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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Communication is fundamental in a democracy; we live in a 

society based on the sharing of ideas."'- Ideas and attitudes are 

transmitted not only by verbal symbols, words, but also by vocal 

and non-verbal behavior or stimuli. Vocal control adds to and 

enhances the message being sent in words, and purposeful bodily 

activity supplements and intensifies the intent of the speaker 

and tends to prevent message distortion on the part of the 

listener.2 Vocal and non-verbal communication transmit implicit 

messages—often about the relationship of the speaker to the 

listener. These vocal and non-verbal, or physical, factors of 

oral communication constitute one of the classical canons of 

rhetoric—delivery. 

The teim "delivery" originally described the resxxjnse of 

the actors to the chorus in a Greek tragedy. As the talents and 

skills required for the projection of the actor were obviously 

related in many ways to those required of the speaker, soon the 

^Larry A. Samover and Jack Mills, Oral Communication: 
Message and Response, p. 50. 

^Elizabeth G. Andersch, Lorin C. Staats, and Robert N. 
Bostrom, Communication in Everyday Use, pp. 163-64. 



word for "responding" or "acting" came to mean projecting a 

message, "delivering a speech," or the manner in which a speech 

is presented. •*• Delivery is a technique to further the purpose of 

the speaker and is "a subordinate but necessary vehicle" in the 

oral communication situation.^ 

Importance of the Study 

Although the study and teaching of delivery is the unique 

province and function of the speech field, Dedmon and Kov=izik 

assert that the research emphasis on content has tended to mask the 

need for more definitive research in the area of delivery. If 

Harrison's estimate is accurate—that no more than 35 per cent of 

the social meaning is carried in the verbal message in face-to-face 

communication^—then controlled experiments concerning the various 

aspects of the process of delivery are of major importance. 

That delivery should be adapted to subject, occasion, 

audience, and the speaker's personality is part of accumulated 

tradition. In a broader perspective, delivery also tends to adapt 

^Ray Nadeau, "Delivery in Ancient Times: Homer to 
Quintilian," Quarterly Journal of Speech, L (February, 1954), 53. 

^A. Craig Baird, Rhetoric: A Philosophical Inquiry, p. 215. 

Donald N. Dedmon and John F. G. Kowalzik, "The 'Elocution' 
Specter and the Teaching and Researching of Speech Delivery," 
Central States Speech Journal, XV (May, 1964), 100-106. 

R. Harrison, "Nonverbal Communication: Explorations into 
Time, Space, Action, and Object," in Dimensions in Communication, 
ed. by J. H. Campbell and H. W. Hepler, p. 161. 



to broad social changes in the nation and in the world. Today 

one of these changes is an apparent trend tov̂ ard the casual, the 

uninhibited, and the intimate. Public address reflects this 

social change in a trend away from formal speaking and toward an 

informal style and mode of delivery.^ Zelko reasons th:.t the 

average man has become a more active participant in the ŷ orld 

about him; consequently, as a member of an audience he is more on 

a par with the speaker, who must talk the subject over v/ith him, 

rather than talking Jbo him or at him. The speaker is no longer 

automatically considered superior to his listeners because of his 

position; more and more he must consider them his equal. Another 

factor contributing to a casual approach on the part of the 

audience is that as electronic extension of the senses becomes 

commonplace,^ hearing a speaker is no longer an event, but a 

common occurrence. These and other social changes have impli

cations for style and mode of delivery that might be profitably 

investigated. 

Elwood Murray, Gerald M. Phillips, and J. David Truby, 
Speech; Science-Art, p. v. 

^aul Hibbs, et al.. Speech for Today, pp. 196-97. 

^Harold P. Zelko, "Is Oratory a Lost Art?" Quarterly 
Journal of Speech, XLI (February, 1955), 39-40. 

Marshall McLuhan, The Medium Is the Massage. 



statement of the Problem 

Some studies have been conducted in which formality and 

informality of delivery were factors, but much remains to be 

discovered about the way these modes of delivery affect an audience. 

The purpose of this study is to contribute to what is known about 

delivery and to define more sharply what is not known through 

further exploration of the relationship between formal and informal 

delivery and their relative effectiveness in informative speaking. 

Although styles of delivery are as varied as the number of 

speakers, and although each audience and each occasion demands a 

unique presentation from a speaker, this study is based upon the 

following assumptions: 

1. There is an observable difference between formal and 

informal delivery. 

2. Within the bounds of what is appropriate in a given 

situation, a speaker has some leeway in answering the question: 

"Should I speak with all the formality the situation will allow, 

or should I strive to be as informal as the situation will permit?" 

3. Some indication of the relative effectivenss of formal 

and informal delivery would be helpful in making an intelligent 

choice between the two modes. 

•••Lester Thonssen and A. Craig Baird, Speech Criticism: 
The Development of Standards for Rhetorical Appraisal (hereinafter 
referred to as Speech Criticism), p. 437. 



This study is specifically designed to answer two 

questions regarding formality and informality of delivery: "Which 

mode of delivery will more readily facilitate understanding of 

informative material?" and "Which mode will result in greater 

retention of the information?" 

The following hjrpotheses were formulated: 

1. In a lecture situation, informal delivery of information 

will result in significantly greater comprehension of the material 

than formal delivery. 

2. In a lecture situation, informal delivery of information 

will result in significantly greater retention of material than 

formal delivery. 

The follov/ing chapters will present a review of ielated 

literature, a description of the methods and procedures used, an 

analysis and discussion of the data, and some suggestions for 

further research. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Literature was surveyed in the following areas, which were 

deemed relevant to this study: the relationship between delivery 

and effectiveness in speaking; definitions and descriptions of the 

two modes of delivery compared in this study, formal and informal; 

and related studies which compare these two or similar modes. 

The Relationship between Delivery and 
Effectiveness in Public Speaking 

The ultimate test of good speaking techniques lies in their 

effectiveness, and the importance of effective delivery as a 

2 
constituent of that effectiveness is seldom debated. McCroskey 

asserts that this concept should not be generalized to include 

both persuasive and informative speaking, however. After reviewing 

five experimental studies involving attitude change, he summarizes: 

^Seth A. Fessenden, et al.. Speech for the Creative 
Teacher, p. 126. 

^Charles R. Petrie, Jr., "Informative Speaking: A Summary 
and Bibliography of Related Research" (hereinafter referred to as 
"Informative Speaking"), in The Rhetoric of Our Time, ed. by 
J. Jefferey Auer, p. 240; V/ayne N. Thompson, Quantitative Research 
in Public Address and Communication, p. 82. 



The results of these studies suggest that delivery is a 
"non-additive" factor in rhetorical communication. It is clear 
that if we add so many units of good delivery, we do not get 
so many more units of attitude change. Good delivery, there
fore, is no substitute for a rhetorically strong verbal message. 
Rather, it appears that good delivery is a permissive factor. 
Good delivery allows a rhetorically strong message to have its 
normal effect. Poor delivery tends to inhibit the effect of a 
verbal message. Good delivery does not produce attitude change, 
but it does permit a rhetorically strong message to produce 
that attitude change.1 

On the other hand, as clarity is a very important factor 

in communication designed to increase understanding, and as good 

delivery enhances that clarity, it can be concluded that good 

delivery will tend to enhance communication designed to influence 

audience understanding (informative speaking). Too, delivery 

provides emphasis, and emphasis aids retention. Delivery does 

appear to be an additive factor in informative speaking—the 

addition of so many units of good delivery will yield so many units 

of understanding."^ 

Before narrowing the review and discussion of the literature 

to the relationship between the two modes of delivery used for the 

informative speech in this study, it seems that some attempt to 

define the terms "formal" and "informal," or to explore how they 

are described or used in the literature, would be helpful. 

