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ABSTRACT

A computerized content analysis of the "theory input®
for a basic speech course was conducted. The questions to be answered
wvere (1) What does the inexperienced basic speech student hold as a
conceptual perspective of the "speech to inform" prior to his being
subjected to a college speech class? and (2) How does that
inexperienced student®’s perspective change after being exposed to
speech training? A questionnaire was administered to undergraduate
students at Bowling Green State University requesting them to write a
"lecturette® on the subject "The Important Things to Consider for a
Good *Speech to Inform'%, This was done at the first meeting of the
quarter and at the end of the quarter. The WORDS System, developed by
the University of Rochester Medical School, was used to analyze the
data collected by stripping words of their endings and editing out
prepositions, conjunctions, relative and personal pronouns, and the
"to be" and "to have" verb forms. The concept of the WORDS System is
that sufficient meaning exists in the association of "a word with
jtself and other words to conduct meaningful analysis®. Results
indicate that (1) students come to a basic course with much more
awareness of speech-communication than might be expected, and (2) the
student®'s principal concern is toward effective delivery; however,
experienced students swemed to recognize a greater importance in the
organization of ideas, while both groups seemed equally concerned
with the importance of “"interesting material and topics.
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Cucrant. amphasis on behavioral objectives for bhasic speech
sourses (Barker and Kibler, 1971) led the researchere to quaestion
“he lasue of "theory imput" for a course, and in particular the ;
.nar@ refined izsue of which concepts are "taught" as compared to
~hose which are supposedly "lecarned". The researchera were
.ntrigued with the queations of (1) "What does the inexperienced
lasic speach student hold as a conceptual pexspective of the spasch

o _inform prior to his being subjected to a college speech class?"”

wd {(2) "How dome that inexperienced student's perspective change
ifter having been sxposed to speech training?"

It seemad obvious to the researchers that a system of analysis
vag naeded khat was not predicated on a priori categorization; ;
rathexr than lmposing categories on the data, the researchers wanted

:he catasgories to develop from the research itself. This in effeqt é

rag to allow the categories as perceived by the students to evolve

rom the Jdata base.

N

Procedure

Thas WORDE systaem developed by Howard Iker and Norman Harway
a: the Uaiversity of Rochester Medical School answered the research
nced. The sxpressed goal of the WORDS system was to content analyze
textual data and thus allow the researcher to “discover what his
da :a ave abuut without having to furnish a priori categorizations
within wnich to classify these data" (Gerbner, 1969, 381).

Tha researchers decided to design an unassuming questionnaii:
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to be administered to the undergraduate speech studenta at Bowling
Green State Univexsity at the first meeting of the quarter and at the
end of the guarter. The procedure included baving the course

irgtruzonrs in each of the Arill sections ask tneir students o foke
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. out a4 plece of paper and write a lecturette of approximately 100
words on the topic of "The important things to have for a good
"speech to inform'". At the first meeting of the television
lecture sessions, the proctors were asked to write only the title
on the blackboard, to announce that section number was the only
identification requirement, that the answers would not be graded
and that the research was part of on-going research to improve the
basic course at Bowling Green 8tate University. At the final
television lecture meetings of the spring quarter, a sheet of paper
with the same lnstructions was distributed and collected.

The data was keypunched onto data cards for processing by the
WORDS system on the I3M 360, model 75 at Bowling Green State
University. The conceptual perspective grounding the WORDS gystem
is that "sufficient meaning" exists in the association of "a word
with itself and other words to conduct meaningful analysis". A2After
*stripping” words of their endings to busic word "roots" gnd editing cut
prepositions, conjunctions, relative and personal pronouns, and the
"to be" and "to have" verb forms, the data was processed through
the programs.necessary to develop the 215 x 215 correlation matrix
of the 215 most-frequently-occuring words of the data _base° That
matrix from the data base of 30 sections was then factor analyzed
for five factors by a principal. components method and then subjected
to a Kaiser varimax rotation. PFrom previous research, (DiSalvo and
dochner, 1370), the researchers decided to limit the factors to five.
Bacause tas prianclpal components method was used. the five factors
were produce:i. The researchers predicted that the five "categories"
of the first content analysis ("inexperienced" students) would
contain a strong "delivery" factor, but that the categories of the

Lirst analysis would not differ "significantly" from the categories
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of the second analysis (“experianced" students).

Results

Both experienced and inexperienced basic course students
often employed such words as "audience, speech, inform, subject,
interest, topic, speaker, fact, consider, and know" in their
lecturettes on the speech to inform. In general the vocabulary
seemaed to indicate three factors of delivery, organization, and
interest. While the factor structures were predetermined by the

researchers at five, only easily identifiable factors were produced

in each of the factoring runs--delivery, particularly visual concepts;

and organization, particularly, outlining. Students in the

inexperienced groups tended to comment about the most important things

that “"probably" should be included; that since they did not have the
technical terminology they would “"suppose" that such and such was
"posaibly” needed. Such words have a much higher incidence level as
well as influence in the factor structures of the inexperienced
groups. Tha experienced groups had a much greater tendency to
organigze their answers in terms of "First, Second, etc." and these
words also have relevance to the resulting factor structures. The
categories resulting from the inexperienced students®' factor
structures were named "Content, Purpose, Organization, Delivery, and
Experience" although the "Delivery" factor is the most easily
recoynized. The categories raesulting from the experienced students’®
factor structure were more easily identifiable as "Organigzation,

Experience, Idea (Topic), Delivery, and Demonstration.”



