory cour%e. The facu%ty seem to<phinkithat the
current coursé in SPeecH“fE?QiViné?théfstudehtsﬁhhat they want arnd need.
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The “obvious discrepancy between the results of what the students

had to say ﬁbout their needs and wants,.and whatﬁtheifécultyfpercéived )
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these to be leads to the basic conclusion of ‘this study. The students

o . “

- are not gefting what they féel they need from téé basibﬂcouise; .The

facuity and’ perhaps, even the administration of-kommuﬂity cbllegés, are
j . : P f
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not communicating with .their students as tokwhatfshoufh<be offered in
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the basic course in speech. This probably come
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that the teacher knows best what the student needs. The cutrrent curric-

2from?the pﬁilosgphy
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ulum .development in schools usually provide no formal method of getting
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student input. o ’ "
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. Purther research in the area of student needs in thejintrqauctory

speech course at the community. college level is' needed in-the following
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areas: M ’ A
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i 1. A description of the current curriculum and methodology used
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in tﬁe introductory speech course both, at the‘co?munlty college 'and four-
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i 2, ' An analysis of what students needs are in the communication
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area 1is néeded on a much more comprehensive and sophisticated level
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than in this study. - : A 4
. % . :

3. A study into curriculum developmentimethods that would best
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meei student-felt needs in the introductory spéech course is needed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT ION

The content of most introductory SPeech communication
courseas iﬁ the past has bﬂen directed at improving studcnis
skilis in oral communication. Recently investigators in the
area of speech communicaticn have challenged this "skilis"
emphasis, -thereby initiating some centroversy concerning
traditional pedagogical prodedures, Shoﬁld the basic course

seek to improve the student's oral communication skills as

(=0
¢

in the past? Should the bas course aim at develoring the

student's understanding of the commu blcatwoﬂ process? Or

Ancther issue that is relevant as to the contente of
the introductory speech course is the emphasis in the course
cn pubklic speaking and/or interpersonal communication.. Pre-

“ ¥ *

i1 the classroom tends to muddlz this issue,

o
0]
o
r‘-
?‘5
=
7
&
}..h
@]
e
),. An

It is tnié latrer issue that is the concern of the present
investigation.

Recent studies sihow that the majority of the colleges
in the country still have an emphasis onkpubi@c level com-
munication, i.e., formal public speeches to audiences
(Reﬁiew of the Literatura). Meanwhile the rest of the disci~

pline iz in the midst of accelerated revigion:
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s « + .« lonrg keld theerizs and traditiional ped--
agoglzb are peing chang The basic course,
seamingly guite noJ ivicas of the radical changes
in the form and substance of ths entire fielad

of speech,; continues as it always has .1

Most ©f the studies into content and methodology have
been done on the level of the four-year college. The probh-
lem concerning the best content and methodology to use is
further complicated by ithe fact that a géod share of those
taking thé introductory c¢ourse will be taking it at a two-
vear collage or a community college. Two~year colleges

have two-primary missicns: one is concerned with giving

B3

students the first two years of a four-vear degree program.
A comunity college is designed in many cases to do the

above, but only in addition to providing technical training
in two-year terminal degrees.S The American Association of
Junioyr Colleges forecasts that by 1975, almost four million
students will be enrolled in 1,225 two-year institutions in
the United States, eighty percent of whiéh are communllz

colleges. 4 The question then presents iéself as to whether
these students shovld be taught the same content and with
the same methodology in the introductory course. Indeed,
are they the same type of student at all?

It is the purpose of the present study, therefcre, to
investigafu the needs of the community ccllege stu&eﬁt,
Specificriiy the community college student in the basic

speech course. This will be icoked at from three views,

these keing: whazt the studeat feels he needs; what the
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tructor feels that student needs: and what is being.

¥

3 . . 'Ry - 3 ,“ M1
taught at the present time 1n the basic ‘speech course. The
X i
questions: will be answered via the use of a faculty and a
student gquestionnaire. The faculty questionnaire .will be

designed to get informaticn on what is p?esently taught in
the 'basic speech course and what the instructors feel stu-

5
€ ..

) . i '
dents need, want and get from this course. The student

questionnaire asks what the students feel they need most to

2

improve in the basic course (personal needs) and what they

3

see as most important to do well in {societal: needs). The

5
¥

answers to the two will then be comparedftordetermine re-

sﬁléé of this project.

In'this thesis, there will be a chapter which shows
an overview of the current 1iterature.in:this area. Ancther
chapter will describe the degign of the:%tudy with a chapter
to show interprétation and results. Anyiconciusions wax-
ranted will then be presented. Such a Siudy would be én_
important contribution to the_fu;ther unéersfanding of whai:

: L. . ) i . .
should be taught in the introductory speech communication

course at this level.
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CHARPTER II

THE

LITERATURE

This chapter will review the literature available

pertinent to this study. The

Gruvner, Brooks,

Kelley4; MarkgrafS; and Broqks
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this thesis
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content and methocdology of the
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works
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the investigators
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and Platz® together will pro-

the literature relevant to
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basic course was a study by
and

Petrie, gr.! This study centerad on the kasic

and universities in
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a

the kasic covrse

ed or recommended
undergraduates;

witich the department

as being re-
ryraduates if the
it to naime a

sernt out a 52 iten

the 1967-68 Directory
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of Lthe Spéech Association of America as having an admini-
strative officer in charge of speech.?9
By January 1969, 564 usable returns had been
received from the colleges and universitiles

(63.58 percent of the school) which constituted

a representative sample of junior colleges and

universities,

The questionnaire consisted of 52 items, most of which
were amenable to categorical responses, with space provided
for free responses to guestions dealing yith course objec-
tives, syllabus materials, and major problems in teaching
the course.ll The data for the most part was tabulated to
permit a comparison between Jjunior colleges, colleges, and
universities.

The question asked was, "What has been the basic empha-
sis cf the course?" It was apparent that since the survey
of Dedmon and Frandsen of 1963-6412 a sizeable number of
schocls have shifted their declared emphasis from public
speaking or fundamentals to communication or a multiple
approach.

Nevertheless, the basic course in nearly 50

percent of the colleges, universities, and

junior colleges continues to have a public

speaking or fundamentals approach. Correspond-

ingly, over three-fourths of the lasic speech

courses carry th?3title of public speaking

or fundamentals.

The data further reported leads one to suspect that

i
whatever the declared emphasis or title .cf the basic course,

the course centent centers around public speaking.
4

The topics dealt with in the basic course by
most of the resvonding schools are those related



to ?ﬁblic speaking; informative and persuasive
speaking, supperting material, delivery, out-
lining, reasoning, auvdience analysis, topic
selecticn, listening and motivation. In addi-
tion, with the exception cf these topics, there
is apparently little agreement about what
should be taught in the bkasic course.  Rela-
tively few courses deal specifically with such
topics as ethics, the rhetorical criticisms,
interviewing, and communication theory. The
textbooks most frequently used in the basic
courses also appear to emphasize public speaking.l4

"In some respects the emphasis on public speaking and
fundamentals is both denied and affirmed*by the course ob-
jectives which were reported."l5

Finally, the study showed that over fifty percent of
the colleges, universities, and junior'cqlleges reporting
were satisfied with the course as it was presently taught.l6

Since most schools indicated that the faculty

was satisfied with the course structure, one

must conclude that this orientation reflects

the inclination of most basic course instruc-

tors. 17

A very similar study was done & few years prior to the
above. This one was by Donald N. Dedmon .and Kenneth D.
Frandsen. The study was begun in late Jénuary 1963. A

questionnaire was mailed to 925 colleges and universities

listed in the 1962 edition of {the S2A DIRECTORY. The data

was compiled from the 406 complete returns.1l8 The results
showed that

. .{@ 54.68 percent of all respondents, includ-

ing those who require a first course plus those

who do noti call their course 'practical public

speaking'.

Dedmon and Frandsen concluded the communication theory



\) "_ 8
courses had made only minor inroads inté‘the popuiarity of
: g

the public speaking as a required first . course in speech in
colleges and universities in the U, S.Zq

Ancther study into the methods‘and‘érpnds in the jun-
ior college basic speech course by Don Friar, instructor in
Speéch at hmerican River College, Sacrem%nto, California,
investigated the basic course as taught’;n £hé Western
Speéch Association area.?l 1In October lb66, guestionnaires
were sent to the offices“of ghe présidents of all juniorx
colleges in the. fourteen western states 1isted in the Ameri-

can Junior College Association Directory. A return of cver

ninety percent was received, from which a composite list of

458 instructors currently teaching the basic course was-

obtained. 22

In April 1967, questionnaires were}Sentyout that were
; .

concerned with class size, number and types of speeches,

evaluation and grading of speeches, use of special facilities,

innovative attempts, and cgeneral trends,-practices, and

22

techniques. ¢ Of the 458 questionnaires; one hundred and

eighty-seven were. returned, a sampling of 40%. 24 A number

of those answering indicated that their reply represented

the methods and trends of the entire speéch department of

their school. The replies represented a i sampling of 76% of

the 125 schools polled. 22

IS

The results indicated that 49% of the schools had stu-

. L '
dents give five to seven speeches duringithe course and that

i ]



38% said they had eight to ten speaking assignmenfs.?G The
speeches considered most important as assignments were:

the speech to inform, the speech to pexrsuade and the speech
to demonstrate. Friar concludes, "The typical junior col-
lege speech course, then, emerged as one which emphasized
public speaking".27 Judging from the available data, approx-
imately 60% of class time was devoted to performance and
neaxrly 20% to speech criticism.28 Friar states,

Although a variety of pedagogical apprcaches
was in evidence, we found the primary aim of
the junior college first course was to develop
in the student a general facility in the basic
techniques of speech preparation and delivery.
Listening improvement, critical thought, re-
search and organizations skills, and allied
goals were seen as by~products cf this over-
all design of most class offerings. Any speci-
fic 2ims of the instructors scecemed to fall
between making the course academically respect-
able for the transfer student and immediately
functional for the terminal student.?

