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A SURVEY OF THE DYTERPERSONAL comenTcarioN YR
COURSR AT U.S. COLLEGES AND UNIVE\’ﬁiTLES R
¥ . o ‘ : t
!Thé bufgé@ﬂiﬂglintérég€§in inter?éfséﬁgl'Gammunicatign iné%fucti§n1hé§g

dévelcped Hlthiﬂ the last five years. As 1ate as l??é? Wise,ngtgs the néw
\\, .5 ’

gme:gen:e of 1nterpersnnal cnmm‘ 1catlun in thg speechec;mmunlcatlgg

isdi : ’llné.l Stewar% predi&%g that “1nterp§racnal cammuﬂicatlon mlght %fcame 3i, 5'\

. . . =

as ¢ cammon ta callegé freshmen and- sopbcmafes of tha seveaties as publlc

% ( = v ’ v\ E'
e speaklng bas been tc undergraduate students of the flfties and s;xtles "2\ Im‘éﬂ;s

=

the same yea; (1972) Ilarda dlscussez whether intérpérseﬂal ébmmunluatlnn is ¢

ST merely a fad 3 Virtually all ﬂiat has been written abuut 1nterperscnal
- 'hw

cammunlcatlan 1nstruﬂtlan appears in the 11tefature of the last five years. o

LS
~y

dhlle marny Df these artlsles prapase phllascphles, teachlng mathcds course

‘ P ——

content and evaluatlﬂn pracedurésvta be iﬂcgrpgrated in interpérsgna“
c@mmunicaticﬁ cnursesj thgre is still 11tﬁ1§ agreemen* abuut Hhat constitutesp

a course in 1nterpersanal cammmﬁx;atian. Péarce cantéﬁds fmm his analgfsis of
Ly . .

various appraachas tD teachiﬁg interpersg% 1 cDmmuﬂlcatlcn that "there is

. LU %
L;ttle congensus abaut Hhat lntérper59nal cnmmunlcatian 13 or at least what

ought, to ga into a course about it "5 Wbrk reviéws ERIG materials on

) o M
‘ iﬂterpersanal cbmmuﬂicatlgﬂ and cuneludes thaﬁkspeech eduaaﬁhrs digagree on.

. what shauld be ingarporated inta 1ntérper59nal cammunlcatlan ciurseg-é Ritter

f‘ :rccntends that it is dlfflcult ta speak with great preclsiﬂn abaut "the" .
‘interpersonal gcmmunicatign curriculum.?
| Because the sﬁudy of interpersanal eammunicatiou regresents a new aree
within our diﬁcipline, and bEﬂause af ‘the 1ack\af a Hell-é;VEloped caugept—

uallzatian aiﬁthe.intespgrsnnal cammunicat;an c@ursag there arises a negd_fnr

S
; ¥
{ &




- \Q Eégcrg 1ﬂfﬂﬂﬂa§lﬁn abagt the status @f the lnterpersﬁhal cammunlcatlﬁn

'ngursg RE\U :‘ c@;legzs anﬁ unlvgr31tles Thls study’ feparts the status,_

3
\ y

°\‘phllasspny, ﬁantéﬂt; ﬁethads and materials of the 1nterﬁeraana% ‘courge as . .

L8
%

‘it is currenily taugh* ab H S. cgﬂleges and i versities. We sough* .to o /

anSﬁgf“thg quesgiaﬂ UWhat, are tha Cﬂfféﬂt pﬁéétlces in 1nterpersana; cammuni"
f & ‘, . : N R ‘X \ . . ' o » - » L
A E s = \ o : - » - ; . Ve Loem
Ea\tl@m?“ ._ ,“\‘ Voo 8 . . . LY . . . %‘ o . .
. . L o o ' w 1 < S o % 7 .im ‘ '
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: ; Y ‘ L :
@he pufpasg ﬂf this surwgy was 'to detefﬂiﬂé the gature Bf tﬁe ;aterpars

.scnal cﬂurse a% it ig Qur ly taught snﬁ ta égtablish and deilne what &he

5!

ﬁiv  courge lﬂaks llké tsday,f Sgecifiaallyg injarmatian was saught on' ceursg

[

%

enrollment, level, st;iflng?:pnilnsgphy, Eoﬁténtv@r tQplSS G@?e;eé;wand format .-

El . b

;*ffﬁ additiéns'wa s&ughﬁrinfcrmatiﬁn Eﬁ instmictiopal maﬁérialﬁ and-fethods, .

. ? _ :/,.,
’téating prﬁcéﬂureS; supef?isary a@d teach1n§ prablems, ag well zs téktbﬂﬁkﬁ ‘x\ -

: o & . B Ed . . x .
Co ‘used., szjj'e pu@asé  this st,mcjjy', ‘the mtergersmal coursge was' braadly‘ /

> , ST o

§¥7a_vcumﬂuni£atlﬂn o ; . “; / \ ] . .

'f"%PRDGEﬁJEE* o AL

" Zﬂeflﬂed as “basic 1evel or uppe:'ggvel uﬁqergraéﬁhte aaurses in 1nterpefaang;/

- Thé iﬂvesﬁlgatarﬁ began byfrequeéting a c@py of tba questlannalre

Z

in the G;bsan, Kliﬁe, and Grune’ examination of the iirst course in Epeech
&

After extengive modification, a rev1sed questiﬂnnaire was sent to the Spéech
ge' !H..

Cammun1caﬁicn Association Eﬁuﬂatianal Policies Ecsrd; Further madlflcati@n
fand rev1sign Dccurféd 1o lnclu‘e itemﬁ tgat Board members believad qpulé

% v

/) . provide important. 1nfafmatian.
- With the Spﬂﬁ&ﬂfﬁhip of the Sehacl of Speech gammunlﬁﬁtiﬂﬁ at: Bawliﬂg

Ly

Gregn Etagg Univereity and the assistgnce of the Speech Communie ation Aasocias )

!
# LI : T

tiof, the investigat?rs dlgtributed a 5@ item questionnaire in October 197?

