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“Providing Feedbaek on Stwdent Speeches: The ReSEarch-on -
Effective Oral and Yritten Feedback Strategies" - - o

From the begnnnrng of recorded hlStOFY of speech educat|on teachers of
speech have provnded feedback to their students in an effort to alter or ’

; f, relnforce students demonstrated speech skills. Feedback glven to speakers in a
speech class is typlcally referred to as speech crivicism. Such crttncusm

: Lprlmarlly functlons to re|nforce exlstlng behavnorvor to |nform the speaker

_‘about his or her speech behavnor so that mod|f|cat|ons can be made in- o
future ‘speaking attempts., The responsnble speech teacher weighs carefully
_the question Dposed by Holtzman'(1960), ”What can | say (or wr|te or do)
that will result in thls student's improving h|s communlcatlve ablllty?“
Kp. 1). As Kenneth Hance (1967) indicated, “The person deS|r|ng to |mprove
himself as a criticfwifl seek to know (I) the nature of each of the methods .
or approaches, and (2)'the relative merits of each" ( ISO) Much of the
wrftlng about how to provnde effectlve feedback has come from experlenced
speech teachers |nd|cat|ng what they th|nk is responsnble, effective feed-
back or crntncnsm (Hance, 1967' Holtzman, 1960- Smlth 1961 Dedmon, 1967;
Reid; 1971). Such a common sense Ilst of proper ways to’ glve cr|t|Clsm
inc]ude: focus criticism on a sngnlflcant |dea, requnre students to Iearn.
only so much for each speaklng experlence, make _the. c.ltic15m meanlngful

_.by giving a pOSItIVe comment f|rst followed by p055|b|I|t|es for. |mprove-
ment, endlng wnth a note of pralse, keep minor. deta|Is in. proport|on and )

‘ point out what has been omi tted rather than detalls that wnll eventually
self-correct, encourage self-crltICIsm by the speaker, be cautlous in the ~

use of delayed reinforcement because |t has reduced value; and make two or

- . . . ¢ L .. .
.three comments on strengths and two or three comments on weaknasses using
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directed’ieading que/tions. .Evidencebsupporting the effectiveness of these
gu1del|nes is lacklng in the literature as is the evidence of the dlfferent
effects of glVlng cr|t|c|sm after each speech giving a critique after several
talks, obta|n|ng feedback from one or more students, having the speaker
conduct his or her own crlthue sesston; and havung an- audlence questlon-
»'perlod follow:ng each speech. This paper will summarlze bothythe'“common
sense folklore' about giving feedback,:as well as the researchers conclu-
sions about effect|ve feedback and will ldentlfy |mp]|cat|ons for practlce and

‘research- from each.

Definition of Feedback

| As Clement and Frandsen:(i976) have pointed out ""Despite feedback's
apparent snmpiiclty as a concept, the l|terature on the subJect suggests’
varlous |nterpretat|ons of the term“:(p; ). Thus it is necessary to_

i

discerr: whlch def|n|t|on |siappl|cab]e for the speech teacher, and, 'in so

|

doing, d|fferent|ate among the concepts of feedback,-crltlcism and teacher-‘
praise. |
- The systematic view Lf communiCation'as‘an_interactive or7transactiye
- process requires a definition of feedhack'that'is also dynamic and-an
inherent part of the communication exchange. Such a view conceives of
.feedback““not'as an independent activity,_bot.rather as an interwoven set
of relationships .o involying inter-related variabies.which influence
the'entire system“-(C]ement and Frzndsen, 1976, p. 16). Research has
focused on the ability of a Speaker to |nterpret feedback |nstdnteously
and then adapt the speech to lt, and the effects of such consclous .adapta-

tion on the delivery of the speech (Rhodes and Frandsen, 1975; Blubaugh,

: ]969;.V]andis, 1964; Amato and Ostermeier, 196Zi.




