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A CRIT™QUE OF THEORETICAL
CONTRIBUTIONS Iif INSTRUCTIONAL COMMUNICATION

God only knous, I've spent a good many sleepless nights wondering about what
parents might say if they entered a basic communication course and discovered their
angelic daughter groping vith some lusting undergraduate male in the '‘Between the
Sheets! exercise. By the same token, the same person on high knows that l've tossed
and turned a good many nights as 1've tried to imagine vhat parents might say if.they
entered the same course and found their blue=eyed male child who had never been
closer to a black than the pages of an old issue of National Geographic, shouting
obscenitics at some fictitious slumlord as he convincingly role=played the firste
born of Huey Heutone

iMmile they might say "and for this we pay 1500 big ones a year," I think 1 can
conclude with some degree of certainty that ome wouldn't turn to the other and say,
tAhaemyou see, dear, Professor Smith employs the cr ative; experiential, concepe
tualization and concept formation through inductive reasoning with existential
implications metliod of teaching communication." The point I'm trying to make here
is about As subtle as Richard Nixont's offer of the Directorship of the FeBele to

i

Federal Jﬁdge,thtt Byrne while he was presiding over the trial of Daniel Ellsberge

liigher education is currently being attacked on the grounds that it has never been

accountable to the 190 million people or so who support ite tnd the attackers
have made it perfectly crystal clear that those of us involved with higher
educatién had better make oursclves accountable il ve arc to expect the monetary
and attitudinal support that we have enjoyed in the past to continuc.
llos, in my mind, the issue of accountability holds important inplications
for those »7 us in the business of human communication. DBecausc ve traditionally
have been vulnerable to this kind of attacke And lately, Itve come to the conclusion
that we are presently and particularly vilnerable in terms of our classroom
pedagagrye

S0, it was with some‘measure of execitation that I approachcd the task ol
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reading and evaluating Pvofessors Cheatham and Ericlisonts survey concerning the
, .

extent to which "so called" cormunication gemes are being used in our communication
classroons.

To bezin with, then, I would lile to congratulate Professors Cheatham and
Erickson for taking on an issue that needed to be conironteds Uhile they do not

come right out a it, I was left with the impression that they vere both

concerned with uliethier or not the numerous communication games and simulations

téat are being used in our classrooms arc pedazogically justifieds 1 snare and

1
applaud that concern.

Toward that end, the authors surveyed a sample of tlie Speech Communication
Association membership. The survey itself was designed to elicit member responses
to a number of questions concerning the use and justification of communication
games in the classrooms I think, for the most part, thcsé\questions vere
conceptually sound, But I have some reservations about whether the survey vas
designed in such a way that unequivocal answer or answers representative of
communication;educators to the most significant questions could realistically be

obtained. Tor cxamples

Jhich type of pames arc utilized? In my mind, an unequivocal or represcntative

answer to this question vas impossible for tuo rcasons. First, the authors arbie
trarily (I think) limited the number and types of games available to the respondent.
llov are we to lmow, then, whether the response is a true indicant of the most
’ ’ P

widely utilized games ox an indicant of the most widel» utilized gomes amon3 those

e

]
available to the respondent?

The ansu ry quite simply, is that we do not know because we can't be certain

/

that the [ive types of pames avallable to respondents constitute a representative
sample of the universe ol games that are preseatly available. Second, the types of
games availchle to thie respondnet were semantically rich, That is, I thini: they

may very vell have elicited dilfcrential meaning {rom the respondents. To inler,

consequently, that the 293 respondents indicating they used reality simulation
-~ e

< 1 —
{




held identical meaning for the comcept is unverranted, end, thercfore, the responses
are uninterpretable.,

ifhv do instructors usc communication ~ames? The same criticisms are applicable

to the recponsés to this question. Again, the authors artitrarily limited the

3

aumber ol rationale [actors available to respondents. Upon vhat basis? Again,

there is no guerantce that these ratioqgle factors clicited identical or even
. i

similar meaning in the minds oi the respondents. Their own rdatc, in fact, support

this concludion. The responses to the openwended questionnaire item, for example,
do not necessarily "echo!' the most irequent response to the question ol uny
(because they arc a superior method of clarifying); although the authors have

interpreted tlem as such. low am I or anyone else who reads the pcper to knou
% r

whether the 3utlors! interpretation of one subject's responsc that "an ounce of

experience is wvorth a ton of talk'" or another's that t"lcarning to-do by doing'" 1is

accurate in tuis regard? In short, tuo responses that possibly 'echo" the most
{requently chosen rationale factor do not warrant thie conclusion that is drawm

(sec pge 4)e
!