Conglusions
The results of the factor structure, when coupled with

the original texts of the lecturettes, are generally indicative

of two concepts: (1) students come to a basic course with much
more awareness of basic speech-communication than might be expected,
and (2) the students' principal conocern is toward effective
delivery; however, experienced students seemed to recognise a
gzeatgr importance in the organisation of ideas, while both groups

seemad equally concerned with the importance of "interesting”
material and topics. '

‘For this type of research, the WORDS system has a great
potential for the speech-communication discipline; however, some
revision of the system of twenty-eight pzogéams and its main
"coordinating” program would also be in orxder to alliow the analysis
of a larger data base. This revision is also necessary in order to
include more than the top 215 wmost frequently occuring words for the
principal components factor analysis, and a second revision is
needed to open the space parameter of one of the allocation programs
to allow handling a larger amount of input data. The latter
restriction limited the researchers to processing approximately one-
half of the sections' data they collected.

Nonethelass, the research has merit in that it represents an
attempt to statistically derive “"categories” for the basic speech
to inform. Purther analysis can now follow with the more
traditional content analysis by using the established categories
from the factor stxﬁctuxe.

Of course, this research is slanted toward the student's
perspective by going to the student himself for the often

criticized paper and pencil response; nonetheless, the researchers
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argue that this study has wmexit since it is the first survey-
questionnaire in-class research conducted without the hamstrings

of a priori categoriszation, and thus should be less subjeot to

what Rosenthal called "experimenter bias" (1968, 1969) than
previous gquestionnaire research. 8uch research not only attempts
to ascertain what the student "wants", but also attempts to discern
what he "gets® in zc.'l.at:l.ofx to what he already "has".
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.TOP 215 MOST FREQUENTLY OCCURING WORDS ON PRE~TRST AND POST-TBS1T

speech
inform
audience
interest
must
good

no
topic
importance
speaker
subject
fact
give
know
consider
many
will
present
l1isten
make
matter
person
do
attend
understand
point
use
clear
talk
get
keep
speak
well
able
way

try
order
enaugh
borxre
say
organize
idea
manner
go

nay
hold
possible
research
follow
justice
relate
choose
think
type
introducs

auﬂi:gﬂO
8
should

inform

interest
know

no

will
topic
consider
speaker

z.;:rtancc
all
many

fact
make
present
point
choose
tinme
matter
purpose
speak
idea
conclude
first
use
main
deliver
organise
understand
able
order
introduce
remapber
type
occasion
general

specify
need

sure
attend
prepare
try
want
one
person
way
effect
keep
pick

take
detail
ease
exanple
group

necessitate

tell
base
little
ptckti
guestion
confuse
level
long
voice
main
sure
wvant
oover
conclude
contain
probable
word
certain
explain
famous
outline
part
purpose
remenmber
deliver
hear
new
show
state
write
course
feel
help
opinion

convey
logic
general
prepare
aia
contact
mean
support
thorough
visual
eye
next
read

ease
talk
think
state
visual
new
possible
gesture
manner
bore
limit
listen
tell
confident
leazn
:ggnion
rough
wxite
be
know
analytic
background
communicate
dacide
experience
include
like
long
say
sex
make
acourate
concern
f£ind
answer
base
content
enthusiasm
feel
level
little
mind
persuade
voice
analyze
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TOP 215 WORDS, Cont.

look
entertain
learn
look
mossage
mind
relevant
short
source
answezr
deal
decide
effect
Jecture
like
lose
Joud
suppose
background
begin
define
discuses
draw
£inal
form
need
object
simple
student
bring
communicate
language
note
rather
start
avare
brief
complete
correct
data
even
express
find
leave
vertain
vulte
reliability
vary
apyroach
avold
basic

R OPOVOVOLVOOVWOVVWOOWOY

intelligence

kind
loglio
mean
next
contact
oreate
detall
develop
down
fresh
outline
ssveral
summary
organize
awvare
demonstrate

eye
feedback
f£it
group
hold
relevant
support
secondly
ask
necessitate
origin
own
plan
process
finally
classic
compose
convey
establish
BXPOse
react
simple
statistic
study
style
term
give
try
account
add
attitude
LaGk
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full
hand
minute

own
precise
prove
specify
statistic
acourate

illustrate
instance
kind
natural
select
slow

step
technical
truth
usual
valid
value
work

add

aids
assune
authority

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
14
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
?
7
7
7
?
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
6
6
6
6

alloted
appropriate
arouse
avail
avoid
bring
define
difeicult
force
iavolwo
anguage
material

message
obtain
part
probadble
ready
see
spatial
step
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1 Bdited from data set during a
creation of Jobi Ed 3

2 Edited from data set during
creation of JoDi Bd 4
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Questionnaire-Survey

Directions to 102 Instructoras: (from Jonas and Di Salvo, 354-2024)

Plecse write the following sentence on the board and ask your
students to take out a piece of paper and write a “"lecturette" of
approximately 100 words. If they ask, you might tell them that
their answers will not affect their grade for the course, but is
part of the on-going evaluation of the 102 program (Your names
ara not necessary, but the section number should be written on
the papers.)

Thank you.

The Sentence:

THE IMPORTANT THINGS TO CONSIDER FOR A GOOD “SPEECH TO INFORM"

S L e

R st et 3
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