3
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. It was mailed to the-E?QO—echeBle aﬂd:cellegee QﬂfﬁhE:SCA mailing 1iet’ef all -
/ ‘ J : 1 .‘

juﬂlef "and senior eellege end unlver51ty epeeeh—eemmunleetlen depertmente.

-

Tﬁ definition of the 1ﬁterpersenel cemmuﬁleetlen eﬂuree appeared'at the tep
,ief the fieet page ef the questleﬂnaire Inet:ueﬁieﬂe on the eueetienﬁezre

asked féfﬁ@nﬂents to fDld thé %uestlcﬁnelré to reveal e return eddreee and

m == L

/ peetege—pe;d permit, to ‘insert the IEM answer sheet, and to eteple and mail

Gl . F

A

" the cempleted queetlaﬁnelre.
The deadline for eubmleeienraf the completed queetienneire was Nevember ﬂ

15, 1977. By Jenuety l??ﬂ }ueeble fcrme were received from 638 cellegee and

-~

- universities (E; percent Qf the schenle ecnteeteﬂ) Altheugh tble percentage

appears low, it 14 meerteﬁt tc note thet of the 2700 eelleges and uﬂlVéF51t1ES -

on the £CA malllﬂg list, many ef those’ 1leted jare not actually epeech depert=
rents. The list 1nc1udee names of peeple effilleted with communication dis-

. prders, theatre, and maeseeemmueleetlen as.well as interpersonal and public
eeﬁmunieetiéni It was ueeeg howaver, beceuee it was an effieient and

ineieeneiee means cf’diepereing the_queeﬁieeneire; Gibson, Kline, and Gruner also

: point out that the list in?ludee!"depertmeete of some other subject area or
indtitutions which, at some 'timg, have expressed interest in S§A5"9

Space on the gfestionnaire was provided for the respondent to indicate

‘ ‘ = : N : B 1
if that institution offered no interpersonmal course. Of the 638 responses

reéeiveé, 256 (39%) fndicated they do nmot offer an interpersonal course: 388
(5l%5 offer such a eeuree. : . x ‘- . f“
J . $>,A&ewe§s to the b? zetegerlselsreepenee itemg were eubjeeted to computer
A anélygie‘EGeprding to the SPSS frequencles preerem.lD Results of the four
open-endeq reepcg:efiteme were tebuleted; eumeerizedj aed analyzed. - On-the
A ~ .

x‘tbesis-e&~theseéeealyees, valid generalizations and inferences-can be-made about

‘the status and character of the interpersonal commnication course in American

} ) v -
Q colleges and universities. . * . - : k'
RIC - oE ) v
- . 77; ) 7.77;7; : . v . 7\775;{ B




RESULTS L

Qegggréphic Infermatian ] - o _' o L ;"
Questlaﬂnalré items abgut the i i the instltutlan 1nst1tut1§nal
affiliaticn, and type of Scbcél (privatég Statéj Df;church):indiaaté that we
rec51ved the 1argest ﬁumber of resp@nses fran state -supported un;versit;es and
fgur-year calleﬁes with student énrallments from lQDO—h???- Institutians with'

student enrﬁllments Df this size Fepresented 38% of the respgnses while 21.5% o

of the respundents represented 1nst1tutigns ﬁlth enrcllmentg bElDH lDDD

e

Ingtliutlnns ﬁith énrallmenis of 5000-9999 were represented by 19% of the

resPGndents and only 8% repr35ented 1nst1tutians with enrﬂllments in excess
of EO;DDG . The lsrgezx perdéntage of our respanse (78.5%) came from schﬂcls_
with enrollments belaw 10, DDD | | | |

With respect to 1nst1tutianal aiflliatian and type of scheol, mﬂst “of
éur respandents came . fram state-supported schools (63. E%) The fema;ning 7%
vere almast evenly diyided beﬁwéen prlvate schools (18.5%) and church affiliated

/
schools (18 3%). Mﬂrg than 70%»&3;% from universities (38.&%) and*fau;hyear i

~colleges (32.1%) and clgse to.P% came from c@mmunitj!eailéggs (29.5%). ~Also,
concerning the type of school represented, 73% of théwféspéﬁdgﬂts stated that

their Séhaaliis;cn a SEmestéf system; The. largest péﬁtian of remaining .
fESpQﬂdEﬂtS represented séhoals on the quarter system (23. ?%) while only a small

fractlan 1ndlcsted the trlmpstEPtsystem (3.3%) .

- Status Information ' : ‘ , C N

S i

The questionnaire included items about whether or no't the c@ursewg ;

=
£

required, whether it is’ an option that students can elect frﬁm among severgl
c@mmunicationsfelaFEd urses; ard ﬁhéther'enréllments are gaining or loging.

Regsults indicate that arts and sciences students are those who are most often

required to take the interpersaﬁsl course, but that they can elect it from




¢

amgng several cammunlcatlcn rElated courses,. Well over half of the respﬂﬁdéﬂtséa

stated that over thg past three years Ehere has been a gain in lﬂterpéfscﬂal

enrallméﬁts; Do .