{
Hou do instructors cvaluate students! participation in communication rames?

Uhile the preceding criticisms also apply here, I would like to say something about
the functional utility of the responses to this questione Given the nature of thz
questionnaire item and the limitations in the types of responscs that could be -
clicited, the authors wire nor. or lews Jore: to couclude little heyont tle iact
that all types ol evaluation nethodologies are uscd; either by themselves or in
conjunction with otherse ‘Ihile I don't mean to sound denipgrating, I can't help

but wonder wiether thae responses to this question are pedagogically usclule I

thinlk they couald have beeon = that is, if the questiomnaire item had been dcsigned'
in such a wey that it would have cnabled the authors to conclude sometiiing about’
the specilic type and rorm of evalaation uhethes it be peery instructor, nencile
paper, o somne combination of evaluative techniquess (150, this kind ol inlormation,

hen counled vith tle Lilcruation wiig: the authors did receive, might have been
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useful for comparative Purposes.

‘Thich communication concepts are currently being tought throush communication

The question ol meaning is particularly signiiicant to this questionnaire
item. Tor ‘exzmple, did the suthors deline in the questionnaire vhot they meant by
N
fconcept?  IL they didntt then how can they be sure that the 00 respondents indie

cating nonvesbal communication or any other topic area had tle same concept in

LAl

mind? To.- c:zample, wvhile the concept nonverbal cormunication could mean cormunicating
uithout verbzl symbols in general, it could also mean communication tiirough the use
of bodly, spcce, time, or touch. But again,-we really have no reliable way of
ltnowiny tluise
"hile I think that these criticisms also speak to the question r%gC"ding
fo- sclecting a particular gace, I vould like to wwove on to sonc nethndne
Sarple 1 qucstiop vhether the sample utilized in this study was representae

——gae——

tive ol the membérship ol the 5C.. 'hat do ve lnou, Lor eiample, about thz noru=
’ ’ v

lation from viich the sample was dravm? Probably very little beyon( tlhe fact that

it is highdy LeteropCciious w= mcde up of a number o Jdivisions with divergent
inte-ests, methods, and pedagogical goals since ve do not lmou wietier there are
diflerences hetueen these divisions as a Cunction ol teaching style or other relevant
variables, it is inappropriate to collapse across these divisions to derive one
popilation. Yet, that is e:zactly vhat occurred in this survey. The memesship ef
tl.e 5Ci ues trected as one populetion when it may very wvell be that thz 5CL is mede
wy o” unany :dilierent popilations. a5 a result, a stratilied sample nay have been

e approyriete than a random sample.

Const-uction of the guestionnesire itemsS. is1eh oc the criticism in the Livst
A

part of thuis evitique is predicated on t'e assumptlon that the quest tonnaire items

N

used in this survey wvere intuited ratler tlan derived in some systematic fashion

-

(cegey indepeudent pancl oi euparts)e. 17 that is in .act the case, then surveyor
. : S v
bia. severely mitigates againit the representativensss of the responses to the

t
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questionnairc, —

The items tliemsclves.s 1 can sympathize with the difficulties two researchers

automatically impose upon themselves vhen they decide to conduct a large scale survey.
| Iy ' ("}

As a result, I can uncerstand why the authors strived to make the rask of completing
the questionnaire as easy as possible. llovever, vhen they assume this kind of
research postfire,they also run the risk of compronising the representativeness of
their survey results, Tor exzample, 1 am somevhat puzzled by tletir decision to cmploy
items taat vere limited to categorical replies as well as their [ailure to ask
respondents to rankeorder their replies where appropriate (cege, questions 2, 4y 5,
5, and 2)s I thinz the meaningiulness of the survey results could have been sipe
nificantly enhanced if the questionnhire items had been constructed in such a way
that interval data could have been obtained or, if this wvere impossible (I donft
tlink it is), to have respondents rankeorder their replies.

Attitude Scales. Finally, one item attitude scales such as those enployed in

this study are notoriously uareliable (erlinger, 195&)s As 2 result, the responses
to these scales may not be rcpresentative of teacher, student, or colleague attitudes
concerning comraunication games. That is unlortunate beccuse represnctativz findings
in this regard would have been very usciul.