Recognizing this particular role of feedback in the speech event leads
to a clearer understanding of communication as an interactive process. How-
ever, one must also.recognize the implication for the speaker imbedded in
that definition of féedback;»it implies that all verbai‘and.nonverbal feed-
back interpreted by the speaker was |ntended to be sent to the speaker by
the audience. That is, if an audlence member shakes h|s head dur|ng the
speech and the speaker |nfers that the audience member dlsagrees_WIth him,
‘the speaker may attempt to alter-hiS-message. Ifithe receiver meant'to
communicate disagreement to the speaker, the gesture met’itsfintended pur-
- pose If on the other hand the receiver shook his head to get rid of an.
-annoying mosqu|to or because he was th|nk|ng about someth|ng else, the
.speaker would have |nterpreted the nonverba] gesture |mproperly and may have
dlsrupted h|s speech. “Studies of the effects of S|mu]taneous adaptatlon to
Haudlence feedback-on the speaker's messagesj typically have ensured'thath

the feedback.nas,related to the speech and'deliberate]y given However;
such contrived Feedback. as ho]dlng up red, green, and whlte cards or
'requlrlng receivers to act|veiv demonstrate pOSItive or negat|ve feedback
has limited usefulness in teach|ng students what to do’ to improve during
future speeches. |

Thus,:the definition of feedback which wiil‘be used in thisfpaper.
s consistentwith the tefm metacommunication or Clement and Frandsen's
;(1976) definition of "action-reaction. In essence, feedback isithe use
of'deiiberate comments about a speechigiven after the speech : Such'a'.,
st|mulus response approach .to feedback provndes abconceptuai d|st|nct|on

between feedback as part of the communication transact|on and feedback as

' part of the teaching-learning process. . While learning can occur



without the benefit of a teacher or speclflc “teachlng“ event, students

|mp.ove in their speaklng ;knlls more when some feedback is given. A

-speaker's interpretation of audience reacticn is basically an intrinsic

activity. Use of the term feedback ir this_paper will be feedback that
is extrinsic. | | |

~In th|s paper, the words “feedback” and ”cr|t|c|sm“ wi l‘ mean the_
same thing. ,Although Brophy (1981) sa|d ""teacher criticism connotec ex~
pressioh of diSapproval dasgust or reJertlon“ (p 6), Reld (!971) noted
that’ “the word criticism carries wnth it the idea or rebuke, correct|on or
fault finding. [He went on to say] crltIC|sm, however, is favorablevas

well as adverse; it comes from a Greek word meaning to discuss, judge, or

discern“ (. 267) . Thus, for this paper, feedback or speech criticism

will carry the mPanlng that Brophv (I°8]) qave to praise and crntfcnsm,
that of. “teacher reactions that go beyond snmple feedback about appro-
pr|ateness.or correctness of behav ot (p. 8).

It is generally consndered that the’ hurpose of, feedback on apeeches
is to (1) inform the speake about the audnences"reaction to the speech,
(2) make suggestions for improvement on future speeches, and (3) motivate
the apeaker to speak again or.to enjoy speaking.'?As Latta (1978) cited, -
Locke;'Cartledge, and Koepple (1968): | N

feedback about performance may serve different functlons

Success feedback may function as: (1) a re|nforcer (Warm,.

Kanfery KuQada_&ZClark, 1975) and operate accordlng to the

Ehpirica]-Law of Effect, (2) a cue for ellmlnatlng;errors,‘
or (3)ahfincentive (Atkfnsonds Rayhor; 1974) which'affects

the tendency to perform achievement. related tasks. (p. 17)

| 6 ’



Regardless of the |ntended purpose of the feedback itis |mportant to
remember that “feedback is more than the audience's responses Clearly,'
the reactlon by the sender determines whether an audience's responses are
relnforclng, |nformat|ve, or neither' (Clement & Frandsen, 1976, p. 17).
'Nonetheless, in a structured Speech class in which feedback is glven
students should be motivated to recelve the feedback and use it for their