]

Althcugh.arts ard sciences sﬁuﬁénts may be thSE mos & often réquifed to

take 1nterperscnal sammun;catlan (36. é%), respﬂndenﬁs ‘also indlcated the course
" is requlred almes ¢ équally by all or some students in edu:atlcn (28 b%);

{
. humanitles (Eé 3%), pre—prafess;anal \rggrams (2L%), and buELnESS (23 7%) In

mégt tases, thgver Students elect the course frnm among several ccmmunlcatlcn—

.£%iated,;au:ses (55.9%). About one fourth ¢f the respondents (Eh%) stated the
course %és not ah)ﬂptign. In addition, 18.3% of the respondents inﬁizatééi

L

that Sometimes students car giect the course.
f' Support, for the fact that the course i& growing came from 57.5% of the

7resp§n§en§s who fepafted a gafgﬁin}iﬁterpersgnal;énzallments over the past

+ three years. Just'éver‘age—third_(37.5%) indicated that course enrollments

have rgmgined canstapﬁ over this game time péricd;, A mere 5;}% stated that

i

~enrollments have drépped off somewhat. o \ '

Course Infanﬂatigﬁ i : . )

¥
i

3

/
éf The questionnaire- included items abaut ﬁhe level of the GDﬁISE, credit
)?DUfE glven, arnd the number and size af ﬂle seetléﬁs. The data revealed that

the'course is pfedgmlnantly a lODglevel .B—Credlt course, ﬂﬁé% is usnally one
( .
of. le than five sectlans ﬁffered durlng a tefm, and campased of 23-30

£y

‘stuéeﬁts; It vas also. demonstrated that the ccursa is primar1ly ;mstfucted by

s 1]

regular £g11=t1me staff _ . o v Lot o

* Over sixty pgrcent (61.9%) 1ﬂdlcated that their interpersqgal aammunlca—'

-
=

'tian ceurse is foered at the 160 12?&1. Just over one qugrtgr‘cf the
respandents ‘of fer the caurse at the 200 1EVEl (26. Bﬁ“)j and anlf 16% offer it

7 o ) S . .
at the 300 or 100 levelg Some Df those Tesponding also indicated the course
: ST . : S . -

i3 offered at more thah one level. L . .

TR,



N

'average numbér amgunted to more than 3D students. Mﬂst'seetians enrnlled

, fEPﬂrtEd by 55 reséanﬂentg). (See Tables S and 9. )

of the iﬂterpersanal c@grse.

ngr Sixiy ﬁérééntvof the resp@ﬂdenta (68.0%) aisa-indicated that- three.

§§f5dlt hours are glven for the coursge- Abuut ten percent affér a twcaéreéli

caukse while 13 9% of the respanégnts aifer a uﬁe-cred;t course. The 1ntefperé

a

{

_'sanal course is seLdﬂm offered for one credit (2.1%) or for flve credlts (k 5ﬁ)

That 7@ 3§ @f respaﬁdents 1ndlcated thgﬁ 1%55 than five EEC%anS ﬁf ﬁhe .

'ceurse are affered each- term reveals that the course 15 in its fﬂfmatlve,

4

ngﬁﬁth per;od Dnly Eé% stgfed that sections gffered each guarter numbered

6-20 with 1h.1% iﬁdlcatlng 610, 8.5%, . 11_15, and 3,5% stating 16-20. " An

additir:r;al 3.7%.3aid that more than- 20 sectlnns per term are nffer'ed.

' Wbeftypical sa:tlgn of the interpé:sanél caurse, accnrding to thls

‘:survey; enralls 18 0 students (6b 8%) . Only 25.9% said the average nunber

- students 1n their Llab sectluns was less than L7 and a mere 9 L% sald the

/

23-30 students (8.1%) ; a figure slightly m_gri’e:- _spgan the 17-22 range for the
;b351c snurse ;ﬁ sPeaEh as reparted in 15?@ ll and signiflcantly hlghezééggs
the 18-22 rsnge for pmbllcsspeaklﬂg ELBSSEE ag reported in lg?h 13 Addltlﬂﬂ-.
ally, class sizg Was repurted as the most imp@rtant sﬁpefv1slcn prﬂblem (22

schmals reparteu 1t) ard the th;rd mﬁat impcrtant teachlﬁg pr@blém (as '

L A
: . 4

' Because 1ess ihaﬂ ilve secticns of the course are offered each term,
‘\ s ’ - Ay

- AW
one would expéct thgt seetians Hﬁuld be staifed by regular full-time staff;

over SD% of 1nterper5anal courses are 'so 1natructed. iny lO 6% of the
respnndents 1ﬂd1¢at§d th 3t pgrt ~time” ¥§struet@rs engage in the bulk of the

teaching, T Dﬁ statsd that graduste students carry the major teachlng 1Dad

Lé-f

while cnly L 9% use primarlly uzg;rgradugte students to handle th;éggaching

. . ) ) : .

L

.'és
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- Content Information : - . -

- Questionnaire items 13 through 25 pertained to the basic philosopHy of

of the course is clearly a humahistic-behavioristic combination. Ihstzuctors

smallaér;up, éﬁd‘pﬁblic_é@mmuﬁicatisn;  Ai5§,gabgut-1O% of thsir.time‘zs

; f éevgteq ;aiEQﬁ@unicat;ag tﬁeqryé Tbe‘bulk of what ?éméingeis giféﬂ:ta ﬁhé’ﬁ .
;pz@céss“éé iﬂtefﬁaré@nal*gcmmuﬂiséfiaﬁ jpégigiggi;y; .Tﬁg feg mcﬁi»oftéqer-' h
selécted tapics t% which scﬁeTamaunt ﬂf-timegié‘gifen‘(iﬂ éeséﬁéing order) are’

\rer'bal cnmuﬂlcatign, nanvarbal camlﬁugication, feedbaclf Eel_f Er}nt:ept bar'rlerE=

: Ed

LY

to cgmmuﬂ;catiﬁn, llstéﬂihg; pérceptiaa, self—disclesure empatby; dg,

v ﬂcﬂmmunlgatlaﬂ mgdels. ‘ o .f o B

Iﬁ thé flfst Eategsry,!teashers were asked what  is th51r é351s appraach

. to or' gnllassphy of thé'interpérsanal gourse. A humanistic orientation was ;

> SElEGtEd bj-ES;S% of tﬁe:rgspanﬁéﬁ£s only 10.1% selected a behaVLDrlstlc

.-ofientatiani Over 50% selected ﬁﬁmiﬂistlcjbehaVLerst%a (56;7% and 5.9% sa;d _

Ithe;r approach was saméthlng cther t£han these._l - B .