A more recent study in the community college basic
speech course was conducted by William Kelly, in an article
entitled "Speech Instruction in Caliifornia Community Colleges"

published in September 1970 in the Speech Teacher .30

This is the only study found that deals exclusively
with the community college speech classroom., The purpose of
the study was (1) to discover speech programs policies and
procedures; (2) to draw certain comparisons between collegec
grouped as to size; and (3) to study how teachers structure
and teach the basic transfer speech course. 31 Interestingly

the term "basic transfer speech course" was defined as +the
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credit transfer speech course in public speaking, which, in
California, is the first course taken by most students seek~

ing a baccalaureate degree.32 According; to Mr. Kelley, this

a

fodw

course, with varying titles, is the cone most cften trans-

ferrad for speech credit when students Léave the junior
college for the senior college or univeréity.33 '

During the spring of 1369, seventy+eight California
public coﬁmunity colleges were visitéd,'ﬁepresenting a sample
of 929% of this type of institution in the state.>4

The methodology included personal énterviews with ad~-
ministrators‘and teachers, a set patternfof interview gques-
tion, class visitations involving observations of teachers
and students, and collectigns:of printedfinstéuctibnal mat-
erial, course outlines, and coullege cataiogsazs

Conclusions of this study include the finding that
the only course being taught!ét most coliegeg.was*thevpuglic
speaking course for univérsit§ 1:1'@1*153?@1‘:.3‘6 The follcwing

chart summarizes this conclusion:
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TABLE I

D

COURSE TITLES AND COURSE NUNBERS: FOR THE
BASIC TRANSFER CREDIT PUBLIC

SPEAKING COURSE

11

Course

: . Freq. of Freq. of

Course Titles Titles Numbers Numbers
Public Speaking 22 1a 32
Fundamentals of

Speech (or)

Speech .

Fundamentals 14 1 26
Elements of

Speech (or) .

Speech Elements 10 3 3
Oral ‘ 5

Communication 6 45 3
Speech _ 6 120 3
Public Address 5 ‘ 2A . 3
11 other titles 17 7 others- 10
Totals . . 80 ; 80

Note: Although there were 78 colléges in the

sample, two colleges had an option of two basic
speaking courses for transfer credit.

All sizes of colleges tended to enroll more than twice
as many sﬁudents in the basic universitygpublicvspeaking
course than in all other courses combineé,38

The tvpe of speeches most commonlyjassiéned were expo-
sition; persuasion, demonstrapion, impro%ptu,idiscussion, and
such.39 The number of speeches ranged ffom twé to thirteen
withia mean of 8.9.40 Relley concluded by 1isting:what he
felt\were the trends of the séeech coursé in the community
college. Among these.trends were the conceptes that students

"learn to communicate by getting them up on their feet.4l
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Anocther trund is that the major part of a student's grade in
, . ’ . 4
the basic speech cour is based wuon prepared specches . 42
Eruce Markgraf, Aasocia!e Frofessor and chaicrman of
the departmant of Epeech at Denison University, in an article
on Lrad' ional spesech pedagogical methods says that the most
beneficial poessible basic course would be one that allows a
student to give a few longer speeches du¥ing a semester. 43
His rationale includes the comment,
My conception of the first course in speech is
one of public speaking, explanatory and persua-
give, cather than cne of fundamentals. I prefer
concentration to a surface voyage through vari-
us types of speaking. I hold that individuals

ars most likely to employ extomporaneous and
impromptu speaking in daily situations.

0

4

't is necessary to also mention a study by William D.
Brooks and Sarah M. Platz in this review:of the literature.
Brooks and Flatz completed a reseaxch pr&qram into "The
Effects of Speech Tra indng Upbn Selwacﬁ%ept As a Communi-
cator." 45 Self“conaépt is defined as:“Tge mahneruin which a

student perceives himself as a comnunicator.” 46 Hrooks and
, y
Platz's study acsked the question of waether the hkasic speech

course effected the person's ¢oncept of tnemSM*vea as a

ta
k4

cemnunicator.  Through the use of a Q-Sort testing instru-
1
ment, they determined that the basic gpeech course did not

produce betiter seif-concepts as communicgtionsw47 As a

matter of fact, about cre-fourth of the experimental group
. oL .

mddb dramatic shifts towards a lower ssel‘:lf--concapt."8 They

’.

concluded Lhat:



Tt may be that the students who made negative

changes in how they perceived themselves as

communicators are a population different frgm

those who improved their self-concept, and it

mey be that they need a different speech

experience. !

Along this line of research, James 'McCroskey of Michi-
gan State University, investigated'the effect of the basic
speech course on students' attitudes towards themselves as
speakers.30 Eight hundred and twenty-three students en-
rolled in fifty sections of the basic speech course at Penn-
sylvania State University were measured via a semantic diff-
erential scale for their concept of themselves as speakers.5l
the major finding of this study can be summarized,

There is a difference between students' atti-

tudes toward themselves as speakers at the

beginning of a basic speech course and their

attitude toward themselves as speakers at the

end of the course.22 :

McCroskey goes on to conclude that while there may be in-
creased confidence in a student's speaking ability, this
does not necessarily mean that the student will improve his
speaking ability in the basic speech course.53

As can be seen in overview, the Gibson, Gruner, Brooks
and Petrie study affirms that public speaking is the primary
emphasis of most college spéech courses as did the earlier
research by Dedmon and Frandsen. Don Friar did a study intc
junior college in the western states as to trends of the
basic course. He agéin found basically a speaking approach

to the basic course. William Kelley in his study found

basically the same in the California community ccllege
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system. However, research by William Brooks and éarah Platz
showed that this kind of course does nct neéessarily meet
the needs of all students. Indeed, at times it may be harm-
ful to the éelf-cencept of some. Lastly, James McCroskey
concluded that these courses may increase some students’
confidence in speaking, but not improveatheir speaking
ability.

Of ail the studies mentioned in this review of the lit-
erature irn the area, there are none that involved the basic
speech course of the community college which is for the two-

year terminating vocational/technical student.
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CHAPTER IIT
PROBLENMS AND PROCEDURES
I. GIENESIS.OF THE PROBLEM

The impetus for the pré;ent'study'was the realization
that no studies have been attemp;e@ to determine the validity
of the c&ﬁtent and methodoloqifus¢é in the basic speech
course for the community coliggejle§él skudent'whg is in a
nonftransfer program. Indeedf,Uhtiiﬁre&ently, the transfer
introducébry speech course at éhg;iuniéf college level was
not inciuded in studies concerning this area.

The?studies by Gibson, Grune;, Brdbks and Pétriel and
by Dedmon'and,F.randsen2 are geaféd for éhe most part to
determine'what is taught in the four—yeé} colleges of the
nation. More recent studies by Friars_and Kelley.4 have fcc-
used on the junior colleges and communit& colleges but do
notﬁincluae the nonwtransfer'studént,

The findings of all thefébobe:menﬁioned studies center
on the content.ard class situations of tﬁe basic introduc-
tory speech course, The ass@ﬁption that;all seem to indicate

is that the basic course for the most part is one with a

public speaking emphasis. Yet, there are few findings that

@

_support the noticn that this-is ﬁhe'bestfmethod~of helping

students to improve in their abilities to communicate with
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others. Many have said thaththéy do not feel thaf an oral
communication emphasis is what the studéntsﬁneed most in the
introductpry speech course; bdt_neither do available facts
support the validity of this statement. .

A second reason exists for‘the study at hand. A review
of the literature reveals thattthe'information concerning the
content ahd methodology of the basic speech course was all
obtained from speech teachers and some from administrators
of the va;ious colleges. 'No:s#udies, other than the one by
Brooks ana Platz> dealing with the self-concept of the com-
municatoré in a speech classroom, qsked'the~étudents how
valid they felt the content and meﬁhodolbgy was that is cur-
rently being taught in the speech classroom. An answer from
students to the above question is, indeeﬁ, important if one
is to try,to determine with any acquracthhe needs of the
student in the pasic speech course.

It seems ;hen, the only way to detérmine whether or
not{the community college non—transfer,'és well as transfer
student, is gefting what he feels he neeés in fhe basic
speech course is to qgestion him{ as weli as the instructors,
who teach him at this level. Perhaps, a;combination of the
two repligs will be an indication of thegneeds of these

students and if they are currently beingi{met.

s
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" II. RATIONALE FOR THE APPROACH

Assdmptions 0f The Basic Speech Course

The‘followinq-is a clarification o% the‘inves?igétorfs
assumptions concerning the basic'nonwtragsfer speech course
and the assumptions concerning the measu}ing devices usgd in
this study. |

Probably the primary assumption made concerning the
introductéry speech course was that it is a class that empha-
sizes the{public speaking aspect of COﬁmunication in the past
in qolleg;s; This assumption is uéheld by the research in
this study and seems to be one held by both administrators
and' faculty of the various community colleges in the Oregon
system. Along with this assumption theré seems to be a
preliminaiy assumption on the part of the schools that:stﬁd—
ents will .learn to become more effectiveicommunicatqrs viaA
thé publié speaking route. Namely, thatéby getting up in

_ : ; :
front of é group of people there will océur an increased
ability té communicate on the part of th; student. HOWevér,
up to this point there seems to be very iittle, if any sup~
pért to this contention. Indeed, this bésic assumption on
the part of the administrators and teachers supposes that
this is the need area of the comminity college students.
Yet, agai%, there seems to be no research that supports this
suppositién, especially no studies done in which students

were asked what their needs were.