’ benef|t

Tfpes of Feedback

. By the def}nition, feedback as used here is eXtrinsic. ‘Building.from
Robert Voge]'s (1975). “foferent Levels of Feedback Analysis," (see'Figure
1), I will review the llterature regardlng snmcltaneous, immediate and
delayed feedback, uncludlng research whlch |nvest|gated the use of video-
tape playback. Then, of the verbal category, I will review research on N
-written and oral feedback The summary of research on written feedback

includes comments regardlno content or dellvery, whlch were p05|tvue or

negatlve |mpersona] or personal, and holistic or atomlstlc Ora] feedback .

given byiteachers peers (students), and the speaker (h|m or herself) wnll

be discussed. Flna]ly, |mpI|cat|ons for |natruct|onal pract|ce, ncludlng

the coupllng of feedback with grading, as well as the implications for
xxfurther research will be provided.

Simultaneous Feedback

Slmultaneous feedback has been systematxcally studled in two majior
formats One used nonverbal messages and the other used verbal messages
)/i\
. prOV|de lnstantaneous feedback durlng the dellvery While one set of

K messages focused on agreement by the audience with the content of the speech

the ‘other attempted to mod|fy either the. content or dellvery of the message

‘ . . . w . .
i . . Lo e
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in accord with the speaker's predetermnned desires.

Amato and Ostermeier
(1967) had aud|ence members hold up whlte, red or green cards

|nd|cat|ng
their favorable, unfavorable and neutral responses to the speaker s message

>
P
|n I|ne w:th response-role given to each audience member.

The researchers
found support for thenr hypothesns that "'unfavorable feedback urompts a
deter|orat|on |n speaker delivery -- specnfncalfy

]

eye contact, nefvous-
ness, bodily movement, and fluency for the beglnnlng publlc speaker'"
(p. 58).

Such a manlpulated method of providing feedback is of questlon-

e
able value in the speech communication course especially since this feed-

back is in response to whether or not-audience members agree with the
speaker's ‘point

Such feedback may have limited instructional value in
improving -a speaker's performance on subsequent speeches.

o

A second type of snmultaneous feedback was reported by Nyqunst and
\
wulff (1982) While these researchers sought to improve teach|ng ‘compe-

t|on for publlc speaklng |nstruct|on
that: A

tencles of graduate teaching’ assnstants, the me thod employed has appllca-

Nyqurst and Wylff’ (1982) repoft

Simultaneous feedbdck is a process of behavior modificatjon
induced by verbal prompting via a small
plug.

transistorized ear
The procedure requires special equipment whereby a
prompter located away from the

interaction situation can
view the

p|sode via vndeotape or one-way glass and s:mul-

taneously d|rect an |nstructor to demonstrate SpECIfIC
behaviors. (p. 11)



The . key assumption underlying the?use of slmultaneous feedback '"that verbal
.messages can enable |nd|v1duals to adapt or Hodufy their- behavnor instan-
taneously“ lp 11); was conf|rmed |n the mod|f|cat|on of teachlng behaviors
in the desnred direction. Th|s study has |mpl|ca*|ons for .use in the.
teachlng of public speaklng but needs to be': examlned more thoroughly Cer-
tainly the model established by Nyqulst and wulff would suggest the method
may be most successful when feedback is provnded in areas ‘he or she wished -
to improve. Thus, such messages would be |n keep|ng wnth the speaker s
sel f- concept as a speaker and in areas he or she was motivated to |mprove
@'. As. Dedmon (l9o7) stated, a student “must alter his own behavnor, no one can
alter h|s behaV|or for h|m Therefore, the student speaker hlmself must be
' deeply involved in modlfylng his speech behavnor“ (p 280). - Thus Dedmon
concluded the Instructor should- ask questdons of the speaker about‘the .
speech. Such a rhetor|cal approach was used by Nyqulst and Wulff pr|or to-
5 giving snmultaneous feedback on the areas;dlscussed In addition, questlons
| =could be posed to the Speaker through the “bug-in-the-ear“vtechnique.‘

|
Delayed Feedback |

Delayed feedback using audio Or.V|deo tape has been studied by a '