Qver tgaﬁthlrds ai the respnndénts indlcated that 1ntraperscngl c@mmuals

éatlgn is given a 10% emphasis in théir Lnterperssﬂal course (679) « Iess thanl
60% said thgt'smgllégr@up ;éﬁmuéi&gticn E%é given s,io% gﬁphgsis in their

course. Dni?.h5§ said thatpublieﬁspeaging wag -given a 10% émghééisf Over

0% give cﬁmmun;satlcn thegfy a 10% emphasis. - It is-cléér ‘from these ‘eriphases .

¥

, ﬁ;at we are deal;ng w;th an interpersonal :@ursasand not a hybrid chrse or a

_ publlcaspeaglng course. If the course to which respondents r&ferred were a
hytrid course Ciqéiuding_equal amounts of interpersonal, sﬁgll group, and public
- - 1 . .

rspeskiﬁg)"éne would expect the greatest humberkgi responses in the 0% cate-

gories., This did not occur. Over ome-third of the respondents give over &0%
. i _ T . . 3’ : : .

"

thebzaurse, tﬁé'aréasiémphasized;.arﬁéthé topics covered. The basic philesophy

“tend to ‘pIace -about 10% of their emphasis on each of the areas of intrapérsonal,-



emphasis ta interpersaﬂal cammupzeaﬁiaﬂf 25% giva Sﬁ @mphasi%{ oVer aﬁg%tﬁibd

£

_give 30%: emphas;a to lﬂterpefsaﬂ§l. NELQ ﬂV@f ha}{ @f e féspﬂﬂdéﬂtﬂg e,

glve SC)% or’ bét«ter emphasls to, thl.ﬁ f\ége.. Saz Dapa s - 'J‘ b

=
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One questiaﬂ the inirgst;igatlﬁ?s 5@\1&;?1*5 to 'aﬂs"‘ivéf'ﬁ‘éis; isi'"ihtérﬁéf‘aﬁﬂe%l |

. . communication" a new label some usé oy tf@-ﬁlt&lﬁrﬁgl gubhc: §p%§l=élng courasy?
/-
Cleariy, ‘this is not the case. Inﬁebpébaahal EéﬂmQﬂmtﬁﬁiQﬂ 18 gh aninad Yoty

dlS‘Ell’lG—-t 'in resp@ndenta' mlﬁds from .ptltilié Qémﬁﬂrﬁé@‘t’i@ﬁ. Thlﬁ Tﬂas %fﬂphaél%e%d

’by the fact that 182 (L7%) respgnde%nts Q}t:\,@ Qé‘b aﬂgwsy AV Questlaﬂ oR publ:u.}s—

L%

peaklng emphaSlE; we are pleased ta E@Eari Wy Anvrpersonal Eﬂmmuﬂlﬁﬁflﬁﬂ’

"is more than a mere cosmetic ch.an.ge‘% :f‘rt:h *bl‘:‘ﬂﬁilltilt?r’lﬁjs Eﬂbliéu&pgak:ing C‘sl‘zui‘ﬁﬁss _

£ o

The ;nvestlgat@rs attempted by d%liﬁ%ﬂﬁe ﬁwbié% }nearbargted in the
,interpersonal course. ihlrtysraui taples wers oyfexnd Tor rasponse.  Sae

'v'TaEle 2 fs’:r the- ijercéntagé fo&z’S?B hEPA] ég‘éi’l‘ topla ﬁéé“ﬂ*éd\ - It is ot

nex@ected that the most frequently ésleétad tﬂpiéﬁ ¢ aled those that o:tén
# e .

form Chap’tér tgitles in the. most ffe%ehtlyﬁﬂs@fﬂ héﬁlh@w’tﬁp

i

=
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' Ihstructiﬁﬁal Materals andMethods
T T —_— :
| : Questianﬂalre items 25 t.hrgu,g]:“l P rglg,t-,eé to t:hea' i‘@:frnaﬁ Qf the C:Dllraé
the ratlc cf thEQf‘j" and peri‘amﬂancég iﬂtﬁi ”U‘% £ 0Wur g rﬂ;;téi‘a,élﬁ and mst.h@ds ug@d
1ntte caurse_ A" ffEEﬂrESPDﬂSE 1t.erm gt thg and Qf We Qﬂ@&ﬁbmare Sﬂllcl’béfj
1ﬁfﬂrmat1§n abaut téxtbcnks. CcneéfhlﬂgvfatMQt; vha Jargest percentage of
“interpersonal courses (79.1%) §§§ taughy as Angependent sectiong. The vatiy of
theory 4o performanch, in these courga vandy fo D¢ ADYYG W /%, and those odurye
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materlals ar mé-t,hmis that rsecélved tbe largest numberi :;:i‘ respnnses are (in.

d ..

) decendlng csrcjer) n@nﬁﬂﬂtﬁg exsmmst.lans, EKEI‘GISES jﬂd games, syllabl_, an
.9

SuPPlEmEﬂtérF rga&lmgs.' As I‘spafbed in Table L, textbooks by Adlgr*- and. Tame ye v

’Eruu:lis and Emflsft;, D@V}m? aod Stewarﬂb, aS Héll as tbe Glfflﬂ al‘ld Pattcm bm::ks, _b

appeaf tu be. 115@3 mone frequently tha;n oﬂzersi - "_' _ o ;j DR
The mvegtlg;;t,&ﬁ a@ught ) dét.ermlne the pgpu]_arlty af the mass 1&2’@1’;5 i-

v in 1nterpérsr;ﬂgl &gmgﬂicg‘t,LDﬂ @nly- E.E%, or nme in:iividuals, stated.that.-

“the rﬁa‘s’s-ﬁlgéturé f@m@-t, is E’Sacﬂ; Alt.h:::ugh 79 1% stat.ecﬂ fhat the Lndepéndent. =

Coaeg

R
sectian is the faﬁﬂa‘t. 18, 5% gtg_téd t}lat t.-héy use br:th mdependent and live

1ecturesi Df thaﬁe% ’ﬂﬂa use the mass-lec-bmretaﬁsmatg 51;5 lndlﬁduals stated .