A second assumption that seems to be implicit in the

—
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content and methodology of the current basic speech course
is that all students are able to learn when placed in front
of a group of people for the purpose of giving a speech.
Also, it supposes that all people can learn by the same
methods of teaching. It would seem that, indeed, the needs
of students do vary and consideration to this must be given.

More likely it would be assumed that the communicative
needs of the community college student do vary. Perhaps,
the public speaking "angle" is not the weak point to many
community college students. Many would certainly not see
this as the area of communications that they feel is the most
important for them to do well.

One last question that was pbndered, but no research
is available to provide any answer, is to what extent is a
community college student different from, or similar to, a
four-year college student in his communicative needs? Like-
wise, is there a difference between the (non-transfer) voca-
tional/technical community college student's communicative
needs and the communicative needs of the transfer junior
college students, that is, one who intends to go on to a
four-year institution? Also, it must be asked what affect

a prior speech course taken might have had on a given student.

Statement Of The Problem

The problem to be investigated is as follows: To

~ what extent are underlying assumptions of the basic speech

communication courses at the community college level as seen
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by the instructors similar to, or different from, -the self-

reported needs in communication training of the community

college student?

The spec1f1c areas to be researched are:

(1) wWhat are the underlylng assumptlonq of th
basic speech communication courses at the
community college level as seen by instruc-
tors? ]

(2) What are the felt-needs w1th regard to
speech communication traln;ng of the com~-
munity college student as reported by

: said students? _

(3) To what extent are the basic assumptions
and the self-reported needs of the students
cengruent with each other? _ “ i

| : III. HYPOTHESES TO BE TESTED P

vThis entire study, for the most part,‘centers on one
particulaf hypothesis, that being:

HYPOTHESIS I: ~There is a positive: correlation
' between the basic assumptions of
the introductory speech communica-
tion course as seen: by the speech
communication instructor and the
student-felt needs in this course.

“The basic underlying assumptions o% the basic speech
communication course were determined by the faculty question-
naires that were sent to all the Oregon conmunlty college
speech communication teachers,

Students were asked to fiil out a éuestionnaire as to
whatétheif basic needs were ih{cbmmunica%ions; This ques-
tionhaife'was divided into two areas for%these students:
First, they were asked to ran?_cqmmunicaéive situations in

which they felt it was most important fo% them to do well and
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secondly,ﬁwhat they felt they needed musu 1mprovement in.

:

From this- evolves the. follow1ng secondaly hypothes1s for
thlSustudy: |

HYPOTEESIS 1I: There is a positive correlation

. - between what students feel they

: ' need to improve in communicative-
wise in the introductory speech
communication course and what
“they feel is moscllmportant for
- them to do well in communicative-
wise,

In the faculty gquestionnaire, the speech communication
instructors were asked;the following thrée questions: (1)
What did Ehey,feel the students‘ needs were in-communicatien
situatione? (2) What did they feel that. students wanted
from the introductory speech communicatien course? (3)

What did they feel that students got from the 1ntroductory
speech communlcatlon course? The answers to these questlonb
seem to bring forth the follow1ng secondary hypotheses:

HYPOTHESIS IIl: There is a high degree of con-

‘ " sistency between what the speech
. communication faculty feels are
) students' needs inthe communi-
cation area in the introductory
speech communlcatlon course and
what they perceive that students -

get from the introductory speech
communication course.

A Ax
4

HYPOTHESIS IV: 'There is a high deqree of con-

' sistency between what the speech
communication faculty feels that
students' needs are in communi-
cation and how thé faculty per-
ceive what students want to do
to improve their communlcatlve
needs.. : g -

HYPOTHESIS V: There is a high degree of con-
51stency between what the speech
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communication faculty feels stud-
ents want to do to imprecve their
comminicative needs and what
students get from the-course as
seen by instructors.

It is not supposed that the findings of this study
: : _ | :
will be sufficient to give definite answers to all of these
hypotheses, but these were the questions- that were in mind’

in planning this particular research préject;
Iv. METHODS

Introduction

Student-felt needs iﬁ the basic[sﬁeech communicatign
course can ohiy be brought to iight through é‘process in-
volving fhemselves. This study, in part, focused on devis-
ing an ipstrument that would gleén infoématién from the
community college students about their qeedsvin the basic
course withoﬁt.test bias. A questionna{re was developed
that all&Wed students to rank.communication situations to
get this?infOrmation. |

" To discover the current speech communication pedagogy
and teacher-felt-needs, the speech inétfuctors of théfcom-
munity colleges were also asked to fill out a questionnaire.
It Qas decided that this would be a wayéto discdver'the
current éontent and methodology used in the commuhity<college
basic speech communication course. Also, the questionnaire
was intended to get a glimpse of student needs as seen by

the speech instructors in the community.college.
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J . . - )
‘Ratlonale'For The Selection Of The Procedures

i

Two limiting factors, the .lack of- ablllty to hand]e
the{vast numbers of students avallable and the degree of
admlnlstrator rellablllty, served as the bas1s for the ra-
tlonale for the procedures selected

u»Thefratlonale&for the number and cémposition of- the

sample of "students in the basic speech courses in the com-

£

'munlty -colleges was based on several thlngs. First, it was

not feas1ble to handle the- number of people 1n the entire
populatlon of the communlty college students 1n the baslc
speech course. Secondly, it was not poss1ble for the author
to 1nterv1ew all students and faculty to ask which communl—
cative s1tuatlons were 1mportant to them: Therefore, a more
ob]ectlvo measurlng dev1ce .was necessary As;a result»of__
th1s finding, a ranklng scale questlonnalre was used for

bothéfaculty and students. Theuuse of“a‘numerlcal—orlented

questlonnalre allowed for a- statlstlcal tabulatlon w1th the

_use of a computer. Thls made. it poss1ble for:the author to

i
take' a laﬁger sample of the total populatlon for thls study°

Populatlon : - {

N
&

The student populatlon consisted of a sample of twenty

or more students selected randomly from three of the thir-
- - .
teenﬁcommunity colleges in Oregon. The tudents were those

[

enrolled in the non-transfer basic speech course,lwlth the

] . . : & :
exception“of one small Sub-samplegof transfer.students.

The‘entire population of speech communication faculty

&
H

i 3
* J‘
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in the Oregon community colleges were quéstiohed on their
views of student communication needs. This'bopulation con-

sisted of forty-four speech communication instructors.

Deveiopment Of The Questionnaires

Rationale for Categories. A set of tentative cate-

gories were established by the author for the sake of ac-
commodating the development of the student and faculty
questionhaires. The categories are as follows:

1. Public Level - On this level, meaningful,communica—
tion in a structured group situation is needed. '

2, Adult/Palental Level - On this level, meaningful
communication with parents or other lnfluentlal
adult outside of the family is needed..

3. Authority Levei - On thlS level, meaqlngful communif'
cation with any authority figure, such as an employer,
a teacher, or others, is needed.’ '

4. Social Level - On this level, meaningful communica-
tion with peers, either on the 1nterpersonal or
- group srtuatlon in a social context, is needed.

5. Utility Level - On thlS level, meaningful communi-
cation: with any person about daily need situations
such as giving directions or 1nstructlons, small
talk, and other, is needed. ‘

These categories appearea to be a workable division cf the
possible cbmmunication situations in which a’student might
beccme involved.

To détermine if these categories would cover all the
communications‘situations of the students in the community
college basic speech communicatioﬁ course, a pre-test ir—
formation device was used. Eighty studeqts at Chemeketa

Community bollege, in Salem, Oregon, in Hpth the transfer
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and non-transfer basic speech courses offered in the fall

-of 1972, were asked to respond to the fdlloﬁfﬁuestion:
Rank in order of difficulty three frequently
occurlng different opportunities to communi-
cate where you would like to be able to com=
municate effectively but find it dlfflcult.
Identify briefly the relationship of the per-
son(s) (position, etc.) and the nature of the
situation (reason or communicating) for each
1tem ranked.

/

This questlon was worded in such a way as to attempt to’

avoid test bias. The only directions given were the written
ones that .follow: '

I need your help! I'm doing a study on stud-

ent ‘needs in the area of speech communlcatlon
training. Hopefully, this will 'end.in bene-

fits for speech students.- Will you please

answer the question on the next sheet as hon-

estly and completely as possible. You need

not iput your name on the paper; nor will the

answers be used in any way for evaluatlon in
this class.

The administrators of this pre—testvwere advised to
give no further directions. -The results%from students who
did not follow the directions properly were discardea;
ieaving sixty-five completed questionneires 0o analyze.

The results of this preliminary survey of studeﬁts'

i communlcatlve situations for the most part verified the
categories selected, except for the mlnor revisions. The
final cate%ories used in the questionnaire were:

1. %ublic Level - To what extent éo students

,recognize need in the use of meanlngful

communication in a structured group situ-
atlon° .

2. Close Friends - Family - To what extent do
students recognize need in the use of mean-
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ingful communication with family or oﬁhér
influential persons outside of the home?

3. Superior-Subordinate Level - To what extent
do students recognize need in the use of
meaningful communication with any authority
figure such as an employer, a teacher, or
others?

4. Social Level - To what extent do students
recognize need in the use of meaningful
communication with peers either on the
interpersonal or group sitaution in a social
context?

5. Utility Level - To what extent do students
recognize need in the use of meaningful
communication with any person about daily
need situations, such as giving directions
or instructions to others?

The only areas the prior set of categories did not
meet, according to the students, appear to be in these

communicative situations:

(1) Those communicative situations involving a
person's most intimate friends were not adequately
covered. This communication was too personal to
be considered on the social level. Therefore,

it seemed to fit best in the familial area. Con-
sequently, the Adult/Parental level of communi-
cation was changed to meet these needs to the
Close Friends - Family level.