" . number of researchers. Kenner (1967) apdealed to teachers to use the tape
_ _ ! .

recorder as a means of allowing a “studeh% to'prog?ess'on his own . . . by

l|sten[|ng] to himself [and] test[lng] hls own d|ct|on, voice qualnty, and

|
Vphra5|ng as he prOJects the thought feellng, and imagination involved in

. . I
the selectnon” (p. 2]7). ' | L . ‘ ' |
) : I

[
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A study of ;udiotape self'hnaly5js by'Nystrom and Leaf (1939)
.”Found that merely Ilstenlng to recordings affected no.more improvement
than not using them at all: and suggested that students requlre assustance
in |dent|fy|ng speech assets and faults' (H|rshf|eld 1968, p. 116). A

snmllar finding in teacher educat|on was reported by FuF!er, Veldman and

Rlcheck (1966) who found that: ,?

listening to tape recordings alone did not: reduce the dis-

crepancies between student teachers' self ratings and ratings

. A
————,

by observers of their teaching performance. There .was a signi- -
ficant reduction'in these'discrepancies when this pfaxback was
accompanled by xnstructor and peer commentary (PecL & Tucker,
1973, p. 946). |
Hirschfield (1968) found that classmates conS|stentl/ rated their. peers-
vhlghest, the speaker rated himself next hlghest, and. the Judges' rated
the speech Iowest He ''strongly recommends classmates evaluation of
Vldeotaped -speaches"’ rather than allowing only speakers to crltlclze
their own speech, for he found that feedback from peers can mitigate
7>over]y negatlve self-criticism and can relnforce students' understand ng ——
of the criteria for a good speech : ( . 118) e
A study,reported by Bert,Bradley (]970 compared students in sec-
:tfons.of.a pub]fc speakfngbcourse whose speeches were vfdeotaped con-
stantly or once dur|ng the term wnth students in a sect:on in wh;ch no

speeches were vndeotaped There was no dlfference among the students on

A2



comprehension and retention of rhetorical theory nor on their grades on final
speecﬁesw However, '‘constant use [of the videotape] caused studen;s in this
s tudy to;have a s%gnificant]y more favorablg attitude toward the Intellectual
Atmosphere and the Content Evaluation of the course' (Bradley, 1970, b. 166).
Nﬁile imbroVed attitude may not be syfficient»cause for using a Vfdeotape”
in a speecﬁ class, itAsthid not be overlooked. Stﬁdehtﬂ‘,attitudes towards ~
themselves as speakers and their perception-that they can'}mprove their
speaking ability may have>long range effects‘beyond the effects of'grades
earrned on final exams or finaf speeches.

A team of researchers réported on "The Effects of Teacher Comment
and Television Video Tape Playback on the Frequency‘of Nonfluency in
Beginning Speech Students' (peihl, Breen, & Larsen, 1970). They concluded
;hat “nof offering the student any help re§ults in.more nonfluencies than
Oﬁder any other condition . . . and . . .,that,thgugh'the studéntvimproves
when .he sees hié own mistakes televised, his }mprovement increé;es Fignifi-
cantly when the instfuctor takes time to pqint out er}oré énd to discuss
them with the student" (Deihliet él., 1970, p« f88). In like maﬁner,
McCroSkey and Lashbrook (1970) supported the importance of having instruétof
and student discussfon accompany student viewing of a videotape of his or
he} speeéh. They found that a'student%vTewing'his or her speeqh wi thout
feedback can work directly céunter to the/goals of the course. ‘Also
Porter and King (1972) concluded that 'when accompanied by an appropriate,
positive crit}que.by.a qualified instructor, VTR feedback can improve oral

intefpretation'performance” (p. 105). These researchers add support for the

1939 study which indicated that use of media to provide student feedback is not

13
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sufficient, but rather the use of mediated feedback accompanied by criticism//
from another person aids in the student's speech improvement. ‘% /