-t.hgy- use the maeaetape apprcacn as G‘EpDEEd to the live presentatmn.

RN ) Thé largegt p@:‘&entgge of. rssmnde*‘rt.s 1ndlcatad that- the rat‘ls ;sf thear}‘*
v@ *

- *EQ peffamancé in t.hé ba.sm E@\;rﬁe is 50,/5@ ELL G%)g hcwever, the perc:entage : .

af rsgpazzcﬂents in gach caf,egory flld not differ dramatzcaily /:r e:a:ample,
‘those who statetj {,}‘;é pgrcghtage was L;QZ meary to 60% perfurmance was 20. 6%

thnse who sald the pér(:em;agg wasg 3‘3% theozry to 70% _pEFfGﬁﬂaﬁCE was 1; 8%.

B

Thase who sa:Ld ”{(ﬂg ravio waﬁ 20% ﬁheary’ 0 BD% peri‘ar@ance was 15 7% an.d at the -

gther end, thﬁszzé who said tllé" rgt;a wa 50% theory to LOZ perf(:rmanc:e was 18. 3%-

L]

24 1 :
' Thére appears ta be very little GEHSiEtéﬂC}" in the apprnach.: fnterestmgly, o

achleﬂng tlns b;g.lam:e Détween the@ry ané performance appears ta’ be the elglﬁ:h

‘most Di‘ten rgpﬁmed éupér\rlsary pl‘ﬂbl%m (réparted gy‘ 10 pegple) and the nlnth

-

£

. Amast Di‘tén rgpgmed ﬁ@ashmg problem C-Tepﬂrt.ed by 29 pe@ple) DbVlDuSlF',,-i'fﬁm

Vo t.he resp@nses tcg thg quéstlon an the ratio Di‘ theury t.o perfcrmance, fegparxﬂen‘bs

=i,

are uncertam as o ;:h:;:h ratlo i3 most” appr!aprlate, Eorkableﬁs:r suitable. -

!

The mvesﬁigatebs provided respandents ‘with a chodce ni‘ 20 different

ngtérlals a'ﬂd mgt,hads. TADlE 3 f-eveals t he ngmber of réspﬁnses in ear:h cst.e—

-~ gory. It is intgbe§tiﬂg 40 note’ that the rﬁcst. p@pular- course materlal used,
- . " \:i_;j_i | ' -

£« 7 _3,;
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handﬂut,s wereJalsG the most pﬂpuj.ar uﬁed in cx:nneqt.lan w1th the basic: course )
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Iy 15 alsﬁ LIItEI‘EStlﬂg to natlce th.at. Just as many PEDplé Hhﬁ depend rm J;*f 7

&

Ekéfﬂléés arxj gamésav as Eaur‘se ma,térial also use examlnatlmns to, test th 11" v \

/

3
stixiarzts. Thls r:u:t. gn;Ly Sl;ppﬂfts“‘thé ED/SD 'balance of thegry aiuj per‘farmance, , \

but Ell,sr:) st;ggests @hﬁg%" the ccgniﬂ_ve and ai‘fectlva damaims are Teca mg )

ot ﬂszarg-équaj emphasis. - m,) S

¢ /=

Item hS’ askeﬁ the I&gsparﬁ ent t@ list tha raqnlred tex%bcaks cu,rrently

bez_ﬂg useé 1:1 tbe lfﬂ} ez‘pers&nal caurse, Tab‘le b 1.151:.3 ‘the most aftan repz:ft.ed ~
textb;t:@}cs_: A zn.mber af s::‘haols :epar’ted usmg rm;re th.gn ane boek. Appra:\g;-

matelif 238 (573) use only one bm:;lc 7Q (ED%) ‘use. two baaks, 127 (5%) use thI‘EE /
mhes

e

books; and 10 schﬂals (or 39). rE§0Tte%§hslﬂg four or nore titles. The varlEtY

) . / @
-/ le obher respﬁnses We reeféived do this qugstlcn mcluded scﬂgals that use o

E . s B
: — i -

bx:c)ks,. sc:l:mals that leaVé t.he dEQiSlDﬂ in tkE hands of the 1nd1ndual 1nstructar

i ¢
o
. Schgals where the’decision vaﬂes from tern. to term, ,and still athgrs tha.t felt

o ¢ ' =
7 2 -, : B . i
[ the quss‘ﬁlari wag not apprapriatemiaith rm reasan stated.

/
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INSERT TABLE L HERE

_'Evégiuétiér; and Grading Information o / :

- . _ R _ - : xv - _ ’ ¥ !: !; e ) i i
Questionnaire items 33 tihfuugh 3B treatad evalugtir:n and gradiﬂg meth@ds.
We alsa vza_nte:j to I‘CHDE the éjctent to which mter‘persanal 1nstmctcrs depend on |

¢ 1

lfcagn;ﬁlve E:xmwledge, as appased tg skills develcpment, i‘c:r detemlnlng grades.

:Flnally’, Ve - wan?téd to laiow. appmxzmatély‘ how grades are d;stﬂbuted (frum A

3

t.h;mugh F) in the course. Evaluation by instructors is aEEDmpllEhEtﬂ f@r the

- i

= ) l:éll . . .
A - . i




most part, by ﬁsingiﬁéth na?mgtivéi'ggg criterion-based méthadéi The mést
heévilf QSEﬁ graﬁingigethgé is the written examination. The Sﬁuﬁégts' graﬁe
in the course is déterminedtprimérily by the»teééb&i (80.6%) a§ Dppased-ta‘
peérs;o? %ﬁe StﬂdéﬂtS'tﬂéﬁ%élveﬁi, Tﬁe*largést:parcentage of Féspﬂﬂdéﬂtsﬂ

 indicated a 60/L0 ratio of cognitive éﬁcaledg&»t; sﬁills development with 60
fq;_;ggnitivé and LO for skiilsiflThis would support instructors' éependénéé
anﬁﬁfittgnxéxaminatiQESE As far as the actual grades givén in the géurse,
!inétructgrs tend to give less than 194 A's, approximately 20-39% B's, 20-39%
C's, and less than 19% D's ard F'S.