^James C. McCroskey, An Introduction to Rhetorical 
Communication, p. 208. 

^Ibid.; see also Patrick 0. Marsh, Persuasive Speaking, 
pp. 319-20. 
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Definitions and Descriptions of the 

Terms "Formal" and "Informal" 

No consensus was found regarding a comprehensive definition 

of the terms "formal" and "informal" as they are employed in the 

speech context; neither was a complete description of the factors 

involved in these two modes of communication encountered in any one 

source. The terms were often used in a very general sense. 

To arrive at a more clearly defined and specific concept 

of the terms, for the purposes of this paper, the investigator 

conceptualized them as opposite poles on a continuum, and an effort 

was made to delineate the factors involved in each. First dictionary 

and thesaurus definitions were sought for general usage; then, in 

the absence of more complete technical definitions in the literature 

of the speech field, references to the terms in the literature 

surveyed were explored and noted. 

Dictionary definitions of 
"formal" and "informal" 

Although dictionary definitions do not apply directly to 

the application of the terms to speech delivery, they do give a 

background for common understandings and connotations of the terms. 

Formal.—The 1970 edition of The American Heritage Diction

ary of the English Language (page 516) gives the following 

definitions for the word "formal": 



1. Pertaining to the extrinsic aspect of something as 
distinguished from its substance or material. 

2. Being or pertaining to the essential form or consti
tution of something: a formal principle. 

3. Following or adhering to accepted forms, conventions, 
or regulations: a formal requirement. 

4. Done in proper or regular form: a formal reprimand. 
5. Characterized by strict or meticulous observation 

of forms. 
6. Stiff or cold: ceremonious: a formal manner. 
7. Done for the sake of form only; having the outward 

appearance but wanting in substance: a purely-
formal greeting. 

In Roget's Thesaurus, "formal" or "formality" is listed 

in conjunction with the following words: severe, punctilious, 

affectation, conventional, stiff, ostentatious, ceremonial, solemn, 

stately, oration, recitation, conformity.^ 

Informal.—The American Heritage definition of "informal" 

(page 674) includes: 

1. Not performed or made according to prescribed regulations 
or forms; unofficial; irregular; an informal truce. 

2. Completed or performed without ceremony or formality, 
3. Of, for, or pertaining to ordinary everyday use; casual, 

relaxed: informal clothes. 
4. Belonging to the usage of natural spoken language but 

considered inappropriate in certain cultural contexts, 
as in the standard written prose of ceremonial and official 
communications•2 

As might be expected, it was found that most meanings listed 

for "informal" in various sources were the antithesis of those 

listed for "formal." 

"Tester Mark Roget, Thesaurus of Words and Phrases , pp . 29, 
198, 275, 324, 325, 339. 

2 
The American Heri tage Dic t ionary of the Engl ish Language, 

1970 e d i t i o n . 
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"Formal" and "informal" as defined, 
described, or used in 
speech literature 

A survey of uses of the terms "formal" and "informal" as 

applied to speech situations and to delivery vras both interesting 

and perplexing. Many operational or implied definitions were 

found for these terms, and care had to be taken not to treat them 

as being concerned with the same phenomenon. 

"Formal" was applied to or equated or used in conjunction 

with the following: written, rather than oral, expression;^ 

oratory or oratorical style;^ large audiences;^ solo speaking;^ 

memorized presentations;^ and "surface, ideational elements."" 

1 

X, "Ernest G. Bormann, Theory and Research in the Communicative 
Arts, p. 283. 

2p. Merville Larson, et al., A Concise Guide to Communicat-
ting Effectively through Speech, p. 8, 

'̂Andersch, Staats, and Bostrom, Communication in Everyday 
Use, p. 193; Zelko, "Is Oratory a Lost Art?" p. 39. 

Dominic A. LaRusso, Basic Skills of Oral Communication, 
p. 75; Albert L, Furbay, "The Influence of Scattered versus Compact 
Seating on Audience Response," Speech Monographs, XXXII (June, 
1965), 145. 

Hibbs, et al.. Speech for Today, p. 97. 

^Zelko, "Is Oratory a Lost Art?" p. 40. 

7 
W. M. Parrish, "The Concept of 'Naturalness'," Quarterly 

Journal of Speech, XXXVII (December, 1951), 454. 



11 

It was referred to as being characterized by dignity and 

1 9 

reserve in manner; inhibited bodily movement; more frequent 

reference to notes to facilitate precision, conciseness, and 

accuracy;^ use of a manuscript;^ use of special audio-visual equip

ment, which acts as a physical barrier; and strong, vigorous, 

even vehement delivery. 

"Informal" was equated or used in conjunction with 

"conversational," 'haturalness,"^ and "keen sense of communica

tion."^ 

James H. Henning, Improving Oral Communication, p. 210; 
Henry Garfield Houghton, The Elements of Public Speaking, p. 45. 

Fessenden, et al.. Speech for the Creative Teacher, 
pp. 126-27. 

Edward Rogge and James C. Ching, Advanced Public 
Speaking, p. 294. 

Marsh, Persuasive Speaking, p. 332. 

LaRusso, Basic Skills of Oral Communication, p. 76. 

Giles Wilkeson Gray and Waldo W. Braden, Public Speaking: 
Principles and Practice, p. 90. 

7 
Floyd K. Riley, "The Conversational Basis of Public 

Address," Quarterly Journal of Speech, XIV (April, 1928), 235; 
John F. Wilson and Carroll C. Arnold, Public Speaking as a Liberal 
Art, p. 325. 

®Alan H. Monroe and Douglas Ehninger, Principles of Speech 
Communication, p. 19. 

HrtTilson and Arnold, Public Speaking as a Liberal Art, 
p. 322. 
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It was referred to as delivery characterized by casual-

ness; restraint, quietness, and reserve;^ greater relaxation and 

rapport; close personal relationship with audience;^ and direct, 

colloquial, easy, unstrained, unadorned delivery. 

The two terms (formal and informal) were dichotomized in 

the following ways: social distance versus close identification 

and disinterested, impersonal manner versus intimate, personal 

7 

manner. 

One of the few attempts found to describe the elements 

of formal delivery is in Marsh's Persuasive Speaking: 
The voice tends to become more formal the greater the degree 
of precision in enunciation; the greater the degree of variation 
in pitch, volume, force, or tempo; the greater the degree of 
conscious effort to control it.^ 

Wilson and Arnold, Public Speaking as a Liberal Art, 
p. 324. 

2 
Gray and Braden, Public Speaking: Principles and 

Practices, p. 90. 

Rogge and Ching, Advanced Public Speaking, p. 294. 

Monroe and Ehninger, Principles and Types of Speech, 
6th ed., p. 49. 

^Charles Henry Woolbert, The Fundamentals of Speech, p. 23. 

Marsh, Persuasive Speaking, p. 326. 

7 
Henry Lee Ewbank, "Studies in the Techniques of Radio 

Speech," Quarterly Journal of Speech, XVIII (November, 1932), 561. 

®Page 326. 
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One of his three criteria for use of the body in delivery is 

"evaluate what your position should be before the audience," which 

he develops as follows: 

The degree of social distance or formality felt by the speaker 
is expressed to a large extent by how close or how far the 
speaker is physically from the audience. 

In the public speaking situation, the social distance 
vrould be expressed by the speaker's preference to talk from 
the floor in front of the stage rather than from the stage 
itself. Or, if speaking from the stage, he might stand near the 
edge of it to express closeness, or the rear of it to establish 
a greater physical distance, as well as a greater social 
distance, between himself and his audience. 