Mulac (1974) returned to the question of the effect of use of video-%'
tape and audiotape on acquired speech skill and concluded‘”subjects who

viewed videotapes on their first and fifth class speeches were'appreciably}
; s

- better in final performances than those who heard audiotape recordings of‘i

L o
their first and fifth performances" (p. 213), but the™~students in the audio- ¢

taped group did not demonstrate greater speech skill than those in the _f
. i o i

control group who had no mediated feedback.. The students. who viewed videc-

tapes ''were significantly better than members of the audiotape group on four

of the factors: Bodily Action, Personality, Language, and Voice. No signifi-
. " /

cant differences were found between these groups on two factors: Content and

i
|

lntelligibility“ (p. 213) Students received oral criticism at the end of a .

v
H s

day's speeches, but vnewed the videotape alone, and =ubmltted self- evaluatlons

I

before recenvnng the instructor's feedback. Thus dlfferences seem to’be due

to the use ‘of the media Etself as opposed to the use of mediated feedbackt
l

accompanied by instructor or peer criticism "~ In both Mulac's'study and|
I

Hirschfield's studies, students had positive attitudes about the use of video-

l
_tapes in the class.

Immediate Feedback - . n-mxﬁ' ‘ ; t -

Sp— . A

Dedmon (1967) ‘makes the argument for |mmed;ate crltlclsm after a-
‘speech or at the end of a class perlod based on the prlnclple of 'learning
that ""Pupils learn best when they have |mmed|ate and valid knowledge of
success or'failure“ (p. 283). He also warns against criticizing the non-

essentials within the |mmed|ate feedback and suggests that written commen ts

_1f4_




which can be studied in gfeater depth by the student and which may be more
inclusive than oral commehts can be helpful. He notes that written comments
may be provided after each individual speechvor at the end of the class
pe}iod (such as on ratihg forms) or may be given at a later time. In
addition, he indicates‘that "eriticisms aftet ali students haQe completed
'ohe asSignment-are helpful' (p. 283) so the teacher and students can see

the work of the class in perspective. While these recommendations make
practical sense, the effect of_these_different types of immediate feedback
has not been systematically examlned The type of written comment and the

effects of varying types have been examlned

Written Feedback

Spfague (1971) proposed a category system- of written criticism ofh
student speeches based on four dichotomies: content-delivery, atomistic-
holistic, personal-impersonal, and:ooéitive-negatiye. She found that criti-
cism given hy teachers to students most.frequently involved content (75%),
latomistic (95%), and impersonal (99%) comments; positive and negative
comments were almost equally divideo.

\Vogel (1973) used Sprague's category system to analyze the relation-
sh|p between teachers' written critlclsm and student's lmprovement on s;eech
performance.l Students demonstrated no significant difterences in their
speaking improvement regardless of the type of predetermined feedback they"
were.giyen: (1) atomistic, impersona], negative; (2) atomistic, impersonal,

postive; or (3) atomistic, personal, positive. There was sngnlflcant

speaking |mprovement for all three groups, however.

o



3 AYoungu(1974) asked speech ctudents to respend to a hYbothetical situa-
tion. |n which they |dent|f|ed comments they ‘believe would be most helpful jf
applied to a ~speech. they delivered. After. C]aSSlfYInG the comments according
to Sprague’ s system Young found that students |dent|f|ed atomistic comments
~as significantly more helpful than holistic comments, impersonal gomments as
more helpful than personal, and pdsitive (geherally) more helpful than
negatlve, no preferences were evudent for comments about content or del;very
Overall, atomlstlc, impersonal, negatlve cr|t|c15m in comblnatlon was rated
.}s;gnnf:cantly more helpful than other types; and holistic, negative personal
critfcism,was rated significahtly less ﬂeﬂﬁful'than other types. |
| A study by Book and Simmons (1350) in which actual feedback given by
‘studenps to"their peer was rated fonfhelpfulness by the speakers revea]ed
resuits similar to Young's. Atomlstlc, Impersonal commentswﬂrecon5|stently
perceived as most helpful, but atomlstnc, impersonal, negative comments ~about
delivery and conteet were more frequently perceived as helpful. In add(-,..
tion, students gaQe comments to theif peers which were consistent wieh the
fbcus of each assignﬁent, adaing to tﬁe belief that student's feedback to
éheir peers is credible. .This finding ie supportive of one by Wiseman
and Barker (1975). They found:
that when.students are provided specific communication criterfa
they are able to evaluate [peer Speeches]-simi]arly,te instruc-
.tors, buf are not capabie of meking such eva]uatioes when they,
are asked.to ﬁake'a'single grade estimate. This interpretat1on
suggests that evaluatlon forms, prOV|d|ng spec1flc criteria, must