Only 5.0% of those responding to the éurvey stated théY‘ﬁSé a nafmétivéi

~ based evaluation methgé$ More than a third (36.2%5 stated tﬁat they use a
criterion-based method, but 58.8% use both methods.

By far the most used method for testing students in imterpersagal courses
is the written examination (82!}%)i Class participation is the next most-used
method. Class:gcm'exergises and classroom presentations are usedéﬁy about ﬁwci
thirdsrafnégé_respandents. See Table 5 for the number of schools reporting |

“use of the other grading methods. It‘is impressive to ses theﬁnumbér of schools
N ‘ o ,

reporting the use of the oral examination and the contract method. Both these

'grading methods require.an extensive commitment of time and energy on the part
: : L : T
of the instructor.

INSERT TABLE 5 HERE

F

Table 6 reveals that the reins of cantfél of the students' grades remain
.éredéﬁinantly in the handsbaf the instructor. The interpersonal communication
course has not changed fbe‘tradiﬁigﬂal form of authérity'in the classroom. It

is interésting to no£e that sometimes (as revealed in Table 6) a §%ud§nt's peers

The student

have.iﬂputbint@ the grading process. hemselves also affect that




A ¥ *

decision: As noted in the Table, L2.L% of the respondents indicated that

students have approximately 10% control over that grade.

a

s .

Encwledge’tc skills development exceeds 50% émpbasié;an cognitive knowledge
with a corresponding decline %n skillé devel@pmeAtP QQEEQQ;rtér ététéd’that
the ratio was ED/SDgelE;Q% (a significant drop) indicated tﬁé féti@;was Log
on %agﬁitive knowledge and 0% ?nﬁskills; 16.8% said the ratio Hés ;3/7@;§énd
only 7.0% stated that the ratio was 20 on §pgnitive knowledge éﬁd Bdﬁén'skiris.
There is najindicatian, from these figﬁres, that the interpersonal classroom
is or has become a labarétary for fun and games.

Table 7 reveals that the Sisﬁribﬁti@n of gradeglig intefpersagal :
ccmmunicati?n is not significantly different from other courses. It appears
that the émpﬁasis téhds‘tc be,on the grade of B,-wi%h 77.1% ;f the respondents
;ﬂdiéa§igg that they award appraximatel£>zéé39§ BTs in their course.

/ INSERT TABLE 7 HERE ' U

a 1}
Administration and Staffing

The investigators were nét'anly interested in the aut@ﬁamy_gjven to

satisfaction expressed by thenm, and some of the problems they face. To
determine problemd, we-asked two open-ended questions, one having to do with
supervising the coursé, the other having to do with problems in teaching the

course,
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;A very large number @f:respdndéﬂts%iﬂdicatéd a great deal of autonofry
was pfavided (84.8%). This %Dulé be a likely ré%ﬁanse‘bécausg the course
fcrqgt ig, for the most part, 1ndapeaden§=seetlans staffed with regalar
fﬁllstime fasulty. Indicating mgderaté aut@namy were 16.0% of the respondents;
only 5.2% selected th= "11ttl§" avtonomy chnlce. * ,
About half Df the réspéﬂdéﬂts stated that all SEEtlD;S of the 1%£efper!
scﬂal course were can31stent as far as standard topics, assigﬂments, ard
expeétatlgns were c§ncerned (L7.5%). Abaut half (L6.19) stated that some
éansistéﬁsy existed; 6.L% said none éxisted. These facts should be considered
in light of the respongés to the item concerning how msﬂf sectians are offered

1

per term. Generally, respondents stgted that less than S sections are
of fered at a time; thus, cans;sten;y would not géeﬁ to be as difficult a
problem as in a large multi-section basic-communication course. NFaf super-
visors of the course, however, it was ranked as the second most often reported
problem. Becaunse the course is g taffed %itﬁ regular!full;timé staff wﬂn é;,
.indicate the existence of a great deal of aéﬁénamyg one can.sympathize with
the supervisors' problems. o

Schools repdrt great satisfaction amqngi%ﬁé s;éff (56.7%) with respect
to the interpersonal course. About @nEsthifé of the schools said they experi-
enced moderate satisfaction; 3.1% expressed little satisfaction; 5;2% saié
they experienced no satisfaction at all. Wiéh 90% @f the schools revealing
either moderate or great satisfa%tiaﬂ,'the érognasis 1é§ks good.

Table B8 1istsg£be’%cst @itengrépdrted supervision problems aﬂﬁ the
number of schools reporting them. Rather than reporting items that afé
pééuliéfzﬁf gpique to supervising in;grpe:sanal—;pmmunicstiDn courses, tﬁasé

in the sugarvisory role have listed problems that are major educational

.
R



=+ . - -
s£umb1ingEiécEs for all courses that are multi-sectional.in nature. The two
& : .
problems listed there .tha: may have some uniqueness are the problems of
éetermining grading criteria, because of Yhe difficulty in grading interper-

sonal gkills or judging interpersonal .competency, ard the problem of balancing

theory and skills.
e .

= =
i

o

L e - - i
. _ INSERT TABLE 8 HERE ”
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e

Table 9 lists the mastiaften reported teaching problems ard the number
of scnc@ls reporting them Notice that the problems of class size ard time
< ‘ appear as problems bath in teaching-and supervising the lntespersanal course,

Also, the problems of time and class size are identlcal to two of the tag .
B . . '&;Ar
1k

£ V4 ‘ . )
threes prcblsﬁs listed in‘¥97h with reference to the basic-communication course.