Social distance also varies with the way a speaker uses a 
podium. Obviously, there is a greater degree of formality if 
he remains behind the podium than if he walks around in front 
of it to make an animated point. No rule is adequate to 
dictate where a speaker should position himself; this must 
be determined by the degree of formality that it appropriate 
to the occasion.••• 

Although "dynamic" delivery was equated with formal mode 

of delivery in some texts (e.g., Petrie), the definition given by 

Dietrich in his comparison of "dynamic" and "conversational" modes 

of delivery, lists basic formality of manner as only one of the 

characteristics of dynamic delivery: 

The terms "dynamic" and "conversational" require definition. 
The most apparent variation in current broadcasting seems to 
be in the degree of dynamics, i.e., the total expenditure of 
energy. The terms "dynamic" and "conversational" designate 
different points on a scale of dynamic presentation. Dynamic 
delivery is characterized as involving great enthusiasm, 
considerable volume, emphatic use of the downward inflection. 

^Ibid., pp. 327-28. 

2petrie, "Informative Speaking," p. 240. 



14 

a moderately fast rate, a slightly raised pitch, sustension 
of the vowels, a somewhat dramatic quality, and a b,a :ic 
formality of manner. The conversational delivery, on the other 
hand, implies greatly reduced dynamics, a quiet genuineness, 
little use of volume for emphasis, moderate rate and pitch, 
and an informal manner.^ (Italics mine.) 

Dietrich's inclusion of "informal manner" in his definition 

of conversational delivery, and his use of this term "conversational" 

rather than "informal" delivery as an independent variable in his 

study, introduces the problem of the relationship of "conversational" 

to "informal" delivery. 

The relationship of "conversational" 
to "informal" delivery 

The term "conversational" in regard to delivery is often 

listed as a minimum requirement for effectiveness;^ but this term, 

too, is used so casually and variously in the literature, and 

style and delivery are so often employed interchangeably, that a 

clear picture of what is required is difficult to obtain. 

Definitions of "conversational manner," "conversational style," 

"conversational mode or mood," include the following elements: 

spontaneity, freedom from display or restraint, ease, genuineness, 

naivete, directness, intimacy, and purposefulness.^ 

^John E. Dietrich, "The Relative Effectiveness of Two Modes 
of Radio Delivery in Influencing Attitudes" (hereinafter referred to 
as "Two Modes of Radio Delivery"), Speech Monographs, XIII (1946), 58. 

^Lester Thonssen and Howard Gilkinson, Basic Training in 
Speech, p. 304. 

^Riley, "The Conversational Basis of Public Address," 
pp. 234—35. 
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The practice of using "conversational" to apply to public 

speech delivery at all has been challenged. Houghton points out 

that 

the conditions of public speech are usually more conventional 
than those of private conversation. The mere fact that the 
public speaker generally addresses a larger number, in a larger 
room, at a fixed time and place, tends to make it so. Under 
these conditions he would not be likely to express himself in 
the same informal manner with which he would address a friend 
at his own fireside. His diction would probably be less 
colloquial, his manner more dignified, and his whole mode of 
delivery that befitting the public occasion . . . .̂  

Riley also seems to disagree with the terminology and asserts 

that inasmuch as the factor of informality does not seem to be an 

inherent element of all conversations, he sees no reason to use the 

term "conversational," and suggests the use of "intimate approach" 

of the speaker to the audience, instead. Too, he suggests that 

conversation and public speech display more differences than 

similarities. 2 

West enumerates some of these dissimilarities, and as most 

of the differentiations are made on the basis of formality, perhaps 

a similar differentiation on a different plane might be made between 

informal and formal delivery: 

As compared with ideal conversation, public speaking is usually 
more vivid in its imagery, more elaborate in its figures of 
speech, and more copious in its illustrations; it is usually 

Houghton, The Elements of Public Speaking, p, 45, 

^Riley, "The Conversational Basis of Public Address," 
pp. 237-38. 
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more conventional in its language and delivery, expressed with 
more dignity, and exalted to a loftier plane of art; it is 
usually more definite in its statements, more accurate in its 
diction, and more coherent in its structure; it is usually 
delivered with more volume, enunciated more clearly, and spoken 
more fluently; it usually possesses a greater variety of 
quality, force, time, and pitch of the voice, that is, the 
inflections, modulations, nuances, and rhythms of the voice are 
more marked; it is usually accompanied by a more positive posture, 
more animated facial expression, and more profound gestures and 
movements. In short, it is at once more restricted by the 
formality of the occasion and more stimulated by the difficulties 
of the situation.^ (Italics mine.) 

Houghton warns against equating "conversational" delivery 

with "informal" delivery: 

There seems to be a misconception with nearly every student 
of public speaking that by conversational delivery is meant a 
mode of delivery that is entirely colloquial, that is informal. 
This is by no means the case. Speaking that is formal may be 
as truly conversational as that which is wholly informal. 
All depends . . , upon the occasion and the circumstance,2 

Andersch, Staats, and Bostrom enjoin a more intimate, direct 

approach and the use of conversational delivery in any kind of 

speaking situation—even the most formal lecture situation. They 

advocate that the speaker transfer the informality of conversation 

3 
to public speaking. 

The apparent contradiction inherent in the above statements 

can be resolved by the helpful differentiation of conversational 

style from conversational quality, which Winans was one of the 

Robert William West, Purposive Speaking, p, 34, 

2 
Houghton, The Elements of Public Speaking, p. 46. 
3 
Andersch, Staats, and Bostrom, Communication in Everyday 

Use, p. 193. 
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first to make: 

Do not suppose when you are urged to be conversational in 
public speech that you are expected to be less careful, or 
dignified, or strong, or eloquent than you would be otherwise 
. . . . Do not understand that I am advocating what is 
sometimes called "the conversational style." I advocate no 
style. The word suggests all too strongly that all should 
speak in one manner, while we should stand for individuality, 
I urge only that our public speaking should be conversational in 
its elements, and that each should develop and improve his own 
best conversation. It is not conversational style but conversa
tional quality that we want in our platform delivery.^ (Italics 
mine.) 

He equated conversational quality with "a sense of communication."2 

Riley includes in his description of conversational style 

an easy careless posture characterized by leaning lightly upon 
the desk or table, etc., subdued, well-modulated tones of 
voice, vernacular terminology marked by a "let down" in the 
dignity of expression, and a certain freedom characterized by 
a rather friendly and chummy approach to the audience. The 
distinctive feature of this attitude seems to be its utter 
lack of formality and dignity. It is an attempt to get away from 
the stilted posture and phraseology of the "fathers." In this 
it is to be commended.^ (Italics mine.) 

He then describes certain properties of conversation which, 

in his opinion, constitute the underlying qualities of conversation 

at large, both ordinary and dignified, and which might technically 

be referred to as "the conversational basis of public address": 

1. A community of interest on the part of both speaker and 
listener in the thought content as it is presented. 

2. Directness in the transmission of thought content from 

p. 235. 

James Albert Winans, Public Speaking, pp. 25-28. 

^Ibid., p. 4. 

3 
Riley, "The Conversational Basis of Public Address, 
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speaker to listener. 
3. Mutual Interchange of responses between speaker and 

listener.! 

Although he does not term this concept "conversational quality," 

for the purposes of this investigation it seems to fit into that 

classification. 

McCroskey defines conversational style as the manner and 

the choice of words that are as similar to actual conversation 

as possible in speech making. He characterizes conversational 

quality as (1) a conscious awareness of the content of words as 

they are uttered, and (2) a lively sense of communication—talking 

with the members of the audience, not bo them—and he says that 

it is desirable in all public speaking,2 

From the literature reviewed dealing with conversational 

factors in public speaking, it seems that "conversational style" 

might be equated with or applicable to only informal delivery, but 

that a "conversational quality" should be found in both informal 

and formal delivery. 

Summary 

In summarizing the review of the definitions, descriptions, 

and uses of the terms "formal" and "informal," as applied to 

p . 213. 