(2) Those situations involving difficulty in
communication in a working situation between

an employer and an employee were not covered
adequately. The concern was expressed by stud-
ents with the communication going in both dir-
ections, not just from employer to employee.
Therefore, it was necessary to change the
Superior-Subordinate level.

Not all students listed three communicative situations
in the pre-test questionnaire. It seems that perhaps time
may have been a factor. The number of responses per

guestionnaire were as follows:



TABLE II

NUMBER OF REPLIES PER STUDENT:
PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

"
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No. of Communication
situations listed per

No. of questionnaire
. filled out this way

No. Of communi-
cation situations

guestionnaire listed in total
1 15 15
I2 26 .% - 52
3 24 72
Total 65 139

This table demonstrated what specific categories each student

felt was most difficult for him to communicate efféc;iveiy.'

He was asked to give these in order of priority. The re-

sponses in the 65 questionnaires were divided in the follow-

ing manner:




TABLE III

COMMUNICATIVE SITUATIONS LISTED

BY CATEGORIES AND PREFERENCE
IN PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE
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1st 2nd 3rd
Categories Choice Choice Choice Total
Social 24 18 11 53
Public 18 11 5 34
Friend - Family 8 8 2 18
Superior - Subordinate 15 8 4 27
Utility A 2 1 7
TOTAL 69 47 23 139

The communicative situations used in the final question-

naires, both student and faculty, were drawn from this pre-

liminary survey.

Design Of Faculty Questionnaire.

In designing the

faculty questionnaire, it was most important to come up with

a testing device that was concise yet simple to complete.

appears that there is a direct relationship between the

amount of time a faculty member needs to spend filling out

a questionnaire and the number of questionnaires returned.

The questionnaire was limited to two pages with eight questions

that were, for the most part, a simple "circle the correct
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answer" or “£fill in a number" A self4addreSSed envelope

was 1ncluded for the convenience of the speech communlcatlon

faculty questloned

¥

Slmpllfylng the testlng dev1ce as to 1nqu1re 1nto the
basic assumptlons ofhpresenttlntroductory speech courses,w
created.many SemantiCal problemsﬁ"Termiéology was selected .
to eliminate test bias as much as possible. (

It was also decided that a cover letter:ksee appendix)
would be needed to‘enhance the amount ofﬁresponseSLto this
questionnaire. ThisEqdestionnaire needeg»to be:as non4
threatenlng as poss1ble.r ThlS letter stated that the ques-
tlonnalre was only being used to determlne the current meth-
odology in the 1ntroductory speech commuslcatlon course: in
the Oregon communlty colleges and not as<an evaluation tool
In addltlon to this, they were told that feedback was needed
from . all communlty colleges in order for the author to com—_
plete her research study. - It was assumed2that thlS was
,},enough to allay fear of reprisal for anylgnswers. However,
some bias in faculty answers attrlbuted to a personal need

r

of faculty to enhance thelr self-lmages 1s 1nev1table. Ac-
;

cordlngly,ithe 1nterpretat10n of.result1ng~data should he
conservatl;e. | ’ N -

;Of the eight questions contained ingthe qnestionnaire,
the first four dealt with institutional p%licies concerning
the ihtroductory speech'communication cou£8e, namely, whether

the course was transfer, non-transfer, or both. They were
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asked if it was required for graduation; if and héw its con-
tents were governed by school policy, and what emphasis the
text had.

The second half of the questionnaire attempted to get
at(gggégggsneeds as viewed by the faculty. They were asked
to rank five communication situations in terms of priorities,
as to, what they felt students wanted in the basic course;
what they felt students needed in this course; and what they
felt students got from this course. Lastly, they were asked
if they were satisfied with.the course as taught - or how

they would like to change it. (See Faculty Questionnaire

in appendix.)

Design Of Student Questionnaire. In designing the

-

student questionnaire, it was also important to develop a

testing device that was relatively short and easy to £ill
out. It needed to be one that was understandable in both
directions to the students and in the communicative situations
with which they had to deal. It was, with this in mind, de-
cided that a ranking scale of communicative situations be the
most conducive way to elicit student-felt needs with some
indication as to priorities. Therefore, the questionnaire
consists of four pages, each with sixteen ranking sets of
five communicative situations each. These communicative
situations were determined through a pre-test questioning

of students to determine a set of workable categories.

Like the faculty questionnaire, there were many semantic
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oriented considerations that had to be made when developing
this questionnaire. The communicative situations used were
taken from the pre-test sample and the wording was only
slightly altered to take out student biases from these.

Much thought was given to the exact wording of each of the
situations listed. For example, the words like "father,
mother, and parents" Were buffered for emotional reactions
by adding in each of the communicative situations using these
words the additional words "or close family friend." It was,
also, attempted to word this questionnaire in such a way that
a student of eighteen and thirty-five would both find the
communicative situations applicable to them since the student
popﬁlations of the community colleges do vary greatly in age.

The questionnaire was accompanied by a set of direc-
tions and a short explanation of purpose to the students
filling out the questionnaire. The explanation consisted of
the following:

TO STUDENTS: Please fill out this questionnaire

as completely and honestly as possible. It is

part of a study being done to determine what stu-

dents want and need from their introductory

speech courses. Your help on this project is

greatly appreciated. Ask the administrator if

you have any questions regarding directions.
This explanation was given in an attempt to allay any student
fears of reprisal for filling out this testing device. Stu-
dents were, also, allowed to remain anonymous.

The -directions to the questionnaire were devised to be

as simple, but as complete, as possible. It was hoped that

they would be sufficient for the students so that they did
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not;have to question the test administfator about.dlrections;
This WaS done in-order’ to reduce 1ntroductlon of bias by the
admnnlstrator. The test admlnlstrators were cautioned not
to give any personal interpretations of the meanlng of words_
or situatlons used in the'ranklng situations.“ (See apgendix
for a copy of)student‘questlonnaire wlth;directions.)

Thelquestionnalre itself COnsisted%of two parts, with
elght ranklng situations in each.’ The-flrst part*of the-
questionnaire asked the students to rank?communicative-situ—'
ations as..they judged were most important for them to do well
in. The key in this was for the students to judge what they
felt would enhance them the most in soc1al or work situations,
dependlng_on which was of‘the hlghest priorlty to them.

The second part of the questlonnalre asked the students
to rank communlcatlve s1tuatlons in accordance w1th what they
feltlthe most need to 1mprove. 'In this sectlon students
were to judge their adreas of need for 1mprovement This- com=-

blnatlon of the result of. both parts should p01nt out what

students feel they need in the lntroductory speech course.

-

Procédures S . R
Student questlonnalres were dlstrlbuted to test admin-
1strators at Chemeketa Communlty College} Blue Mountaln Com-

munlty College in Pendleton;, Oregon, and’ Clackamas Communlty

College in Oregon City, Oregon, with a set of directions

“prior to the beginning of the W1nter term of 1973. Admini-

strators were warned ‘to make no further comments to students
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other than the written directions on the%top of the student

questionnaire.

The student questlonnalre was glven to all first Year
students at Chemeketa Communlty College gnterlng the class
called Communlcatlon Skills lle4, Thlslclass is the 1ntro—
ductory speech communication'courseltaken by“the non-transfer
communlty college students at thls partlcular school In
total there were 184 student questlonnalres fllled out at
Chemeketa ‘Community College'ln the:non—tgansfer program.

In additioh, there were small samples of [student responses
taken at two other communlty collegeslof;erihg a slmilar‘

introductory speech course. These schools were chosen rand-

§
i

omly. fhere was‘a sample of 32 students %aken'from Clackamas’
Community college. leew1se, a sample of 30 students was
takeg from'Blue Mountain College. At both colleges, the
course was;labeled.the introductory speech course to be:taken
by the non—trancfer student A small sample was also taken
from.tne 1ntroductory speech course (Speech 111) on the.
transfer ]evel at Chemeketa Community College.7 This sample
included thlrty—flve questlonnalres. These were taken for .
use of comparison, with the non- transfer students ‘responses.
The total sample taken at the three commu;ity colleges was
281. - .

| . All questlonnalres ‘'were given to students in the basic

speech courses at these schools on the flrst day of the term.

This was done to circumvent the'p0551b111ty of-teacher influ-

. ) e i, s ' ,
ence on the students' answers to the questionnaire. Thése

B
i1
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ques%ionnaires were then collected by thé author for stat-

istical tabulation.

*

- The faculty questionnaires with a Sover letter of ex-
. . § . ’
planation ;were sent to 44 speech communication -instructors

at the community colleges in Oregon.‘ The letters were sent

: approx1mately two weeks 1nto the winter term of 1973. The

’

i
populatlon was determlned through the use of the Oregon

[

Community College Association Handbook® as teechlng communi-

cations and/or speech courses"in the thifteen~community col-

leges. Answers were . received from 28 speech 1nstructors

representlng 12 of the- 13 communlty colleges in. Oregon. The
questlonnalres were then statistically tabulated with the

results shown in the,next‘chapter.
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CHAPTER IV ;
RESULTS § - !

I. SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES

"It is the purpose of this chapter to describe the;data
- producing ﬁrocedures used in this study and their results.

The fellowfng guestions had to be asked o? the data to answer

the five hypotheses already stated in the;lastichapterzé

1. Was the testing device rellable7 (Internal Cén—
Slstency/Rellablllty)

2. Do the parts of each ouestlonnalre have any degree
of association with another part of that questlon—
naire? (Student Part I vs. S;udent Part II) { (Fac—
ulty Perceptions Student Needs vs. Student Wanﬁs,
Student Needs vs. Student Gets, Student Wants . vs.
Student Gets) !