In sum, I think the authors started out with some good (uestions that nceded
4

.

to be ansueraed, but [ailed to design their survey in such a way that they could

obtain repicsentative ansuvers to the questions. However, in wy mind, that is what

research is all about. ‘le learn as a function of both our succesciul studies and
our not so success{ul studies. 4And, in my case, the latter i3 much more truc than
the [ormez.
In closing, I hope you find at least part ol this constructive. It haz not
Leen my intention to attack but to probe and I hope the preceding criticism is so
perceived, lnyuay, 1 think o duplication ol their efiort is varranted and that
4

they should be applauded for attempting to study sometiing that is very Giiiicult

to nail cowm.
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I'thihk lls. llayned paper comceining tle implementation of a mastery learning
system oi instruction also has something to say about the state of our cormmunication
classroomse On the uhole, tlere is very litcle to quarrel about with xespect to
the intentions ol this paper. liastery learning is indeed a desirable instructional

approaci we one that is compatible wvith both the goals oi teachers and the current

~ 1 s

holders ol the purse strings hiding behind the banner oi accountability. Andy I
acree vith 1s. llaymes! conclusion that time constraints imposed by thie acadenic

-~

calender do not or should not preclude tha possibility of implenenting mastexry

learninng in any classroom.

iy criticism oi the paper, consequently, is not so much concerned with what

1. llasmes did advocate as with wvhat she did not advocate. Dut let e exploine

&

In tle esinniag ol this paper, I thinlk some muasranted conclusions ere (Iaum w=

conclusions that ia my mind might prove misleading {o¥ the naive reader, and I -

thinl: tlies set thic tone ol the entire papere For cuamnle, censider the folloving
- X D o ?
~

~

conclusions taken from the {irst page of lis. lfaynes?t papers

"Ia actuality, there are tuo ways to set up a mastery learning systems !
To paraphrase, ore in vhich the students are allowed unlimited tine to
acquire certain sliills and one in which students, depending on tiiels
individual skills, attempt to acquire varying o':ills vithin a constant .
smount ol timee.

"Warving the numbez ol skills to be acquired is particularly appropriatz
to classes such as public speaking, where teachers recormize -the diiference
74 ctu'ents? capabilltidd and do not fxpoct <11 to recaca Eihe same liegree o

Eroficiencv." 4

A number of things nced to be said regarding the preceding statementce First,
they are highly misleading il not incorrect. 4s a case in point, thiere are several
modifications ol mastery lcaining systems ee any of vhich can be elféctive il syse
tematicall s developed. But that is not nearly as troublesome as the sccond cons
clusion in imaich 1. llaynes asserts that public spcaking t-aclters sormehou o the

. ~

othe- are Letter equipned than other kinds ol tcachers to assess student cbilitics
and are perheps rore sensitive to tl.e fact that students shouldn't be expectad to

achifeve at tuc same level. Aside Ivom the fact that tl:is conclusion secms to bz

A
JS
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inconsistent vith one goal ol mastery learning e i.e., having all students meet a
high criterion level «= it is contrary to vhat one would be led to belicve on the
basis o- research, Ixperiments concerned with the sowcalled “expectancy eifect,"
for exzample, suggest t;at teachers are more than capable of erroneously judging a
student's ability and that these erroncous judgments oiten impact on a student'!s
achievement tlhirouglhout a course (uoaentual and Jacobson, 196C; licichenbaum, Bowérs,
and Ross, 1969; Rubovits ard Ihher,_1971). 1{ that were not enoudh, there is
considerable evidence in support of the notion that teachers often mistcke physical
or psychological disabilities that may impair achievement Ior something they are
not (5ilverman, 1952). Admigtedly, this rescarch did not focus on speech teachers
specifically. But uby should I or any other reader of this paper conclude that
public speaking teachers are ciempt from making bad judgments?

ihat I am attempting to say here is that the preceding conclusions misrepresent
the facts, and I think this kind of misreprese;tat;on occurs throughout the papers
‘Thy is that? Tell, in ansuer to my owm question, I think lis. llaynes made a very
conscious attempt to e: plaxn mastery learning and hou it might be 1mp1empnteu in
su;h a way that the naive rcader would not be bowled over by the jargonese ol the
tnstructionzal technologists., That is to be applauded. DBut in the process, I thinlk

r

she over sirplilied both mastery learaning and the tasl: of implementing mastexy
' D)

learning in any classroom e regardless ol the subject mattey being taughte Thusy
1 am somevhat airaid that a neive tcacher might zead this paper, conclude that he
or she has an adequcte understanding of mastery learning, and decide to implenment

a mastory learning system in accordance vith the dictztes of the papev. Dut the

.

tiuth of the matter is that he ox she wouldn®t have an adequate unrle rstanding

.

because the paper [ails to address some cruclal issues concerning mastery learning