be utlllzed in peer group instruction. (p. 137)
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Thus, it appears that peers, as well as faculty, can provide effectVCe wrltten

s

It is not surprTsing that specific comments indicating a weakness of .

feedback to speaker

the speech are percelved as helpful, since students are generally motlvated

‘to improve performance Levne and Dickie in the Second Handbook of Research

on'Teaching (1973) report “Knowledge'of results does facilitaée Iearnjng when
it follows wrong responses. Such feedback permits the learper to correct his
miszakes and will lessen the likelihood that ne will recall wrong responses
as beino correct'" (p. 876). ance speeches are typicall not'right or wrong,
care should.be used In generalizing‘that negative criticism of speeches leads
to'improved speakingf Research thus far bas not identified a_differential
'effect_of feedback typeS'on speaker performance.. | h
iﬁ addition, it bearsvrepeating-that studen;; fmprove in their speech

.performance more if they have assistance fn.identyfying their strengths and
weaknesses than if they areyleft to their own deviices to critique their per=
formance. As Peck and Tucker (1973) summarize research on the effect of .
performance feedback given to student teacherj/ solltary self-confronta-
tion with feedback information is ineffectualh'or much less effectual than
when a second person -participates in the feedback process" (p. 9&6) They
.c1ted a study by Stelnen (1967) in which “feedback from fellow student
teachers worklng rn pa|rs, and ‘feedback from puplls were both found to be
more successful than self-appraisal feedback by the student teacher themc
-selves as they modified and retaught lessons'® (Peck and Tucker, 1967,

p. 946). The |mplncat|on is that students benefit from comments from their .

peers, teachers or audience ‘about ‘the effectiveness of their performance.




. Another consideration regarding the effect of written feedback on
improved performance is the interaction oflthe type of feedback given with
the student's |nternal or external control of re|nforcement or|entat|on. A

/

study by Bernard Hammer (1972) has implications for further research in the -
area of speech criticism, ln,hls study,.students with aﬁ’externai orienta-
tion, who received speclflc comments which took into conS|derat|on the grade
they expected to receive, performed sngnlflcantly better than those w|th an
internal or|entat|on, students with an |nternal or|entat|on performed better
than those with an external or|entat|on when no comments were given; students
who had an external orientation and received: comments wh|ch consxdered the|r
.expected grade performed better than externally oriented students who
received no comments; and there was no significant difference between inter-
nally oriented students who received no comments and those who received
specific comments which_considered.their grade expectation. Thus, Hammer's

. study '"'demonstrated the value of written teacher comments that ircorporate
lstudents' grade expectations. Furthermore, it has shown that students who
maintain an external control of reinforcement orientation are more apt to
4beiianuenced by these comments“ (p. b57) Thus, a speech teacher ‘may
benefit a student's speech performace by incorporating the student's grade
'expectatlons and personal orientation'toward reinforcement into the

written comments provided. The. generalizability of Hammer's results. to

grade levels otherithan college'needs to be tested. Similarly, the types

of written feedback which are percelved as helpful to. college students may

not be perceived as helpful to students in the secondary school (Stewart

and White, i976)u
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Oral Criticism