3. Are the responses of different éroups of students
associated with one another? (lransfer Students
vs. Non-transfer Students) (Chemekeea VS. Blge Mt .,
Blue Mt. vs. Clackamas, Chemeke@a vs. Clackamas)

P

4. Do the various parts of the two questionnaires to-
gether have any degree of aseoc1atlon with one
another? (Matrix of correlations among the daea

sets) -

First as a test reliability measure; thirteen Kendall

“;Coefficient3of Concordances (w)l were computed to assess inter-

':1tem rellablllty within both the faculty and Students ouestion—

naire$ for each of the five scales. The W expresses the degree
; "
~of association among the variable. 1In addition,
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two Kendall W's were computed to ascertaih possiﬁié consis-
tency across all scores in data for each of the scales in
tbe student questlonnalre. (Answer to questlon 1 above )
Secondly, eight Spearman Rank Correlatlon Coefflclent
(rg)2 were jcomputed to measure the degree of agsoc1ation of
variables in two ordered series. Another Spearman ‘was épplied
between the sections of the studernt guestionnaire to determine
if there was a correlation between all stédeﬁts' answers to
Part I and Part II. (Answer to questicn 2.) Three more
Spearman Rhos were computed to aééess cOrrelétion &etweén the
three sections in the fachlty guestionnaire.
‘ A prdbedure wés needed for comparing the answérs to
the questlonnalre glven by the various groups who were glven
the test lnstrument. The Frledman Two-Way Analysxs3 of Var-
iance was applied to data from Groups I, II, III, and IV in
the‘studentfquestlonnalre, A second Friedman was done to
compare vocétiongl groups (I, II, III) to transfer group (IV)
{Answer to éuestion 3.)
The lést set of staﬁistical procedures consisted of
! ' .
Spearman Rh%s between the two parts of the student guestion-
naire and the three parts of the facultysguestionnaére to
see 1f there were any correlations between all parté of both
test instru@ents. This was done only aftér the reléability
of each test instrument was determined separately. (Answer
to guestion: 4.)
The sectioh below will describe the procedure involved

in using the above statistical design.

d
B!
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The Kendall Coefficient Of Concordance -

TheﬁKendall Coefficient of ancordéncé'was QSed to ex-
press the degree of association. among vaéiables. ’En both
the studeﬁt and faculty questionnaires, there wereifive
catégories:to be ranked by respondents. lThe observed ranks
~ were then cast in a K X N table. 1In our case withian N no
larger than seven, the formula: x2=K (i\]—l)w.4 A high signi-
ficant valhe of w may be interpfeted-as ﬁeaning that the per-
sonswrankibg are applying esSentially tﬁe same staﬁdard in
ranking thé objects under study;s

In abplying the first set éf ten Kendalls, t@e question
was asked éo what extenf do the items iﬁ‘ﬁhe studeﬂt question-
naire preséﬁt a stable response. A-null pypothesié was est-
ablished that indicated that the K rankings were uﬁrelatedr

to each other. An alpha level of .10 was established. The

following results were recorded:
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Table IV

KENDALL COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE FOR INTERNAL
CONSISTENCY OF THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Group Part I Significance Part IT Significance
I .47 | .01 .84 . 001
IT .51 .01 .83 .001
ITI .42 .01 .82 .001
v .56 .01 .58 .001
Total .46 ' .01 .84 .ooi

From these statistics,.it appears that the null-hypoth-
esis can be rejected. It seems that there is a high degree
of inter-item reliability. This consistency shown in the
parts of the student questionnaire would allow one to predict
the answers to the eight questions in each part. Thus, it
would seem that this questionnaire could be referred to as
an eight»item scale.

One thing to be noted, however, is that there seems to
be more uniformity in what students feel they need to improve
in communicativewise (Part II) than what he deem that society
thinks he needs to be good in communicativewise (Part I).

A second set of three Kendall's were used in determining
consistency in the answers to the three questions (dimensions)
in the faculty gquestionnaire. A null hypothesis was posited

that the K rankings were unrelated to each other and an alpha
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level of .05 was set. Using the same procedures'as before,

the following statistics computed:

Table V

KENDALI COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE FOR INTERNAL
CONSISTENCY OF THE FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

Dimensions:
Questions Asked Kendall W Significance

#1

Student Needs .0897 .05
$2

Student Wants .0992 .05
$3 -

Student Gets .1525 . .01

From these results, the null hypothesis can be rejected. The
consistency in answers of the faculty members permits this to
be éonsidered three scales.

The third set of 2 Kendals were applied to determine
to what extent do all the subjects' answers to the question-
ﬁaire intercorrelate with each other throughout the student
questionnaire. There were 281 students who filled out the
text instrument. A null hypothesis was established that in-
dicated that the K rankings were unrelated to each other.
An alpha level of .10 was set. Using the procedures listed

earlier in this chapter, the following results were obtained:

Part I Significance Part II Significance
Tot. 1737 .01 .4061 . .01

From these results, it can be assumed that the null hypothesis
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may be rejbctéd. Also, it may be assumed that there is con-—
sistency in the answers to the questionnaire among;the persons

filling out the student questionnaire.

Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient

The second statistical procedure appliedawas the Spear-
man Rank Cbrrelation’Coefficient: rs. Tﬁis statis%ical‘pro—
cedure was%applied to assess correlation between the various
parts of each questionnai?e. The stgdenﬁ questionnaire had
two parts. Tﬁe same situations and ranking process was in-
volved in both pérts of the questionnaire. Thé Spéarman
Rank Correlation Cbefficient.was chosen éince it ié a measure
of association of variables ranked in two ordered series. |
This measufe of association requires that%boﬁh‘variablesibé

measured in an ordinal-scale.® This study meets this require-
N

di2 :
ment. The Spearman formula rg= -6§ i=1 7 was used.

4 N3 - N , ,
If the subjects constituted a random sample as they did in

this study, one may testlfhe significance. of the rg using the
g A

Table of Critical Values of r..
A nuil hypothesis was established that there was no cor-

relation bétween student answers by category betweén societal

neeas-(ParE I) and personal needs (Part II). An alpha level

of .10 was%set"for this study. The results were ag follows:
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SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENT BY CATEGORIES
FOR THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Category Spearman Significance
s

Close Friend-

Family .8106 .01

Social . 6488 .01

Utility .5194 .01

Superior- '

Subordinate .5588 .01

Public .7543 .01

Thus, the null hypothesis may be rejected. Indeed, it seemed
there was evidence to conclude that there was a strong corre-
lation between how students answered categorically from Part
I to Part II.

A second Spearman was applied to the student question-
naire to see if there was a correlation between the answers
of all students to Part I and to the answers of all students
to Part II. A null hypothesis was established that there was
no correlation bet&een the subjects' answers in Part I to
Part II. An alpha level of .10 was set. N was eqgual to five
as this was the number of variables possible in the ranking
system. The average ranking of all students was determined
by finding an average ranking for each student which were
then tabulated to find an average for the entire group. The

rho was found to be .4000. This was not large enough accord-
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ing to Table P? for the researcher to reject the'nﬁllAhypoth—
esis. The evidence was not strong enough to conclude that
all students' answers to Part I were correlated to their
answers to Part II. This served to eliminate the fears of
the planner that the students would not differentiate in
answering between Part I and Part II.

The Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficients was applied
to the faculty questionnaire to see if there was any corre-
lation in answers to the three questions asked (dimensions).
Since the Spearman can be applied only between two ranked
scales, their questions had to be tabulated against one other
question at a time. Using the above procedures with an N=5,
there were null hypotheses established that there was no
correlation between the answers to these questions. An alpha

level of .10 was set for all three procedures.

Table VII

SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
AS TO WHAT STUDENTS NEED, WANT, AND GET FROM THE
INTRODUCTORY SPEECH COURSE

Duestions Compared Faculty Impression Rho Significance

of
5 to 6 Needs to Wants .9212 .01
5 to 7 Needs to Gets .9270 .01

6 to 7 Wants to Gets .9383 .01




46
A bioad conclusion can be made on‘%heseéstatistiCal
findings is that the faculty answered qdéstions 5, 6, and 7
very.similarly. They seem to conclude"that studentsi com-

municativé needs and wants are met in the currentiintroduct-

ory -speech course.

' Friedman %wo—Way Analysis of Variance

The' third statistical proceduie employed was the
Friedman Two—Way Analysis. As mentioned*earlier, the student
questionnaire was givein to. four dlfferent groups of students.
:This procedure was used to find out if- there was a pattern of
s1milar1ty between the groups. in their answers to 'the gques-
tionnaire. When the data is from matched sampleS'in an ord-
inal scale, the Friedman is used to test the null ; hypothes1s

that the samples have been drawn from- the same population.lO

212" =K {(R )23 (k+1)

Using the formula: Xy
’ N K(K+1) j=1

with the K standing for the conditions and the N for the sub-

?
it y

"jects. 1If as in this case the N = 4 and'K = 5, the associated
probability may be determined by reference to theiChi_Square
distribution Table cl2 with a df,= K-1. A null hypothesis

. ' ’ R T ! )
was established that there were no difference-in answers

)

between Gfoup I, IT, III, and IV(- An alpha level of .01

was set. 'The results were as follows.



Table VIII

+ FRIEDMAN TWO-WAY: ANALYSIS BETWEEN
GROUP I, II, II1, IV

o

Chi~-Square ' ‘Significance |
Part I 113.600. .01
Part IT 16.000 . .01
= : - - 13

B i'

. With these results it would seem that- the null hypothe31s
could be rejected, There is lndeed a- dlfference in answers
between groups. From the’Spearman,we saw that there was a
pattern w&thin the groups.but from»thrs procedurezlt-ls ob-
Avious‘that there is a differenee‘in~ansuérs between ‘the
groups. | v

. A second Friedman was used for the>student questlonnalre
to determlne 1f there was a 51mllar pattern in answers’ - between
Athe non—trausfer (Groups I, II, III) andrtransfer (Group Iv).
.An alpha level of .01 was,establlshed for the null hypothesis
that there‘was a differencefih‘the anSWe;s of the.two groups.