^ I b i d . , p . 239, 

McCroskey, An In t roduc t ion to Rhe to r i ca l Communication, 
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"good" rather than "poor" delivery, the following characteristics 

appeared to emerge: 

Formal Informal 

casual 

relaxed 

familiar 

conversational 

natural 

colloquial 

easy 

unrestrained 

direct 

quietness 

ceremonious 

precise 

solemn 

stiff 

stately 

dignified 

vigor 

social distance 

physical distance 

careful enunciation 

greater variation in 
vocal factors 

more conscious control 
of vocal factors 

more regulated 3Dodily 
movements 

more frequent use of 
notes or the use of a 
manuscript 

use of special audio
visual equipment 

These characteristics were used as a basis for establishing 

the criteria for the contrasted delivery of the informative speech 

closer personal relationship 
or identification with 
audience 

keen sense of communication 

no physical barriers: 
manuscript, special audio
visual equipment, or 
lectern 

used in the design of the present investigation (see page 30), 
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Related Studies 

Many studies were found investigating factors of delivery, 

such as comparisons of memorized with extemporaneous delivery, 

straight lectures with lectures using visual aids, small group 

discussions with radio-panel discussions, and the effects of 

various factors in delivery on attitudes or comprehension. Only 

three studies were found, however, which dealt with comparisons 

of modes of delivery similar to those used in this study. 

The first, published in 1932, was an exploratory investi

gation entitled, "Studies in the Techniques of Radio Speech," 

reported by Henry Lee E>t>ank. It compared "the relative effective

ness of the formal lecture, the informal lecture, and the dialogue 

in giving instruction over the radio," The formal style was 

defined as "a strict presentation of facts, few personal pronouns 

to be used, the speaker assuming a disinterested, impersonal 

attitude," The informal style, as "a presentation of facts through 

the use of many personal pronouns, the speaker assuming an intimate, 

personal manner." Ten-minute addresses were given over the radio 

in the three experimental styles and the subjects were given a 

completion test to measure effectivenss,^ 

^Henry Lee Eubank, "Studies in the Techniques of Radio 
Speech," Quarterly Journal of Speech, XVIII (1932) 560-71. The sane 
material is presented by this author in "Exploratory Studies in Radio 
Techniques in Education on the Air," Third Yearbook of the Institute 
for Education by Radio (1932), 231-39. 
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Although only verbal factors were measured, and style— 

rather than delivery—was the independent variable, attitude and 

manner entered into the experimentation. The results are relevant: 

The scores made after listening to the formal and informal 
speeches are almost identical . . . . The employment of 
different forms of oral style by this experimenter failed 
to result in any significant difference in the number of 
facts recalled by the college students who served as 
auditors.1 

In another section of this same report, EvdDank describes 

an experiment comparing the effectiveness of radio speech with 

that of platform speech, using an informal and a formal style for 

each. The comparison of the two modes of delivery was not 

statistically measured, for that was not the purpose of this 

particular experiment, but the trend was for the formal style to 

be more effective (5,337 total facts recalled with the formal style, 

2 
compared with 4,788 total facts with the informal style).^ 

Ewbank summarized as follows: 

These studies are exploratory, rather than definitive . . . . 
Although I still think kindly of the informal style , . . 
as means of instruction, I believe that the formal lecture is 
equally as effective when the listeners' interest has been 
aroused.^ 

The second and third studies are related. John E. Deitrich 

did a comprehensive study using 760 experimental and control 

^Ibid., p. 563. 

^Ibid., p. 554. 

^Ibid., p. 571. 
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subjects at the University of Wisconsin: "The Relative Effective

ness of Tv̂ ô Modes of Radio Delivery in Influencing Attitudes, // 

published in 1946.-̂  A brief follow-up study, involving 106 Berry 

College students, "A Comparison of Two Types of Delivery of a 

Persuasive Speech on Integration," was done by William I. Gorden 

and published in 1961. Both studies compared "dynamic" and 

"conversational" delivery as defined on pages 13 and 14 of this 

study. 

Dietrich's investigation involved six men who did the 

recording; Gorden's, only one, Dietrich's used a 15-minute 

persuasive speech; Gorden's a persuasive speech less than 5 

minutes in length. Both used a shift-of-opinion ballot as the 

measuring instrument. 

Two major conclusions of Dietrich's study were: 

1. The radio commentator's conversational delivery is more 
effective than his dynamic delivery in shifting attitudes, 

2. The differences in the attitude changes produced by the 
conversational and dynamic modes of delivery are so small 
that the conscious effort of a radio speaker skilled in 
the dynamic delivery to employ a conversational style may 
not pay dividends,^ 

In discussing the results of his study, Gorden stated: 

^Speech Monographs, XIII (1946), 58-65, 

^Southern Speech Journal, XXVII (May, 1961), 74-79 
(hereinafter referred to as "Two Types of Delivery"), 

^Dietrich, "Two Modes of Radio Delivery,"p. 65. 
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Both the dynamic and conversational styles were persuasive; 
however, no significant difference betx̂ reen the two styles were 
revealed by the chi square test. There was a shift from 
affirmative to stronger affirmative and from negative to a 
stronger negative; i.e., it moved more people farther who 
fell in these groups at the onset. 

This brief experiment supports the Dietrich conclusions 
that dynamic and conversational styles of radio (or tape) 
delivery were similar in persuasive value, . . . . The data 
of the investigation do not support Dietrich's findings which 
reported a slight significant difference favoring the conversa-

, tional. Of course, this one small project in no way disproves 
the more extensive Dietrich study.-̂  

Dedmon and Kowalzik criticize Gorden (and, indirectly, 

Dietrich) for measuring only vocal factors in evaluating effective

ness of delivery and ask: 

What generalizations may be drawn from the performance of 
a tape recorder? What results might have been yielded in the 
experiments if the delivery had been by short and tall persons 
using 'conversational' and 'dynamic' qualities?2 

Petrie uses Dietrich's and Ewbank's study to support the 

statement, "Experimental evidence is unclear about the effect of 

'formal' and 'conversational' modes of delivery upon the amount 

3 
comprehended.""^ As Dietrich was measuring attitude change, rather 

than comprehension, Petrie's use of his study for support of a 

statement about effectiveness measured by comprehension seems 

inappropriate. 

Gorden, "Two Types of Delivery,"pp. 77-78. 

Dedmon and Kowalzik, "The 'Elocution' Specter and the 
Teaching and Researching of Speech Delivery," p, 103. 

^Petrie, "Informative Speaking,"p, 240. 
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A statement by Thompson might clarify why Dietrich 

concludes that conversational delivery is more effective than dynamic 

and why Petrie subsequently classifies his results as "unclear," 

Thompson summarizes Dietrich's study as follows: 

Listeners found the conversational delivery significantly more 
interesting. The two styles did not differ significantly for 
any of the six speakers in the amount of attitude change-
produced, but the nonsignificant advantage favored the conversa
tional style in each of the six instances. The likelihood that 
a difference will be in the same direction in all six instances 
is less than two out of one hundred.^ 

The designs of the latter two studies (Dietrich's and 

Gorden's) differed from the design of the present investigation in 

that the purpose of the communication was persuasive, rather than 

informative; the message was taped, rather than presented live— 

comparing vocal factors only; shift-of-opinion, rather than 

retention and comprehension, was the measure of effectiveness; 

and there is some doubt, as discussed in the preceding pages, that 

"dynamic" delivery can be fully equated with "formal" delivery, 

or "conversational" with "informal," 

Nevertheless, enough similarity exists between the 

communicative processes of these two studies and the present 

investigation that useful comparisons can be made, especially in 

view of the fact that apparently few studies have dealt with the 

relationship of these or similar modes of delivery to the effective

ness of informative speaking. 