Bostrom (1963) reported thatvthe positive or negative nature of oral
criticISm given-to a speaker after his or her speech affected the'attitudes
the speaker‘had toward'speech- “Rewarded students experienced a posntlve
change whlle punlshed students experlenced a negatlve change“ (p 30).
Bostrom concluded. that whlle ""good speakers experience more posntlve changes
than poor speakers . . . |f our purpose is to build more posnt|ve speech
attitudes, then criticism should be positive in'nature“ (p 32). This
finding supports a point made by Dedmon (1967) after revnewnng Goldberg‘s
1960 study: | “conSIderab]e evndence may be found wh|ch serlously questlons
the worth of overly negative criticisms" (p. 281);~ Thus while negative
criticism may be needed to correct inappropriate speech behavnor, lt should
‘be presented in such a way wh|ch does not punlsh students. Reid [1971)
recommends that oral criticism should be adapted to each speaker and should
stress pranseworthy features of the speech | He prescrlbes that the teacher‘.
should begin with a good point flrst, then give. possibilities for improve~
ment and end on a note of praise. But Reid says '‘nothing . . . rules out
the necessity of being blunt and forthright when the situation'demands it
(p.>27b), |

| Smith (1961) giyes specific recommendations reQarding the format
of oral critiques after speeches and says “criticism should be.positive,
constructiye, andvincisive - - - [and] . .. stndents should be made
aware that constant improvement is required and shoo]d be verbally
rewarded for unexpected improvement' (p. 162). He'specifically_suggests

\
\

that speech teachers ask directed, leading questions regarding each speech.
_ Y !
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By guldtng the students in a critical analysis of each speech, Smith (f96l)
_believes the teacher can among other thlngs -
stimulate creative thlnknng, call attentlon to the speakers'
special strengths and weaknesses, give specnflc lnstructlons
for practice: leadlng to nmprovement, and mottvate both speaker
and c]ass (p. 59) :
Smlth's lists of questlons are to serve as a guide to good questions but are
not all to be used, for he Feminds the teacher to only offer as much Crltl'
cism as the speaker and class can assimilate.
While it is commonly recommended that criticism shodld be offered
, after each speech "and that one or more students may contrlbute crntncnsms,’
(Holtzman, 1960; Dedmon, 1967; Reid, 1971) it should be noted that such
feedback may -have an effect on succeeding speakers, In a controlled labo-
ratory study, Milier (196b).manipulatedipositive and negative feedback given
to a confederate during his_speech, The student who serves as the subject,
in the study observed the first_speech and the feedback given'to the
speaker prior to'delivering his own speech.
The second speaker's utterance rate and.nonfluency:were not
‘significantly influenced by the responses to his speech but
were significantly affected by differences in responses to
his speech and to that of his predetesser. Speakers accorded
the same responsefas their predecessors had fewer non-
.fluedcies~and a higher utterance rate than‘did those accorded
responses .either more or less favorable than those extended

to theirdpredecessors. (p. 115)

‘:;

NOwm
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While feedback given after a speech is not e;actly the same as the feedback
ﬁnterjected during a speech,fMil]er's findiogs raise concern about the poten-
tgai neéatiVe impact of ‘feedback giVeo‘to successive speakers on the next
speakers. As he stated, a "'seemingly logical apalysis is that the variation
in'audiénce cues tended to‘heighteh such motivational factors of peer com-‘
petitioé'andbfear of fai]ure . . " (Miller, 1966, p. 'flh) The way in
which one speaker |nternal|zes the feedback given his peers could |nterfere
wnth hls speaklng ablllty | )

Darnell (1978) poses an addntnonai quest;on regardlng the |mpaot of
external evaluatlons, for he argues that "the teachlqg\learnlng process is
slgnlflcantly affected by congruity (or lncongrunty) between internal and
external evaluatlons“-(p 283). Because he says ”human beings ordlnarlly
evaluate . thelr own behavior or performance,” he ‘concludes that “external
evaluatlons which occur . . . arerelther,1rrelevant, congruent.or
'dissonanti with the interna] [self) eva]uat?ohs“ (parnell, 1978, p. 283)

He then goes on to con5|der the various possible effects of the lnter-
actlons between internal and external eva]oatlons. The point he raises

|
/

about the effect of congruent and incongruent .internal and external -
- . ' '

evaluatioosgneeds to be examined in the speech classroom. SJchan analysis
might extenoiMi]ler's (]964) research which implies that“speakers
internalize %eedback oiven to others as well as to themselves aod that'
‘might affect{their internal (self) eva]uation.