The n=2 this time with K=5. Using the same procedures, the

.results were: .

L
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Table IX

FRIEDMAN TWO~-WAY ANALYSIS BETWEEN
GROUPS I, ITI, III, TO GROUP IV

Chi-Square Sighificance
Part I 6.800 NS
Par# II 8.000 NS 14

From these results it would seem that the null hypoth-
esis could not be rejected. There was not a difference in
answers that was significant between the non-transfer and

the transfer students as a whole.
IT. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The statistical procedures to this point have been used
to show that the questionnaires could be considered ordinal
scales and that they were reliable and valid. One further
statistical procedure was needed to determine the association
of variables ranked in two ordered series. The comparisons
to be done were between the various parts of both the student
and faculty questionnaires. The statistical procedure chosen
was again the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient as it
meets the above criteria. The same procedures were applied
as have been described previously in this chapter. A by-
product of the Kendall W (described previously) is an average
" ranking for the groups. They were used in figufing these

rhos. The rénkings used are listed below.
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Table X

AVERAGE RANKINGS BY CATEGORIES OF THE SUBGROUPS

§tudent;' : Teachefsf
‘Needs ants Needs*  Wants  Gets
Public 4 1 3 1 1
Superior/ . .

Subordinate 1 -2 2 2 . 2
Family 3 4 4 5 4.
Utility 5 5 1 3 | 3

{ . o I

Social © 2 "3 -5 - 4 5

The:Spearman was applied once between each subgroup
including both the faculty and student questionnaires. The

results are shown below.
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Table XI

SPEARMAN RHOS BETWEEN SUBGROUPS OF STUDY

Faculty itudentg'
Nedds Wahts Géts Needs ants

A
Needs \\$T\\
Faculty wants .5 1
Gets .6 .9 \I\\\
.'.'::.7::.;::::::::.‘_‘::.:.::“:'.
Studentsf| Needs -.4 -.1 -.2 ) 1
. ' l
s
Wants | -.2 .7 6 ! .4 ]

Using the Table of Critical Values of rg., The Spearman Rank

Correlation Coefficient. The following significance levels

were established from the above rhos.ls

Table XIIX

SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS FOR SPEARMAN'S BETWEEN
SUBGROUPS OF THE STUDY

Faculty tudents'
Needs  Wahts Gets Needs Wants

Faculty Wants NS tif\\

Students® Needs NS NS NS

NS - .o
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Though all of the correlation factors are nst strong
enough to be significant, they are strong eﬂough for some
comparisons of faculty views of what the students (1) need,
(2) want, and (3) get in the introductory speech course.
Those statistics in the double solid lines are those that
compare student answers witﬁ other student answers. They
compare how students see their needs and wants in the intro-
ductory speech course. The statistics in the single solid
lines, likewise, are those that compare student answers to
needs and wants to faculty perception of student needs, wants,
and “gets". These statistics are perhaps the most interest-
ing; they will be discussed first.

When comparing the answers of the students to the an-
swers of the faculty to the needs and wants of the students
in the introductory speech course there was a negative corre-
lation between many of these. For example, there is a -.4
rho in comparing the students' interpretations of what they
felt were their basic needs in the introductory speech course
and what the faculty saw as students' basic needs in this
same speech course. There was a consistently negative corre-
lation when comparing what the students saw as their basic
needs in the course and what faculty saw as student needs,
wants, and what they got in the introductory speeéh course.
The correlation factor became more positive in comparing what
students said they wanted to get in the first speech course
with what the faculty thcought students wanted and got from

the first speech course. However, on the whole, the correla-
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tions-ih this section are negative leadﬂng one to reject the
first hyp%thesis of this study. This hfpothesis being that
there is a positive correlation between the basic:assumptions
of the introductory speech course as seen by the>5peech fac-
ulty and the basic assumptions‘df‘the introductor§ speech
course ‘as seen by the stﬁdehts in the introdqctor§ speech
course. \ \ |

It does not seem that there is enough eVidehce to say
that there is a very strong relationship between éart I and
Part II of the studert questionnaire. Beth Spearman rhos
applled (the one llsted in the table belng dlscussed and the
one that was discussed earlier in this chapter) - came out to
a .4000 correlatien. This is not Etrong enough to show a
correlatien between what students feel their neede and wants
are in the introductory'speech course.,'Using the?significance
. level as the-determining factor, it woulﬁ seem thgt»the second
hypothesis could be weakly rejected. ThlS hypothe51s stated
that there was a positive correlation between what students
felt\they;needed to improve in needs compunicative—wise in
the introéuctory'speech course and what }hey felt?was most
importantffor them to.do_well>in communicative-wise (wants).
However, the evidence does not allow the;author'té make this
conclusion a very definite one.

The statistics in the dotted line area show .a fairly
strong, though not always significant, relatlonsh;p between

" how the faculty viewed the students' needs, wants; and what

they got from the introductory speech course. Coﬁple these
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Spearman rhos listed in the table with the Spearman's disj

cussed earlier in this chapter between students needs, wants,

and what they got in the speech course, and it is strong
enough to formulate the idea that there is indeed a relation-
ship between the faculty answers to these three questions.

The first set of Spearman's were all significant in showing

a relationship. 1In this second set of Spearman's the only

one strong cnough to show a .05 significance level was the

comparison between what faculty saw as student wants in the
course and what they felt that students got in the course.

The rho here was .90. It would seem then that at least the

evidence does not point to rejecting the III, IV, and V

hypotheses cf this study. Therefore, it would seem that we

could accept:

Hypothesis III: There is a high degree of consistency be-
tween what the speech faculty feel are
student's needs in communication in the
introductory speech course and what they
perceive that students get from the intro-
ductory speech course.

Hypothesis IV: There is a high degree of consistency be-
tween what speech faculty feel that students'
needs are in communication in the intro-
ductory speech course and how the faculty

perceive what students deem as thelr communi-
cative needs.

4
4

There is a high degree of consistency be-
tween what the spceech faculty feel students
deem as their communicative needs in the
introductory speech course and what they
perceive that students get from the intro-
ductory speech course.

Hypothesis

Therefore, we reject the first two hypotheses and accept the

last three.
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~ CHAPTER V'
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This final chapter will summarize and interpret the
experimental results‘of the study.x‘The_iesear;h hypotheses
will be reviewed, relevaht results will be restated, and con-
clusions drawn. Suggestions for further researgh:will con-

clude this chapter.
I. SUMMARY

The specific question which this study was designed to
investigate was: To what extent are thevunderlyiﬁg asSump—
tions of the basic speech courses at the comﬁpnit§ college
level as seen by the instructors similar to or different from
the 'self-reported needs in communication trainingéof the
community'college studenfs?

The study was based on the assumption thét by asking
both the étudents and the speech facultyﬁwhat the? felt'the
needs of éhe student are in the introdud%ory course that a
series of correlations could be estabiished for comparison.
Also, it was assumed thét the answers of the tWo'groups would
be indicative of the basic underlying as;umptioﬁsiof speeéh
needs of‘ﬁhese groups. In terms of these assumptions, hypoth-

eses were generated to compare the correlation factors be-

tween the students' and faculty's answers to the guestions on
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" student needs.

i

Hoﬁ%ver, first to be assessed before the.hypotheses
could be tested was the valldity of the\testlng instruments.
The test 1nstruments for both the faculty and students were

developed‘uSing categories and_communicative.51tuations dis-
covered through pre-test data. "The twofguestionnaireshwere
designed to be similar so that results ébtained‘cpuld be
compared. . All tests’applied'to these iﬁstruments proved
them to be valid and reliable. It<Was-concluded that they
' could be considered to belscales for_deéérmining needs’in

[}

communication. ’

Oncé the test validity was establilshed, the first

hypothesis to be tested wass’ . - -

Hypothesis I: There is a positive corréiation between'the
| ,ba51c assumptions of the introductory speech
course as seen by the speech 1nstructor and
the student-felt needs in this course.

‘ Hypbthesis I faiied to be confirme%f There.is no sig-
nificant correlation between what the:ta%ulty think are the
basic needs of. the introductory. speech coursefand what the
students feel the basic needs of the course are. In fact,
in most of the comparisons between the various sections of
the students' and faculty{s questionnaires there were nega-
tive‘correlations. This would indicate‘that there is no

agreement between the'students and the facuity as ;to what the
- students need to receive in training in the 1ntroductory

“speech course. An explanation of this result could be- one of
- N ® Y
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many, such as: 1) There is little commdnicatioﬂ between the
speech faéulty and the students'és to wﬁat should be done in
the introductory speech<course. This céuld be because the
faculty do not feel that the students would know what is
best for them to learn in communicative skills. 2) It could
be that, indeed, the students do'ﬁot know what is best for
them to improve in comﬁunicativeew;se. 3) It couid be that
the administration of the various community colleées control
the course emphasis in these courses;, Thus, the instructors
are not ailowed to respond'taiﬁﬁe needs they feel?are reie~
vant or that the- students expréss:;"‘lb |

A second area of interest in;thiéfstudy was whether
students would agree betweenﬁthéméeives about their need to
improve in communication and ‘what they felt was important for
them to do well in. Thus; a seCond hypothesis evolved: |

" Hypothesis II: There is a positive correlation bétween what

studénts feel they need to improve in communi-
cative~-wise (personal needs) in the intro;
ductory course and what Ehey feel 'is most
importaht for thém to_dgwwellAin communica-
tive;wise (societal needé).

This hypothesis alsé“failéd to beléonfirmed. The cor-
relation ﬁetween these two sections of tie student's question-
naire was ‘not strong enough to be considéred significant. It
does seem;that students do see thé-neédtéo improve communica-
tive-wise as a separate néed from tﬁe personal need of what

they feel is most important for them to do well in communica-
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tive~wisel The students do seem toAhavévthis disériminating
ability which would have a direct affect on“curriéulum
planning. It would appeér that students do have a fairly
definite idea as to what they would like to be presented in
the introductory speech course, if_theyywere‘asked.