Thompson, Quantitative Research in Public Address and 
Communication, pp, 85-6, 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURE 

This experimental study was designed to compare two modes 

of delivery, formal and informal. The essential experimental 

elements of the present investigation were fulfilled in the follow

ing manner: 

1. Independent variables: mode of delivery was varied 

(formal and informal). 

2. Control: a control group was established, 

3. Dependent variables: comprehension and retention of 

the material presented in an informative lecture was selected as 

suitable measures of effectiveness.2 

4. Testing of the hypotheses: a multiple-choice testing 

instrument was constiructed. 

5. Quantification of data: a t̂  test computation, using 

separate variance estimate, was used. 

"Mode," rather than "type," is the term used in this 
context throughout this report because it seemed more applicable: 
"Mode: manner, way, or method of doing or acting. Type: a group 
of persons or things sharing common traits or characteristics that 
distinguish them as an identifiable group or class; a kind; category.' 
American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, 1970 ed,, 
pp. 843, 1388, 

2 
Clyde W, Dow, ed,. An Introduction to Graduate Study in 

Speech and Theatre, p, 291. 

25 
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Subjects 

Students enrolled in "Speech Development for Personal 

Competence," a course required of education majors at Texas Tech 

University, Lubbock, were chosen as subjects. From the three 

lecture sections of this course, 270 students completed the 

experiment: 106 in the control group, 79 in the formal lecture 

group, and 85 in the informal lecture group. All of these students 

had completed one year of college and were enrolled in the College 

of Education; it was assumed that they did not differ significantly 

in age, class standing, or socio-economic background. 

Instrument 

The design of the study provided for an informative lecture 

on general semantics to be presented to one experimental group with 

informal delivery, and to the other with formal delivery. Effect

iveness of the modes of delivery was to be measured by comprehension 

and retention of the lecture material. As the material for the 

lecture was drawn together from many sources, no standardized 

test covering it was available. The investigator, therefore, 

constructed a multiple-choice instrument for this testing. 

A pilot study of the experiment was conducted in October 

of 1968, using as subjects 70 students enrolled in the evening 

lecture course, A preliminary test had been given to these 

students, and 35 of them heard the lecture delivered in an informal 



27 

manner and 35 heard the same lecture with formal delivery. Each 

group was tested for comprehension at the end of the respective 

lectures, and these scores were subtracted from the scores of the 

preliminary tests to obtain a "gain" score for each student. 

The results of this pilot test were inconclusive; the 

testing instrument used was not adequate to measure the differences 

between the groups. For this pilot study, two different tests were 

used, each comprised of 13 questions; half of each group took 

Form A and the other half took Form B, When scored, the means 

were too low. Those hearing the formal lecture showed a mean gain 

of only 1 point on the comprehension test over the pretest; and 

those hearing the informal, a gain of 1.4. The difference was not 

significant-

More items were needed on the test to measure the gains in 

comprehension. As no significant difference was found in the scores 

of those who took Form A or Form B, the two tests were combined and 

amplified for the main study. The refined and enlarged test, as it 

was finally administered, contained 35 items and is reproduced in 

Appendix C. 

Experimental Conditions 

An informative platform lecture of approximately 30 

minutes in length and a multiple-choice test were used in conduct

ing the experiment. Two factors were considered in choosing 

"general semantics" as the topic for the lecture: (1) although it 
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was not usually covered in the course content, information on the 

topic would contribute to the overall goals of the course; and 

(2) there was small possibility that the students would gain 

information about the topic on their own between the tests. 

As delivery was to be an independent variable, content 

and style had to be held constant. This eliminated the possibility 

of using extemporaneous delivery for the informal speech, which 

would have been desirable, and necessitated the use of a manuscript 

for both modes. The use of the manuscript was varied for the two 

deliveries to compensate for this factor: during the informal 

delivery, the manuscript (which was typed on 4 x 6 cards) was 

held in the hand and used unobtrusively—much the same as notes 

would have been. The writing out of the lecture material and 

subsequent oral practice permitted an "extemporaneous quality" in 

the informal performance. The aim was for control of style and time, 

without loss of the spontaneity and naturalness of free discourse. 

In the formal delivery, the cards were placed on the lectern and 

used in the customary fashion for manuscript delivery. 

Also, the wording of the speech had to be neutral— 

neither formal nor informal—if style was to be held constant. In 

Speech for Today, a suggested classification of language as 

"formal" (withdraw, osculation, savant), "standard" (go away, kiss, 

scholar), or "slang" (scram, smacker, highbrow) is given.^ 

1 . . 
Hibbs, et al.. Speech for Today, p. 198. 
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"Standard" language was used for the most part in the lecture, 

technical terms were explained, and some slang was included. A 

copy of the manuscript from which the lectures were finally 

delivered and reproductions of the visual aids used are included 

as Appendix B. 

Finally, the investigator established criteria for the 

delivery of the formal and for the informal presentation. Those 

factors common to all good delivery, such as a "keen" or "lively" 

sense of communication, were retained in both. Experience gained 

in the pilot study was helpful in revising the organization and 

wording of the lecture material and in amplifying and sharpening 

the criteria for the delivery to permit more contrast between the 

modes. The factors to be contrasted and the criteria for the 

final performances are presented on the following page. 

It was decided that both lectures should be given by the 

same speaker to control for personality and sex variables in 

rhetorical effectiveness.-^ 

1 
Thonssen and Baird, Speech Criticism, p. 441; Thompson, 

Quantitative Research in Public Address and Communication, p. 87 
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Factors 

Physical 

Dress 
(clothing) 

Posture 

Eye contact 

Physical 
closeness 

Movement 

Gestures 

Criteria for 
informal delivery 

Casual costume: 

(plaid skirt, plain 
blouse, bulky-knit 
sweater, flat-heeled 
shoes, neutral 
colors) 

Relaxed 

Almost constant, 
manuscript used as 
notes, "extemporan
eous" quality 

Take position close 
to front row of 
students; no physical 
barriers; note cards 
carried unobtrusively 
in hand 

Approach and inter
act with individuals 
on front rows; move 
freely about 

Spontaneous, varied 
animated; more abrupt 
changes 

Criteria for 
formal d-.ilivery 

More formal costume: 

(black wool dress, 
pearl jewelry, high-
heeled pumps) 

More erect, stiffer 

Less, but maintained 
and effective; more 
frequent reference to 
manuscript 

Use lectern on table, 
about 10 feet from 
front row of students; 
place note cards on 
lectern 

Restricted to standing 
behind lectern 

Planned, expansive, 
disciplined, smooth 

Vocal 

Enunciation 

Pitch, quality 
force and 
tempo 

Relaxed, informal 

Quiet, intimate 
conversationally 
varied 

Greater precision 

Greater variations and 
more conscious effort 
to control them 

Attitude Direct, friendly, 
closer identifica
tion of speaker 
with audience 

Reserved, dignified, 
more social distance 
between speaker and 
audience 
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Procedure 

Prior to the experiment, the testing instrument was 

administered twice to the control subjects to determine what effect 

the test-taking alone would have on the scores. These data are 

presented and analyzed in the following chapter. Also, a prelimin

ary test was given to the experimental subjects during the week 

prior to the lectures to ascertain their prior knowledge of the 

lecture topic. 

As the course had three lecture sections (morning, after

noon, and evening), and as the evening section had been involved 

in the pilot study, the natural grouping for the experiment was the 

morning and afternoon sections. In November of 1968, the lecture 

was presented with informal delivery by the investigator in the 

morning lecture section; the procedure was repeated, except with 

formal delivery, in the afternoon lecture section. The "Instructions 

to Students" used to introduce the lectures and the testing 

instrument administered immediately after are reproduced in 

Appendixes A and C, respectively. 