11mpl|cat|ons for Instructional Practlce

/ ,
The resee ‘ch, /as well as the 'folklore", support ‘the posntlon that

|

/knowledgeable about the effects of various types of

fteachers need\to be
i tea : ]

]
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feedback and should consciously provide ap propr|ate crltncnsm to student
- speakers. In addition, the research indlcates that students can be trained
'to glVe helpful feedback to their peers and that the feedback given by
.students is similar to that given by teachers, especnally when crlteria for
evaluating the speech are clearly |dent|f|ed

While positive oral feedback seemS'to be best, written feedback can
be positive or negative as long as- |t is atom|st|c and |mpersonal Comnents
about content or delivery are perceived as helpful in accordanceewith the
assignment. Regardless of the type of feedbackngiveh, teachers-need to ;
carefully evaluate ‘the potent:al negat|ve effect . on the succeed|ng speakers
of providing feedback after each speech. | )

VF|nally, the use of videotape playback as a method of, providing
feedback to a speaker has the most powerful impact on |mprovnng speaking
~ performance when accompanled by feedback from peers or the teacher The
use of media alone |s not‘as_powerful as hav1ng an observer help to point:
out positive and negative qualities of‘the speaker while looking at the
videotape. |

In essence, some of the folklore about giving speech criticism seems
to have beengsupported by research. However,_much of the folklore could"
have serious negative ramifications and needs additional research to pro-

.vide a basis for |nstruct|onal practice.

lmplncatlons for Research

Additional research:on the effecton the succeeding speakers of giving
feedback after each speech needs to be conducted. While the results

of Miller's (1964) research shoyld cause the practitioner to exercise
o

o



cautiqn in giving feedback after each speech, Miller's research was conducted
_in a eontrived, laboratory situation and had the hteacher” interject.tomments
throughout the-speech.‘ A study is needed which examines the effect of various
types of immediate feedback on the attitudes toward speaking and speech
performan;e of succeeding speakers.

. More research is needed on the effects of various types ofiﬁrittee feed-
backvoﬁ'students' improved performance, especially on Stddents with internal
and e%terhal orientatfons toward control of reinforcement. The interectfon
of students with varying_characteristics and the type of feedback giVen on
subsequent Speech perfermance and attitudes toward speaking should be
examined. Exten5|on of Vogel's. (1973) and Hammer's (]972) work is needed

3

in the context of the speech classroom.

Darnell's (1978) arguments regarding the congruity (or incongruity)

between students' self-perceptidns andvtbe/féedback given them needs to be \
tested in the speech criticism context} In addition incongruity among )i

grade awarded, expected grade, type of feedback, and perceptlon of self -as-
speaker- mlght be |nvest|gated _The effect of |ncongruous or congruous

sutuatlons on speech performacne and attltudes toward speaklng should be

examined. ' //-

Flnally, Nyqunst and EEJ f's (1982) bug-ln the-ear technlque for

prOV|d|ng snmultaneouslfeedback should be examined in the pubiic speaking
. S /
sntuatlon The abllyty of a speaker to adapt content and delivery should

e

. be studled, as we]l as the negatlve consequences of thIS method. The

effect of the motlvatlon of a Speaker to |mprove specific aspects of his"
or her speaking ability and the effectlveness of this 51multaneous feed- f\\\ ////4'

back technlque should be studled

23
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There is much more to learn about the impact of various types of
feedback. Speech educators need to contribute to the literature, often
bridging research in teaching Eﬁélfsh or other subjects,

as well as research
on training teachers. These implications for research are illustrative of
the challenge'speech educators face.

e
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