.

that are inherent to its uaderstanding.

let!s Lein with the issae ol wvhy master; learning is superior to otiier
-

pedagoricol approaches. In my mind, the advantage ol any mastery leamning progyam

is that it wz2quives students to mastew a specified nunver oi bLehaviors judend to be

J .
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essential to thie subject at hand., Dy master, howeve:s, 1 am not talking avout
NG

students achieving a "C'" or "Ce'", which Ms. llaynes, 1 assume, thins is proof
caouzh of mostery. Instead, I am talzing about students meeting some specified

criterion, usually someutere in the neighborhood of &) per cent of the speciflied
attributes of the behavior. /4nd that, quite {rankly, is vhy mastery learning can
be a superior pedagogical approache Its purposc is not simply to eliminate

-

failure, bLut to maizimize successes and a "C' or '"Ce!' is not an indicant 0L SUCCESSe

But this brings up yet anothex issue that is. llaynes failed to address or warn

her recders aboute.

4 mastery learning system is only as ~ood as the criterionwmrelerenced system

o
of srading that accompanies it. 4nd gooc critorionmielicrenced systems olb grading
are about as casy to come up with as truly nonesexist males. And this 1is tzrue

in hard science subject matters much less public speal:ing coursese In shorty 1

think it was her duty to uara tlie readers that if they couldn't establish a
I

|
i
reliable and valid cwiterionereicrenced grading sygtem that it would be a uvaste

of both their and their students! time to attempt to f®rrulate and implement a
mastery learning sy-ten of instructione.
The issue of orading 1s further confounded by tie way in which a teacaer

decides vhich behaviors are essential to the development of his or hex studentse
.

lleecless to say, I dontt think that a teachier should rely solely on cuperience
Uhen it coumes dowm to deciding which behaviors all students must mastele

this sugoests, then, is that a teacher approach this task in some systematic

fasiilon == pezliaps an audit or tazzonomy, ol essential behaviors. I they do not,

i

again sometaing llse llaynes [2iled to wain about, thewe is no guarantee taat the

bohaviors they require students to master are vort!t masteringe
Fiuzlly, I think teacheis would be doing thelr students a trenendous dise

r

service i they attempted to intuit mehe strencths and needs oo students, identie

fying students for acadenic proupings and to sewve as leatlers of grousse' Teack~7s
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Lhave chout tlie same rcliebility in this regarc &5 onceiter measurcrmct scaless

:

- As-a result, I thini: teachers would be better advised to scel out existing diagnostic

measures of learning
variables, predispositions toward varying inst cuctional methods and content, ardl

certainly levels ol appre:zcusion associated with orsl communication. I make

«r

mention ol the latter because my owr research suggests thiat learner history may
o

sicnificantly ellect conative and aliective behaviors in the type or instructional

>

system that you advocate. Dv assessing them srior to entersing the instructional
J G L

systemy a teacher is placed in the advantageous position ol being able to control
themn,

1. sy 1 do not disagree with what is said in the paper. I object, quite
simply, to vhat is not said in the paper == and that could ecasily be rectified,

Belore tuminz to the Todd et. al. paper, I would like to say something about
——

L=

[

Bill B4 I £i: tuet Bill some seven yca.'s ago vhile we wrere both undergraductes at
Celiforniz Otate University at Long Deachs. Unlike ue, Bill wvas citremely cone
cientious as an undergraduate me 50 MUCh 50, iR fact, th t Tom Young and I had
to dras him by tle hair alter classes to partalke ol the hopse After receiving
this paper, wiich was dillicult to carry muchless critique, I am convinced that

lie hasnt't chancede
b \

lly comments about this revieu of the diffusion literature are based on the
following criterias
1. Jas the revieu comprehensive?
2. ‘las the rcviev well vuritten, orpanized, and documented?
3. .Jas the review criticel in nature or was it a simple surmary O research?
‘0
4, lzs the review systematic; that is, in the sense that it orcanized rescarch
. such a way that it migiit suggest postulates or principles, laws, or
tuzocy? . -
as the reviev heuristie? .

criterion 1. I think I can salely say that this revieu is g6 comprehensive,
e v

: C
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if not morec so, than any revieu it has beeﬁ ny pleasure to reads I think the aufhor
are to be commended, moreover, for attempting to intesrate literature that in the
past has only been tamzetially related to research concerning the diffusion of
innovations, with literature reviewed in extant sources su:h as-Rogers and Shoemaker