The same test was administered to all of the students 

approximately one month later, December of 1968, to measure 

retention of the material. 

Data Analysis 

The scores of the preliminary tests were subtracted from 

the scores of the November tests to obtain a "gain" score for each 
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student, measuring comprehension. The scores of the December 

retention tests were subtracted from the comprehension tests to 

obtain a "loss" score for each student, measuring retention. 

These comprehension-gain and retention-loss scores were used for 

the comparisons between groups. 

Data were programmed by a consultant at the Texas Tech 

University Computer Center and were analyzed by a Fortran computer. 

As the variance in one of the groups was significant at the 2 per 

cent level, and as two other groups showed a trend toward great 

variation, the t̂  test computation using separate variance estimate, 

rather than pooled variance estimate, is recorded in the tables. 

As these computations are much more complex, feasible only when 

using computer services, the results of this study are more reliable 

than if only the pooled variance estimate had been used. 

Further analysis of the data, outside the confines of the 

design of the study, was conducted as a matter of interest. As the 

taking of two preliminary tests might affect comprehension and 

retention of material, the scores of some of the subjects who had 

been part of the control group but later heard the lectures and 

took the subsequent tests were compared with the scores on compre

hension and retention of the experimental subjects, who had taken 

only one preliminary test. As the results were statistically 

significant, they are included in this report as incidental findings 

in the following chapter in which the data are discussed. 
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Limitations of the Study 

In assessing the value of a study, it seems important to 

define what is not measured, as well as to be aware of and point 

out what new light it brings to the field, 

1, One limitation of a study involving delivery is that a 

conscious effort must be made to control some of the factors 

involved, which is contrary to the criterion: "Good speakers are 

not conscious of technique while making speeches; they are simply 

interested in the best possible communication in the given 

situation, "•'• 

2, It has been suggested that "people listen more discrim-

2 
inately during morning hours." Although the afternoon group 

performed more effectively in this investigation, the time-of-day 

factor might have been a variable, 

3, The greater effectiveness of one mode of delivery might 

have resulted from the operation of just one of the factors of 

delivery involved (dress, aesthetic distance, etc.). Although the 

3 
outcome of the testing of smaller units is usually less significant, 

"the study of a broad variable under natural conditions leads to 

•̂ Zelko, "Is Oratory a Lost Art?" p. 42. 

LaRusso, Basic Skills of Oral Communication, p. 76. 

3 
Thompson, Quantitative Research in Public Address and 

Communication, p. 92. 
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findings that are valid but that are ungeneralizable because of 

problems of definition and control."-̂  Too, other factors (fear, 

prestige, structure-hunger, etc.), not measured nor controlled, may 

have influenced the findings. 

4. The lack of a comprehensive operational definition of 

"formal" and "informal" in the literature, and the difficulty of 

separating style from delivery for purposes of control might have 

resulted in some weakness in the study. 

2 

5. Only college students were used as subjects. This 

limitation does not seem so restrictive in light of the fact that 

perhaps the majority of informative speaking takes place between 

speakers (teachers) and students. It could be said that this study 

centers upon the presumed causal relationship between the way a 

course is taught and its consequences upon the students' ability 

to comprehend and retain information. 

^Ibid., p. 11. 

2 
Ibid., p. 12. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS, INTERPRETATIONS, AND DISCUSSION 

This study was designed to compare the relative effective

ness of informal delivery with that of formal presentation in 

regard to comprehension and retention of information. The 

hypotheses tested were: 

1. In a lecture situation, informal delivery of informa

tion will result in significantly greater comprehension of the 

material than formal delivery. 

2. In a lecture situation, informal delivery of informa

tion will result in significantly greater retention of material 

than formal delivery. 

This chapter will present and discuss (1) the results of 

the testing of the control group, (2) the findings on the experimen

tal comparisons, and (3) incidental findings regarding the effects 

of repeated test-taking on comprehension and retention. 

Testing of the Control Group 

A control group of 105 subjects who were not to be exposed 

to either lecture situation was selected in order to rule out the 

possibility that subjects might learn from test-taking alone. 

35 
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Two preliminary tests were administered to the control subjects, 

about one week apart, and the scores were compared (see Table 1). 

Only a slight gain (1.07 points of a possible 100) was shown in 

the means, which was not statistically significant. 

These data iiiplied that no significant learning by the 

experimental subjects would take place from the test-taking alone, 

but that gains shown by scores on the comprehension test over the 

preliminary test would actually be the result of comprehension of 

the material given in lecture, or possibly from other factors not 

measured nor controlled in this study. 

Analysis of the Scores of the 

Experimental Groups 

The major comparisons of this study were between the 

scores on comprehension and retention of the subjects hearing an 

informative lecture presented in an informal mode with the scores 

of those subjects hearing the same lecture presented in a formal 

mode. 

It was reasoned that some of the subjects would have more 

prior knowledge of the subject of the lecture than others. To 

control for this factor, a preliminary, or pre-exposure, text was 

administered to the subjects of the experimental groups, and this 

score was subtracted from the score on the comprehension, or post

exposure, text (the same instrument) to obtain a "gain" score for 

each subject to be used in the analysis of the data. The 
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experimental subjects were tested again by the same instrument 

after a month's time had passed to measure retention of the 

lecture material. The scores of the retention test subtracted 

from the scores on the comprehension test yielded a "loss" score 

which was used in the retention comparisons. 

Comprehension score comparisons 

A comparison of the gains in comprehension of the 

experimental groups showed a mean gain of 23.45 for those hearing 

the informal lecture and of 31.25 for those hearing the formal 

lecture—a difference of 7.80, which was statistically significant 

beyond the .001 level (see Table 2). This finding, that the 

formal lecture was more effective in facilitating comprehension of 

informative material, did not support, but denied the original 

hypothesis. 

Retention score comparisons 

A comparison of retention scores in the experimental groups 

showed a mean loss for those hearing the formal lecture of only 

4.52 points over a one-month period. Those hearing the informal 

lecture showed a mean loss of-10.26 points—^more than twice that 

of those hearing the formal lecture. The difference of 5.74 

points was significant beyond the .002 level (see Table 3), As 

with the comprehension comparison, this finding, that the formal 

lecture was more effective in facilitating retention of informative 

material, did not support, but denied the original hypothesis. 
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Discussion 

The greater effectiveness of the formal method of delivery 

regarding both comprehension and retention for these groups at 

this time is demonstrated by the data, subject to the limitations 

listed in the Methods and Procedure chapter, pages 33 and 34. 

The studies in which no statistically significant differ

ences in modes v/ere found (Dietrich, Gorden, and Ewbank)^ all 

measured only vocal factors in the two modes of delivery. There

fore, it seems that physical factors (e.g., dress, physical and 

aesthetic distance, posture, etc.) may account for the differences 

found in this study. 

The negative findings for informal speaking in this study 

are contrary to the trend in Dietrich's findings toward greater 

effectiveness of conversational delivery, if conversational 

delivery can be equated with informal delivery. 

The present data seem to support McCroskey's assertion that 

delivery appears to be an additive factor in communication 

designed to achieve audience understanding (i,e., the addition 

of so many units of good delivery will yield so many units of 

Dietrich, "Two Modes of Radio Delivery"; Gorden, "Two 
Types of Delivery,"; Ewbank, "Studies in the Techniques of Radio 
Speech, // 

2 
Dietrich, "Two Modes of Radio Delivery," p. 65, 
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understanding,)^ 

Furthermore, these data support the trend toward greater 

effectiveness with formal delivery (5337 total facts recalled 

with formal delivery; 4788, with informal delivery) reported, 

but not statistically analyzed, by Ewbank. Although style was 

the variable in the study, manner and attitude entered into the 

design,^ 

Among possible explanations for the greater effectiveness 

of formal delivery might be: 

1. The formality of a situation might lend importance, 

or prestige to it, motivating closer attention to the proceedings. 