It is aiso interesting to note that the statistics

shbw that there was é similarity of ansﬁérs within each sub-
group of students questiéned but that there aid seem to be
a difference in choices -between the subgroups which rebresented
var%ous sChoéls and locations. There are differeyt needé in
communication - for students in different communityjsetting;.

| A similar comparison seemedAneceséary with the faculty
quéstionnaire to determine if there was any corre;ation among
Oregon speech faculty as to what they fé;t that students
wanted in the introductory speech coursé; what they got from
the course; and what students actually needed to impro&e in.
Three hypgthéses emerged .from this;comparison, the first being:

Hypothesié III: There is a high degree of consistency be-

tween what the speech faculty feel are stu-
dents' needs in communication in the intro-
ductory speech course and what they perceive
that students get from the introductory
speéch»course. ‘ :

This hypothesis seemingly c;ﬁ be éccep£éd; ‘There were
two sets of étatistics used to come to this chclﬁsion. %he
first set showgd a signiéicant correlatibn between what
faculty answered as students' neéds anényhatﬂthey get in'the

¥
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course. The .second set,cthough it:did not show:ajsignificant
correlation, showed a fairly strong one., Thus, it appears
that there is a relationship- between what the faculty feel
that students need and get. Obv1ously, 1t appears that the
faculty feels_that the studentstare-gettlng what they feel
" they need from the introductory course. .Thus, it would seem
that the faculty are fairly satisfied:with.the course as
taught.

The second hypothesis dealinc_with»a comparison of
faculty answers attempted to find a correlation between
what the instructors felt students needed versus what students

actually wanted from the introductory course. The hypothesis

stated:

Hypothesis IV: There is a high degree of consistency be-
| tween what speech faculty feel thdt students’'
~ needs are in communication_in the introduct-
ory speech course "and how the faculty per-
ceive what students deem as their:communica~
tive needs.

This hypothesis can also be accepted. The reasons for
this acCeétance are the same as listed immediately above.
From this‘it appears that the faculty think that they are ‘in
agreement ‘with the students as to:what they need to teach in
theulntroductory course. This would seem to be an 1nd1catlon
that the instructors feel that they are in tune wrth students
and know their feelings. However, the findings of the first

hypothesis show this to be a faulty assumption.
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The last hypothésis dealing with fhe faculéj’compares
the perceétions of the instructor as to &hatéhe féelé tha£
studeﬁts want to éet from the course with what théy are
actually ;etting. The hypothesis reads: ‘

Hypothesié Vi There is a high degree of: cons1sbency between

what theﬁspeech faculty feel students deem as
their communicative needs, in the iﬁtroductqry
course and what they percéive thafgstudents
get from the introduéforyicourse.
“This hypothesis can be acceptedzfof the same reasons
as listed above. From this it seems tha% the facﬁlty believe
that the étudénts get what studenfs want;from the’iﬁtroduct-
ory course. However,‘this is not the case as seeﬁ above.
F;o& the above  three hypotheses combined itjappears
that the faculty think_that the curfehtlﬁourse in%speech is
giving the students what they want and need. Howéver, there
is an obvious discrepancy.between‘what the students themselves
feel theif wants and needs are in communication aﬁd what the

faculty deem them to be;
II. CONCLUSIONS

The;results of this study have produced somé highly
significant findings, The one obvious conclu51on of this
study is that the speech faculty-and perhaps the whole insti-
tution of education 1s not communicating with the’ student |
. population as to what should be offerediin the ﬁoﬁrses these

same students are required to take. It comes from the
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phllosophy Lhat the teacher and/or schocl knows what is best
for the student to learn in any given- cbass. The’ present
method of'currlculum developmeht and planning in the school

system usually has no formal method of gettihg student input.

} . - L oL
Often the course content is for all purposes dictated, at

least partially, by educators,ho.longeriin the cléssroom.
For the community college policy is set by the needs of the
four—year:colleges in the area to which most of the student
populatioh may transfer,

Intéresting in light of the findﬁés of the present
study were some of the comments by the speech faculty when
asked in their questionnaire if they were satisfied with how
the course was presently taught. Twenty out of the twenty-
sevén questionnaires received from speech facultygin Oregon

. R : » }E - "
indicated an emphasis on public speaking in the introductory
course. Know1ng thls addltlon to the results -of the study
showing that the faculty pretty well thlnk they are meeting
student needs with the course -as presently taught, these
comments made by faculty were interesting:

I would like more time to work with individual
students defining their problems and helplng
them on a one to one ratlo.

I am never totally satlsfled w1th the speech
course, consequently, I am continuously mak-
1hg changes. Generally, I have found that
studen s who take speech expect ‘to study and
give public speeches.

Frequently our speech classes are so large

that students are limited in ' the number of
speeches they give. ' :
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There is always room for change and I am con-
tinually changing how I go about things. The
basic goal remains constant, i.e. to give stu-
dents confidence in themselves and help them
to feel secure enough about themselves to give
themselves to others on all levels.

We are changing each quarter as we sSee better
methods but our goals have not changed.

Although we are constantly revising the course
to keep it updated, the general format is sat-
isfactory. All instructors aim for the same
ultimate goals to be able to clearly develop,
organize, deliver, and receive an informative
message. Our methods of reaching that goal
area are guite flexible and individual.
In giving these comments, it is only fair to say that several
instructors who indicated that their emphasis was public
speaking expressed a desire to change the first course to
include other areas of communication such as: social, utility,
superior/subordinate, and close friends levels. It does
seem that perhaps the trend of what is taught in the first

course may change. However, there is little to evidence

that the students will have much say in this change.
III. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Four areas of research, revealed during the course of
this study, deserve prompt attention. Each will be listed

and discussed in turn.

1. A description of the current curriculum and method-

-

ology used in the introductory speech courses both at the

community college and four-vear college level is needed.

Although a lot of assumptions are made by faculty and other

educators about what the current trends are in speech
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education, little research has been done to see if these
courses are keeping up with what the journals claim to be
new trends in speech education. Indeed, it seems the first
course has not changed its basic goals in the last several
years. The description of current curricula cited in this
study is only a partial indication of what the community
colleges are doing there is no description of the four-year
college curriculum.

2. Bn analysis of what student needs are in the area

of communication is needed. This study attempted to identify

the needs of stﬁdents in communication. It makes no claim,
however, of being an in-depth study of these needs. For one
thing, a much more sophisticated testing device is needed to
be sure that all need areas are being considered. Also, the
sample of students tested should be much more extensive thaﬁ
this one. While it is a difficult concept to analyze, it
would seem that other researchers could have tapped this
area,

3. A study into curriculum development that would best

meet student-felt needs in the introductory speech course is

needed. Of course, the assumption of this suggested study is
that it would be completed only after the preceding two areas
of study had been completed. Needless to say, it would be
to everyone's advantage if the first course were taught in
the way that could best meet everyone's needs. This study
would have to include a complete summary of all the literature

in the journals concerning new and innovative ways to teach
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speéch. Tt might also have to incorporaté someﬁcfgative
thinking on the part of its authors to dgyelbp met?ods of
teaching need areas perhaps nqt presentlfjknown or used in
" the introductory speech course. Most impbrtantly,éthere must

be some teéhnique instituted - to allow Student‘inpuﬁ into

curriculum:developmént.
IV. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY -

Wﬁen'trying to study behavioral aspécts of learning with
a statistical oriented testing -device, there are iﬁherenﬁ
limitations in any study. This study is not excluded from
these limitations. 'The subjects in tﬁis study are‘asked to re-
A spénd to situations involvinq fheir persoﬁal needs as students
. and faculty with a simple number response; The raﬁionale
for the ranking system was to force the respondents! to think
in terms of priorities in their needs as ¢ommuniéat6rs. Hope-
fully this was accomplished. Also, it was a practiéal way to
get data thgt could be analyzed. | |

Also,;the very ﬂature of the testing device béingS‘out
several other limitations that were considéred priof to the.
gtudy.' Firét there - is a problem of wbrdiqg without:including
test bias in the questionnaire. The question ariseé as to
what emotional responseé'may have occurred: with the;students
:and faculty when reading the communicative*situatiogs listed
;in the rahkings. Included in this consideration muét be the
question of”how well the stqaents and facuity underitood the

directions to the study. [Finally, there must be some thought
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given to what ran through the minds of the respéndents when
they were asked to fill out the questionnaire. What, indeed,
did they see the purpose of this study to be.

The study was, also, limited in the population from
which the subjects were chosen. It was not possible to ques-
tion all students in the community college taking the intro-
ductory speech coursé for practical reasons. Therefore, a
decision was made to take a sample from three community
colleges to serve as a cross section of the community colleges
in Oregon. . The choice of who was tested at these institutions
was random other than the fact that the students were all
enrolled in an introductory speech course. The entire popu-
laﬁion of speech faculty in Oregon community colleges were
sent a questionnaire to be answered.

Another limitation involved the questionnaire admini-
strator biasing the results in administration of the student
questionniare. Therefore, it was decided to do two things
to circumvent this. First, a set of written directions was
given to the student. The test administrator was advised to
only clarify these directions. Secondly, the study was ad-
ministered to the student segment the first day of the intro-
ducteocry speech class so that the present speech instructor
would not have time to bias the students' concepts. Students
were also allowed to remain anonymous to make sure that they
did not feel any pressure in their answers.