Criterion 2, Given the unuzﬁhl format of this revieu, Ifgh}pkﬁ;he authors did
an admirable job of uritinge It 1is by no means an easy task to synthesize literatur
and prescnt’ it in a comprehensible manner = something I think a good many neople
in this discipline overlook. By the same token, the task of abstractiﬁg a study,
thinkeniecce, or revieu so that they rcemain semantically intact is far from being
a pusheover. And to a large,extent, I think that this review ycs\mlre than
safisfactory vith respect to both tasks.

tfluile the organizatio% o{ the paper set vqll vith me, I think it could con=
ceivabiy set in the way ofi the content for some rcaders. Vhy is that? tlell, a
revieu ol the literature organized such as this is far {rom typicale /4nd I am
afraid that some readers might be turned-off{ to it because ;hey/are unaccustomed
to procecsing informat;on as it appears in this papcere Speculétive as that
initially may seem, I think it is tenable. As a fesult, the authors mignt want
to subject portions of the content to measurves of readability and/or satisiaction.

ily owvm rescarchy though still in the eiploratory stages, suggests that various

. .

methods of presenting content elicits d;fierential levels of satisfaction and
that tlicre may be some causal linkage between shtisfaction and comprehensione.
llcedless to say, the paper is tell documented. .
Criterion 3. In ry mind, there arc at least tvo ways to lool: et tiue question
of what constituces a critical revieu of the literaturc. The perspective that 1
have pencrally subs:ribed to is rather straightforward: a critical revieu of the
literature is onc in which the vorks that arc revigued are conceptually and
operationclly crktiqdcd. In c/{cct, this means that the reviewer malies editorigl
comments about the thesls or ratinnale of a particular vorle, vhether statements

concerning possible relationcuips are suzgested as a {unction of the thesis or

Y
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rationzle, vhether appropriate methodologies are erployed in the eilort to discern
_‘l - -
the nature ol these relationships, and finally, whether the preceding have been

= .
cope in such a vay thet the claims. (Imnovledge or otlicrvise) made in the worl: are
. . -
justiiieds Id my estimation, this revieu of the literzture is not critical in

-

this scmsce ]

But as [ said before, there is at least one other type oi critical review.

.

This cetond perspective secems to bé predicated ou the assumpticn that il one decides

- -

to reviev only that vhieh is appropriate to the needs at hand, he or she has

enyzsed in a critical processe 1 think this paper confoims to this description

much more than the preceding one == and, I think this is a possible limitation

in it,. . ) pe

Criterion & and €riterion 5. Itve decided to collapse these tuo because 1

.

think that if you liave met one, thern the conclusion that vou have met the otuew

is inescapable. oot
N—— T . . . . , . .
ilou, I would like to say that tnls reviev 1s anything but systematice DBy
) i
doin~ so, I mirsht ve able to shield myself [rom the accusation that this critique
ed ’ Eay J

is inocuous. But alas, I can'te. The paper is not only systemctic in thrust, it

As systematic by designe ‘And T think that this is perhaps the truc stgength ol

the papev. The authors have formulated a model based upon wealmesses of existing
12 ‘ N
rodels, perused the literature in, the attempt to support the model, and kept

intoct or revised certain aspects of tiie model as a functlion ol the perusale.

.~ Finally, I think the revicu is heurfistic in thie sense that the supporting

literature suzgests causcl linkages between variables in the diflusion processe

=
At the same time, however, I do not think that thcse causal linkages or, perhaps

mose anvcopristaly, the celatiouships betueen the variables cspliccted throughout

LS
|

the v.cious stages ofi the mocdel were made explicit enouche II chey had beeny 1
L

thin's the revien aad the model could have been significantly extended e 50O mucn

s0, ln {a.t, that principlcs ox propositions concerning the diifucioa ol cducationrl

ERIC | E:
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innovations vould not be leit to the deductive prowess o. thic yreader. In short,

v
\

I th.nk the ed-1 ard review in support of it have rcall theoretic implications;
2f )

inplicit relationships the

that is, il sorc take full advantaze ol the
? ]
i

model end revieu chrently surcest, Ii they do not, riorcover, T think they run

(;the risk of eliciting a "so vhat!' response {rom rfany of those vho might have the’
" most to zain from recading this paper. . . .

;s a {iunal note, I would like to say something about the papers on
’

) in tofo. In ny mind, caclh makes an honest attempt to
ey e .

this panel’

ae

[ 4
eunlain, modify, o extend

“

the parancters of human communication instiruction. And since I think that human
P !

communication tieory's recal import is in the classroom, I find these attempts not .

&
- only admirablc, but wvorthy of modelinge.

.
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