Students, especially, have been oriented to give attention to 

formal lecture material. They might attend to informally-

presented material less closely, presuming that it would not be 

included in subsequent examinations. 

2. Some subjects might feel more threatened by a formal 

situation, which might elicit greater cooperation. 

3. Some individuals seem to gain greater satisfaction 

from more highly structured situations, which might influence their 

response. 

^McCroskey, An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication, 
p. 208. See discussion, supra, pp. 6-7, 

Ewbarik, "Studies in the Techniques of Radio Speech," 
p. 564. 
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Analysis of Incidental Findings on Effect 

of Repeated Testing on Scores 

For reasons given in the Methods and Procedure chapter, 

some of the subjects used in the control group later heard one of 

the lectures. To determine whether taking two preliminary tests 

influenced comprehension and retention of the lecture material, 

scores on the comprehension test and retention test for these 

subjects who had taken two preliminary tests were compared with 

those in the experimental groups who had taken only one. The 

results of these comparisons are shown in Tables 4 and 5. 

Comprehension score comparisons 

The comparisons on comprehension in both the formal and 

the informal group were highly significant (P<^,001): the 

ejqjerimental groups who had taken only one preliminary test made 

significantly higher scores after hearing the lecture than the 

control group subjects who had taken two preliminary tests. 

The difference in scores was greater in the formal groups, 

perhaps because the nimiber of subjects was more ec^al; only a 

14.81 gain was shown for those taking two preliminary tests, 

against 31.25 for those taking only one—a difference of 16.44 

points. (See Table 4.) 

The mean gain in the informal lecture groups was only 14.44 

for the control subjects, against 23.45 for the experimental 

subjects who had taken only one preliminary test—a difference 

of 9,01 points. 
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As the number who took two preliminary tests in the informal 

group was small (16), the findings here must be interpreted v/ith 

caution. However, as the results in both groups were highly 

significant, it seems that the taking of two preliminary tests 

did tend to reduce comprehension of the lecture material. 

Retention score comparisons 

A month later when the retention tests were given, perhaps 

the effect of taking two preliminary tests had worn off, for the 

same comparisons between the groups showed no significant difference. 

The results were found to be slightly contradictory. In the 

informal group, greater retention was found in those students who 

had taken two preliminary tests; in the formal group, greater 

retention was found in those who had taken only one. The 

differences in scores were greater in the informal group (-8,44 

for the control group and -10,26 for the experimental group), which 

again may have been a result of the small number of subjects in the 

control group. Only a small difference was found in the formal 

group (-5.38 for the control group and -4.52 for the experimental 

group). See Table 5. 

From these data, then, it seems that the taking of two 

preliminary tests significantly reduced comprehension of both the 

formally and informally delivered lecture material, but that it 

did not significantly affect retention of the material for a month's 

time. Factors of interest or motivation may have been involved. 
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Combined scores analysis 

One further analysis was made: The scores of all subjects 

who had heard the informal lecture (experimental group plus control 

group subjects), a total of 101, were compared with the scores of 

all those who had heard the formal lecture (experimental group plus 

control group subjects), a total of 137. (See Tables 6 and 7.) 

On the comprehension testing, immediately after the lecture, 

the mean gain of the formal group was 24,29 and of the informal 

group, 22.02—a difference of only 2,27 in favor of the effective

ness of the formal delivery. This difference was consistent with 

the major comparisons of this study, but was not statistically 

significant. As the formal group in this comparison had over three 

times as many subjects who had taken two preliminary tests—which, 

it has been shown depressed the comprehension scores—as the 

informal group, the effect of the independent variable (mode of 

delivery) was apparently obscured, (See Table 6,) 

On the retention testing a month later, however, when the' 

effects of the two preliminary tests had probably dissipated, a 

comparison including the control subjects showed a statistically 

significant difference in favor of the formal delivery, consistent 

with the major findings of this study. The mean loss for the formal 

group was only 4,88, against 9.97 for the informal group--a 

difference in scores of 5,09, which was significant beyond the ,001 

level. (See Table 7,) 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

This experimental study was designed to test the following 

hypotheses: 

1. In a lecture situation, informal delivery of information 

will result in significantly greater comprehension of the material 

than formal delivery, 

2a In a lecture situation, informal delivery of information 

will result in significantly greater retention of material than 

formal delivery a 

Students enrolled in a speech course at Texas Tech University, 

Lubbock, Texas, served as subjects: 106 were in the control group 

and 164 in the experimental groups—for a total of 270. An informa

tive platform lecture on the topic of general semantics, approximately 

30 minutes in length, was presented by the investigator to both 

experimental groups—with formal delivery to 79 subjects and with 

informal delivery to 85 subjects. 

A multiple-choice instrument was constructed by the investi

gator to test comprehension and retention of the material, two 

measures of speaking effectiveness. The test was administered 

twice, without intervening exposure to lecture material, to the 

control subjects to determine whether gains on comprehension scores 

50 
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would result from the test-taking alone. As the results were 

negative, the instrument was used as a preliminary test of prior 

student knowledge of the lecture topic, as a comprehension test 

immediately after the lectures, and as a test of retention a month 

later. 

Criteria for the informal delivery were: casual costume 

(plaid skirt, plain blouse, bulky-knit sweater, flat-heeled shoes, 

neutral colors); relaxed posture; almost constant eye contact, the 

manuscript used as notes, "extemporaneous" quality; no physical 

barriers, note cards unobtrusively carried in hand, position close 

to front row of students; free movement toward and interaction with 

students on front row; varied, animated, spontaneous gestures with 

more abrupt changes; relaxed, informal enunciation; pitch, quality, 

force, and tempo quiet, intimate, and conversationally varied; 

direct, friendly attitude, close identification of speaker with 

audience a 

Criteria for the formal delivery were: more formal dress 

(black wool dress, pearl jewelry, high-heeled pumps); more erect, 

stiffer posture; eye contact maintained and effective, but more 

frecjuent reference to manuscript; use of a lectern set on a table 

about 10 feet from the front row of students, notes placed on lectern; 

movement restricted to standing behind lectern; planned, expansive, 

disciplined, smooth gestures; greater precision in enunciation; 

greater variations and more conscious effort to control variations 
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in vocal factors; reserved, dignified attitude, more social 

distance between speakers and audience. 

Data were programmed by a consultant at the Texas Tech 

University Computer Center and mean gains on comprehension and 

mean losses on retention were analyzed by a Fortran computer, 

using the t test computation with separate variance estimate. 

A mean gain of 23.45 over pre-lecture scores was shown 

for those hearing the informal lecture; and a mean gain of 31,25, 

for those hearing the formal lecture—a difference of 7.80, 

which was statistically significant beyond the .001 level. This 

finding, that the formal lecture was more effective in facilitating 

comprehension of informative material, did not substantiate the 

original hypothesis. 

After a one-month interval, subjects to whom the formal 

presentation was given showed a mean loss in retention of only 

4.52 points, compared with a mean loss of 10,26 points—^more than 

twice as many—for those to whom the informal presentation was 

made. The difference of 5.74 points was significant beyond the 

.002 level. This finding, that the formal lecture was more 

effective in facilitating retention of informative material, also 

denied the original hypothesis. 

These data demonstrated that the formal method of delivery 

used was more effective than the informal approach used as 

measured by both comprehension and retention of material by 
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these groups, subject to the limitations of the study. Physical 

factors (dress, posture, etc.) may account for the differences shovm, 

as other studies measuring only vocal factors^ have not found 

statistically significant differences. Too, other factors not 

measured nor controlled by the design of this study may have 

influenced the findings. 