- INSERT T4BLE 9 HERE Q

SéVérai of ‘the teaching ard supéfVising problems may result from the

fact that the interpersanal course has dével@ped within the last several

years. For example3 under supervlslan, one would expect supervlsgrs 0. have

. problems with maintaining cénsisténcy; securing duality teaéhing staff,
determining course content, determing grading gtandards and criteria, balancing

' theory amd skills, selecting a textbook, and finding quality materials. All

of these items are also Lgsted as teachlng prablsms with the fa;law1ng 1t§ms

reported as additional problems whlgh ?Duld occur becauge thg course is relaa
‘tively new: confronting student EI?EEtangns and attitudes ab;ut the' course,
applying exarcilses ﬁé iﬁierpérsaéél tneﬂryg motivating students to see the
éractical éppiicability of the :Qﬁrse, égtéblisﬁing‘appraprist% class atmos-

phere, providing iﬁterpersgDalscammuniégtian models, and coping with terminology.




It would Ye assumed that many of these problems will.b

=, . ‘ * - e . . % }5 ’

]

e worked out, or given

less emphasis, 'as the course progresses., -

-

CONCLUSIONS {
' There appears to be a consigtent pattern concerning the nature of

interpersonal-communication courses at U,éf colleges and universities, - They

are predominantly 100-level courses, taught independently Yy fegﬁlar full=time

staff members, offered for three-credit hours, with apércximatéi}}23;3j

) - - A - V i =
students per section. Less than-five sections of the course are offer=d per

. s | \§

term.
Basic philosophy and topics covered in the interpersonal course zlso -

reveal consistency. The course philséaphy is predominantly humanistic-
behavioristic. Instructors devote little overall time to intrapersonal and

. small-group ¢ommunication, communication theory, and public speaking. They

focus a majority of time directly on interpersonal communication. Topics
selected for coverage reveal its interpersonal focus: verbal, nonverbal,
fe&dback, gelf-concept, béffiéfs to communication, listening, perception,

sélflgisclasuré, and empathy.

2

-~ Although instructors report problems in striving for a balance between
ﬁhééry’ana performance, survey results indicate most instructors approach a

50/50 balance between them, This balance is reflected. in the frequent use of

both written examinations and class participation as methods for déterﬁimﬁﬁg

student grades in the course. Additionally, grades are determined pfed@miﬂaﬂtlyé

by the instructor of the course as opposed to’students' peers or the students

themselves.

4

Despite the fact that intérpersgﬂal communication is new and that several
problems accompany this newness, the interpersonal-communigcation c@ﬁrS% agpéa:s
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to have gained a strong foothold. Of those réSp@nﬂing to our survej, close
to 100% report that interpersonal-course enrpllments appear to be stable or

N . i | . 7
gaining. Also, 90% of the respondents report moderate or great gatisfaction
among the teaching staff... \}

B ’ ) . : r: . .
As ;arﬁ of our higher edueatiaﬁalfcurriculum,*intérpefsanal cé%muﬁicaticn
is Secure. It ig very likely that Stewatt's predlctlan that it might "beeamgégy-

[y

L} as common to c@ilage fféshmeﬁ and gophomoreg af the seventles as public’ Péaklﬂgﬂ

has beeﬂ to undergraduate studentélaﬁ the fiftie& and siztlesj“’ will, indged,

t

become true. It is definitely né% a fad; it has already become an Inherent

and {gquiréd;part of arts and sciences, education, humanities, pre-professional,

S o 4 ,
and business programs. ‘ : L . J

This survey iﬁdiéétgs that there is some cansensgé abcutgthe gaéufe of
iﬂterpgfsﬂnal sammunisgtiﬂn, ébat speéch educators tend tg:agrEé gbcut‘itsg
conteny, and thatiwe can‘ﬁaw speag Hith soma precision about the 1nterpnrsanale
communi cation courses. It-is gaining stature in the Epeegh*Cam@unicatian di;éie N

. .
pline gnd its outlook seems pasiqive ard bright. o

I
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- e ,  TABLE 1 B
PERCENTAGE OF RESFONSES TO THEFCATEGORLES THAT BEST DESCRLBE THE EMPHASIS OF
THE; INTEAPERSONAL COURSE™ | .

i — - I

e e = = — e — — - o

o - = © o 55

R - 104 Emphasis 0% Enphasis S0Z\Z

Intrapers Drﬁgl . . 67.0° - 31.0

Interperfonal 12.3 2.9 ., 2.0 0.9

Small-Group 59.2 o295 R 2.9

Public Speaking 45,1 28.6  16.5 8.7

Gumﬁuniz;ti,@ﬁ Theory 62,3 f 27.5 8.7. 1.5

% AL1 figures are re-adjusted according tp the number of respaﬂden‘ﬁs to each
category. Intrapersongl n = 3L7; Interpersonal n = 375; Small-group n = 316; o
33b.

Public Speaking n = 206; Communication Theory n
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e o TABLE 2 ‘ -

 PERCENTAGE OF XESPONSES T0 THOSE TOPICS T WHICH SOME AZOUNT OF TIME LS GIVEN

— V. - — . N — : — - —— —
= - = g S g — = - ———

Topic L Percentage . Topic ’ Percentage

Verbal’ — 90.7 . . Persuasion ' o l6.L
. gN?ﬂVéI‘bS,L o 89 !—7: Ejthi:;s}ﬁﬁ - '- L6.1
: Feed‘gack 87.9 - Family 5.6
Sé,—lfsc’;dﬂcépt o 85,9 . Asgértiveﬁess .. : Ls. L
Earr*ie;‘s L K ., 85.8 | Au@iemgé Analysig ' | LL .8
“Lis'teﬂiﬁg . : 78"-14!8 ( @ansacticaal Analysis LL.1
' Perception " : 813,,81 Interviewing o 37.6
Self -disclosure - 81.2 Public Speaking 37.Lk
. Empathy ‘, - 76.5 Intercultural 36’.’9
}iacﬂeis B 76.0 . Research 32;_3-
m// Théar{es E | 75.8. ch:atianai Communicatn, - 29.1
Conflict' 10 Rumor o 28.1
self-actualization 68.6 Organizational Communtn, 27.8
3, Small-group Communicatn. 68.3 . Sensitivity Training ek.s
(linztes 60.6, s Bargain\%ng o2l
}Ir;ﬂ;—ivatiqr; , 53.9 : , Argumentation ' E’E;b

Values Clarification - 52.1 Voice and Articulation 13.8
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TARLE 3 | L
NUMBER OF SCA00LS REPORTING TH§ USR OF T4RIOUS CQUZSE MATZRLIAL AND METROLS .