There were similar limitations-involved in the testing

device sent to the speech faculty of the Oregon community
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colleges. It was not possible to let thege peoéié‘remain
?anonymous so that the representation of th?xCOIlegeé could
be determined. Thus, some influence in théir'answersvmust
;be attributed to the fact that these peop1$ were apt to say
.some things to enhance their own personal éosition. Thus,

>}all conclusions drawn will be §ubject to these limitations.
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TO STUDENTS: Please fill out this questionnaire as completely
and honestly as possible. It is part of a study being done to
determine what students want and need from their introductory
speech courses. Your help on this project is greatly appre-
ciated. Ask the administrator if you have any questions as

to directions.

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Part I

DIRECTIONS: Rank the following communication situations from
1 (highest) through 5 (lowest) in each group in their order
of importance to you. In this section of the questionnaire
you should judge which kinds of communication situations are
most important for you to do well in.

Most
important
to you

1. Situations like:

A. Talking with a teacher about a mistake on a
test.

B. Talking with parents or a close fried about a
‘problem with another friend.

C. Giving a speech to a Rotary Club meeting.

D. Talking over coffee with a group of fellow
students or co-workers.

E. Giving directions to strangers on how to get to
another town.

2, Situations like:
' A. Talking with door-to-door salesmen when they
come to your home.
B. Making small talk at a party.
C. Going to a family reunion and talking with rela-
tives.
D. Giving prepared talks in front of groups of
people you don't know.
E. Talking with your boss about a raise.

3. Situations like:

A. Talking with your father or close family member
about your goals in life.

B. Accepting an award at a banquet.

C. Entertaining guests at your home.

D. Telling the Dean of Students about a change in
policy you think is necessary.

E. Talking to bank tellers about deposit errors on
your account.

4. Situations like:
A. Conversing with your grandfather or other rela-
tive about your hobby.



Most

important
to you

——
——
———

B.

Cc.
D.
E.
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Making a presentation of a new idea at a stock-
holders meeting of a company.

Asking clerks in a store where something is.
Interviewing for a job.

Organizing some recreation w1th people you
know.

Situations like:

A.

B.

C.

D.
E.

Talking with your best friend about a serious
matter.

Talking over ideas with several classmates or
co-workers.

Asking gas station attendants for instructions
on how to get somewhere.

Reading the minutes of a club at the meeting.
Discussing a change you feel should be made in
company policy with your boss.

Situations like:

A,
B.

C.

D.

B.

Asking strangers for help.

Making conversations with acquaintances you
haven't seen for a year or more.

Introducing the main speaker at a company con-
ference.

Trying to convince your mother (father) or
close family friend that they have made a mis-
take in judging your actions.

Convincing bankers they should give you those
loans you need.

Situations like:

A.

B.
C.

D.

E.

Discussing job deficiencies with someone who
works under you.

Answering the telephone at a place of business.
Keeping the conversations moving during lunch-
eon dates.

Talking with your aunt from out-of-town about
family problems.

Giving a talk to a group to convince them to
vote for you in the upcoming company/school
election.

Situations like:

A,

B'

C.

D.

Discussing your views on controversial issues

with a close family friend.

Starting up a conversation with someone you've
never talked to before.

Explaining to TV repairmen what 1s wrong with

your television set.

Standing up and presenting your ideas at a



Most
< important
to you
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community meeting. &
Talking to a policeman that pulls you over: to
the side of the road for a v1olatlon. )



DIRECTIONS:
1 (highest) through 5 (lowest) in the order which you feel
you need the most improvement in. In this section of the
questionnaire you must judge which kinds of communication

73

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
" Part II

Rank the following communication situations from

situations you need to improve the most 1n.

Need
most
improvement

—
—

IR

l.

Situations like:

A'
B.

C.
D.

E.

Talking with a teacher about a mistake on a
test.

Talking with parents or a close friend about
a problem with another friend.

Giving a speech to a Rotary Club Meeting.
Talking over coffee with a group of fellow
students or co-workers.

Giving directions to strangers on how to get

‘to another town.

Situations like:

A,

B.
C.

D.

E.

Talking with door-to-door salesmen when they
come to your home.

Making small talk at a party.

Going to a family reunion and talking with rela-
tives. '
Giving prepared talks in front of groups of
people you don't know.

Talking with your boss about a raise.

Situations like:

A.
B.
cC.
D.

E.

Talking with your father or close family member
about your goals in life.

Accepting an award at a banquet.

Entertaining guests at your home.

Telling the Dean of Students about a change in
policy you think is necessary.

Talking to bank tellers about deposit errors on
your account.

Situations like:

A.

B.

Conversing with your grandfather or other rela-
tive about your hobby. ‘

Making a presentation of a new idea at a stock-
holders meeting of a company.

Asking clerks in a store where something is.
Interviewing for a job.

Organizing some recreation with people you know.
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Need
most
improvement
5. Situations like: : &
A. Talking with your best frlend about a serlous
- matter.
B. Talking over your ideas Wlth several classmates
- or co-workers.
C. Asking gas station attendants for instructions
- ' on how to get somewhere. .
. D. Reading the minutes of a club at the meetlng
T E. Discussing a change you feel should be made in

company policy w1th your boss.

6. Situations like:

A.
B.

C.

D.

E.

Asking strangers for help.

Maklng conversations with . acquaintances you
haven't seen for a year or more.

Introducing the main speaker at a company con-
ference. ,

Trying to convince your mother (father) or close
family friend that they have made a mistake in
judging your actions.

Convincing bankers they should give you those
loans you need.

7. Situations like:

A,

B.

D.

E.

c.

Discussing job deficiencies with someone who
works under you.

Answering the telephone at a place of businéss.
Keeping the conversatlons moving during lunch-
eon dates.

Talking with your aunt from out-of-town about

~family problems. 1

Giving a talk to a group to convince them to
vote for you in the upcoming company/school
election.

8. Situations like:

A,

B.

C.

D.

E'

Discussing your views on controversial issues
with a close family friend.

Starting up a conversation with someone you've
never talked to before. :

Explaining to a TV repairman what is wrong with
your television set. -
Standing up and presentlng your ideas- at a com-
munity meeting.

Talking to a pollceman that pulls you over to
the side of the road for a violation.
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5
(Example)

Date’

Instructor's Name
Speech Department
Community College
Address

Dear

I need your help to complete a study that could be beneficial
to both of us. I am presently conducting a research study
into the curriculum used in the Oregon Community College
speech classroom. Perhaps this study will result: in develop-
ment of new methodology in the teaching of speech.

However to complete my research, I need;feedback from as

many speech and communications teachers in the community
colleges as possible. The success of the project depends on
this! Please take ten minutes to fill out the enclosed gques-—
tionnaire. A return envelope is provided for your convenience.

Thank you for your help!
Sincerely ygurs,
Vickie Hilg%mann
Speech/Communications Instructor

VH/1d
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Name
School

FACULTY'QUESTIONNAIREi

DIRECTIONS: Please fill out as 1nd1cated in each question.
Send back in the envelope provided as soon as possible.
Please include any assignment sheets or@class objectlves you
have available for the course also.

l. 1Is this basic speech class for: ¢

A, College Transfer
B. Vocational/Technical

C. Both
D. Other
2. Is this course required for graduation° YES NO
3. Does the school or department have a policy regardlng
what is to be covered in the basic speech class. _
: YES NO:
If vyes, whlch best descrlbes the empha31s of thlS policy.
(Check one) -
A. Public speaking
B. Interpersonal Communication
C. Intrapersonal Communication
D. Other
4. What is the basic emphas1s of the textbook as you see it?
(Check one) ;
A. Public Speaking o
B. Interpersonal Communication i
C. Intrapersonal Communication
D. Other
— 1 N
5. What do YOU FEEL are the basic needé of your students-as

communicators?. RANK IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE TO YOU.
(Use 1-5 or 6 as needed)

A. To be able to communicate effectively in a public
situation. : | . .

B. To be able to communicate effectively with one's
superiors/subordinates. .o P

C. To be able to communicate effectively with family and
close friends. ' S

D. To be able to communlcate effectively with others on
a utility level. (Eg. to elicit from or give direc-
tions, instructions, explanations, etc.) :
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E. To be able to communicate effectxvely on-a socmal
level. (Eg. casually with peers) .
F. Other (if relevant) . o C

(o)}
.

What do YOU FEEL the STUDENTS WANT from the 1ntroductory
'speech class. RANK IN ORDER OoF IMPORTANCE AS: YOU VIEW IT.

A. To be able to communicate effec€1Vely in_a‘public
situation. . , .

B. To be able to communicate effecgively with one's
superiors/subordinates. i , :

C. To be able to communicate\effecﬁively with family and
close friends. :

D. To be able to communicate effectively with others on
a utility level. (Eg. to elicit from or give direc-
tions, instructions, explanatlons, etc,)

‘E. To be able to communicate effectively on a socmal
level. (Eg. casually with peers) -

____F. Other (if relevant)

7. What do YOU FEEL the STUDENTS GET fr%m the introductory
course in speech. RANK IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE AS YOU SEE
IT. . :

A. To be able to communicate effectively in a public
situation. ; ,

B. To be able to communicate effectively with one's
superiors/subordinates. v i

C. To be able to communicate effctively with family and
close friends. : :

D. To be able to communicate effectively with cthers on
a utility level. (Eg. to~elicit‘from or give direc-
tions, instructions, explanations, etc.)

E. To be able to communicate effectively on a social
level. (Eg. casually with peers)

F. Other (if relevant). $

8. Are you satisfied with the course as it is taught now?
YES NO i

i

Iif not, how would you change it if possible?



	A Comparison of Concepts of the Basic Underlying Assumptions of the Introductory Speech Communication Course in the Oregon Community Colleges as Seen by Speech Communication Faculty and Self-Reported by Students
	Let us know how access to this document benefits you.
	Recommended Citation

	Hilgemann_Vickie-1975
	Hilgemann_Vickie-1975_pt2