I S

Handouts ' 329 study auesylons 162

162

e

Examinaticné ) 32! : Vidga- tapey

{
Txercises and Canes 3L FLlms 6L
Syllabi 306 Nedin-tapes B V1

~ Supplementary readings 277 ‘ Interviang , 137

Dyadic encounters 262 o fhgfhréliﬁtiﬂ/kiéld ) 262
" ' Erpe rlments

Simulations . 250 Pransparenciey 107
Work sheets | o3 . Guest Speskers Il

P :

Jowrfals 168 . Rovords | 90

. ' - : ) b - ,
Critique sheets 166 Independent study/Intern~ 53
) ' Spip

e




ﬂABLa h
T;xTﬁaaﬁﬁ usﬁs IN THE INTEEPEESQNAL CCMMUNICATICN CGUEQE

o - ' - - : Number Df Sahgéis
Book _ - Using Book

Ron Adler and Neil Towrleg, -
’ Looking Out/LgDﬁlhg Ing Iﬁteﬁpéfscﬂal Ccmmuﬂlcatlﬁﬂ
(New York, N7Y.: No1v, Ainehart ary hﬁﬂstﬂﬂ; 1978) . ; 28

¥

Wllllam D. Brooks aﬁd Philip Emhért;
Interpersona)l Comminication [
(Dubuque, Iowy: Wn. G. Brown Company Publ;shera, l;?é). 19

J@éépﬁ K. DeVigo, T f; '
The Interpersonal Comnupication Book T ,
New York, N.¥.: HAvper & Row, Publishers, 1976). \ 19

¥

John Stewart, ed.,
Bridges Nnt Walls: & Eaak About Interpersonal Communication 7
: (Readlng, HggS,§ AédLSan=Wgsley Publishing Eampaﬂy, 1?77) 18

Freda 8. Sathrd, Ry W. 01 on, and Clarissa L., Whitney,

Let's Talk- An ‘Int @du@tlnn to Integgsfgcnal CammuﬂLc§t1an . -
:lenv;ew, . Scott, Féresman and Company, l9775 17

. SRA ModCom - B ‘ g 15

( Some responqent 8 gimply gaid "SRA ModCom"; chers listed the
madul?s they gse. The only modules listed, in alphabetical order,
were:) - .

R;)bert Je ]jbl‘,\lj,t,'tjsgl .
Drlentaﬁzaﬂﬁ Lo Cqmmunlcatlcn and Conflict
,Chlcagg Ill.{ Science Research Assaclates, Inc., 1976),

Willlam Fo Tadie anq thﬁ A. Kline,
Orientasions t@ Inter ersonal Conmunication
Ghicagy, 1il.: Science. Research Associates, Inct, 1976).

Gary M, Rlchét,t,a ahd Joseph Pu Zlmag )
' Fundamentals of Interviewing ' - _
=~ Qn;caggx Ill Scieﬂcg Aesearch HgﬁDCiath3 Inc., 1975)-

L

‘David L. Swangan and Jesse G, Delia,
The Nature of Human C@mmun;cat;on 4
Ttelﬁagg, Ill,, Science Aesearch éseoclates, Inc., 1976).

Bobby R. Patton and Rim Giffin, ‘ : N ‘-
Interpersonal Q@mmuﬂzﬁatlan In Pctlﬂﬁ o : '
New York, N,v7 Harper & Row, Publishers, 197) _ - b
. % :
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Alan H. Monroe, Douglas Ehrfinger, and Bruce E, Gronbeck,
Principles and Ty@és of Sveech Communication
(CléﬂVlEH, T11.: Scott, Foresman anq\Campsny, 1978). . 13

£im Glffln and Bobby R. Pattan ‘
Fundamentals of Intergersonal Communication ‘ ;
(Wew Tork, N.Y.: Aarper & Row, Publisners, 1976). _ 12

Dennis R, Smith and L! Kelth- Jill&émscn, -
Intertersnﬂal Comnunication: Roles, Rules,’ Strategies, and Games
Tﬁﬁbuqué, Icwa. Wm. G, Brown Gompany Publishers, 19775 4

Kathlggn S. Verderber and Rudolph F, Verderber,
Inter-Act: Using Interpersonal Skills
' B@ment Calif.: Wadsworth Fubllshlng Company, Inc,, 1977). 10

Eludr:lph F, Verderber,.
- Communicate!
elmont,
H
Gail B. Myers and Michele Tolela Myers, <
The Dynamics of Human Communication: A Laborator Approach.
TNew York, N.Y.: McGraw-Hill Book Campagy 1976, 9

alif.: Wadsworth Fubllshlng Ccmpany; Inc., 1975). 10

Brent D- Peterson, Gerald M, Galdhabsrg and R. Wayne Page

Communication Probes
(Chicago, LTI, T Science Research Associates, Inc,, 1?7&) 8

=

Gerald R. Miller and Mark Steinberg,
EStWéEE Peo le A New Analysis of Interpersonal Cgmmunlcatlgn
1caga, §glénce‘Hesearcﬁ’Asscclates lnc., <, 1975). N

John Powells.J. - & )
why An TPAfraid To Tell You Who I Am?
Tsﬁlgs Illiz Argus CammunlcagLeﬁs, 5 1969) . 7

Jahn Stewart and Gafy D' Angelo,
Tofether: Comminicating Lntermersonally L ,
Tﬁgédlng; Mass.: Adala;ngkasley Publlshlﬁg Compary , 1975) . 7
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