The negative findings for informal speaking in this study 

are contrary to the trend in Dietrich's findings toward greater 

effectiveness of conversational delivery,^ if conversational 

delivery can be eclated with informal delivery. 

The present data seem to support McCroskey's assertion that 

delivery appears to be an additive factor in communication designed 

to achieve audience understanding, v/hereas it may not be in 

persuasive speaking. 

Also, these data further support the statistL cally 

unmeasured differences in effectiveness in favor of formal delivery 

reported by Evrfoank,̂  Although style was the variable in the study, 

manner and attitude entered into the design. 

Supra, p. 41. 

^Dietrich, "Two Modes of Radio Delivery," p. 65. 

3 
McCroskey, An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication, 

pp. 208-09; supra, pp. 6-7. 

^Ewbank, "Studies in the Techniques of Radio Speech." 
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Among possible explanations for the greater effectivenss 

of the formal delivery might be: 

1. The formality of a situation might lend importance, 

or prestige to it, motivating closer attention to the proceedings. 

Students, especially, have been oriented to give attention to 

formal lecture material. They might attend to informally-

presented material less closely, presuming that it would not be 

included in subsequent examinations. 

2. Some subjects might feel more threatened by a formal 

situation, which might elicit greater cooperation. 

3. Some individuals seem to gain greater satisfaction from 

more highly structured situations, which might influence their 

response. 

As no significant gain was found in the scores of the 

control group who took two tests previous to hearing the lecture, 

some of these students later heard the formal or the informal 

lecture and were tested with the experimental groups for compre

hension and retention of the lecture material. Although it was 

not the purpose of this study to evaluate the effect of taking two 

pretests on comprehension and retention of material, the analysis 

of the data revealed an interesting finding: The taking of two 

pretests tended to reduce comprehension. Comparisons in both the 

informal and the formal group were highly significant. The same 

comparisons for retention were not significant, which suggests 
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that the negative effect of multiple testing (perhaps a factor of 

.interest or of motivation) wore off with time. 
V 

An analysis of the data gathered in the present investi-
I 

gation reverses the two original hypotheses: informal delivery, 

as presented in this experiment, was not more effective than 

formal delivery in facilitating either comprehension or retention 

of informative material, as measured by the instrument employed. 

On the contrary, formal delivery, as presented in this experiment, 

was found to be significantly more effective in facilitating 

comprehension and retention. 

Conclusions 

The data suggested the follov;ing conclusions: 

1, The effectiveness of formal delivery of information, 

when measured by comprehension of material, is significantly greater 

than that of informal delivery, 

2, The effectiveness of formal delivery of information, 

wtien measured by retention of material, is significantly greater 

than that of informal delivery, 

3, Factors associated with the taking of two preliminary 

tests tend to reduce comprehension of informative material 

delivered by either the formal or informal mode. 
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Implications 

The following implications for further research are 

suggested by this investigation: 

1. A more thorough explication of the terms "formal'' 

and "informal" as applied to delivery, through a traditional 

meaning analysis or through an empirical analysis,-̂  would be 

valuable as a basis for further research. 

2. The investigation of the influence of individual 

physical factors in delivery (such as dress, aesthetic distanc, 

gestures, etc), or other factors not measured nor controlled in 

this study (such as threat, prestige, structure-hunger, etc.) 

might prove valuable, 

3. The chance finding that the taking of two prelirniiiury 

tests affects comprehension scores might lead to profitable studies 

in the areas of tests and measurement and motivation. 

4. As comprehension and retention of information are vital 

in the classroom, an education study might be designed to co:T.pure 

the effectiveness of formal and informal presentation of material 

throughout a complete course. 

Samuel L. Becker, "Methodological Analysis in Communica
tive Research," Quarterly Journal of Speech, LI (December, 1955), 
383. 
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The following suggestions are given for practical applica

tion of the findings: 

1. There seems to be a trend away from the formal lecture 

method of presenting information. The results of this investigation 

might lead to cjuestions regarding the wisdom of this trend, 

2, Some speakers pride themselves on being classified as 

one who gives a very informal presentation. In light of the 

findings of this study, perhaps such speakers should expand their 

skills to include both methods of presentation. 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS 

(Introduction to the lecture) 

Good momingf (or Good afternoonj): 

During this last week most of you took a pretest in the area 

of general semantics and coimnunication. This morning, Mrs. Swenson, 

who is conducting a research project in the Speech Department, will 

answer many of the questions which the test probably raised in your 

minds. Please listen carefully, for you -will be asked to respond 

to a written questionnaire at the end of the lecture, but please 

take no notes. We want to determine how much you learn from the 

lecture alone, emd the efficiency of your note-taking would be an 

extraneous factor. Mrs. Swenson— 

(After the lecture, during distribution of testing instrument) 

On the form, please record the letter which corresponds 

to the item which is least correct or least appropriate of the 

choices given. Only one answer is to be given. As some of the 

questions are controversial, record the response that is correct 

according to the information given in the lecture. 

Right now, please write your name at the top of the sheet 

so that these scores might be matched with the scores on your 
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preliminary test. Also, give your discussion group letter and 

the name of your instructor. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this experiment. 



APPENDIX B 

GENERAL SEMANTICS LECTURE 

We live in an exciting time. This is called "The Age of 

Communication." Through printing, microfilming, and other methods 

of duplication, the wisdom of the ages is brought within our grasp. 

Through television and other electronic media, the events of the 

day can be witnessed as they occur. Our whole academic structure 

is based on written and oral communication, and it is estimated 

that, individually, 80 percent of our working day is involved in 

some communicative act. 

Through cooperation we get our work done, largely through 

persuasive communication. And as we talk, we are our most affected 

listener, for we spend all day with ourselves and receive the full 

impact of what we say. Our communication sets the emotional 

climate in which we live. 

Important as this ability is, it is one which we largely 

take for granted. On the whole, people know little of the process 

involved, what barriers to success exist, and how to overcome them. 

Although it is a learned process, not an inherited instinct, 

relatively few study it in detail. Let's investigate some of the 

factors that are involved. 
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What Communication Is 

Communication is "an interchange of thoughts or opinions," 

(see Fig. 1). Its ingredients are: a source (someone who wants 

to share), an idea (which is put into a code or systematic set of 

symbols so it can be transferred), a message (the subject matter), 

a channel (the medium through which the message is transmitted— 

written symbols, light waves, or sound waves), and a receiver 

(someone who receives and decodes or retranslates the message). 

We see that communication is a two-way process. There is 

none until the message has been received, and the receiver's 

response is the test of the effectiveness of the communication. 

Symbolic Process 

Now, let's look at each step a little closer: 

1. We perceive what we can of reality through our senses. 

Say with our hearing we hear a grunt, or (draw a pig on blackboard) 

we may see a shape such as this, or even a curlique (draw one). 

When we hear the sound (we won't call it a "noise," for noise is 

something which has no meaning for us), or when we see the curlique 

or the shape, this calls up an object, which is called a "referent"-

in this case an extensional referent, or one outside of our own 

heads. 

2. When the brain receives this stimulus, it searches 

through its memory files for past experiences through which it can 

differentiate, classify, or interpret the sign, relate it to some 
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SOURCE 
IDEA 
MESSAGE 
CHANNEL 
RECEIVER 

RECEIVING 

Fig. 1.—Interchange of thought or opinion 
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concept, or in some way gain some meaning from the immediate 

experience. The sign or object has no meaning in itself—it is 

nameless and non-verbal. The meaning exists in us—is always tied 

to memory and experience—and it is vivid in proportion to the 

intensity and recency of past experience with the object or event. 

The mind is a connecting organ; it works only by connecting 

and it can connect in an indefinitely large number of ways. Words 

are meeting points at which regions of experience come together— 

a part of the mind's endless endeavor to order itself. Because the 

vast region of each person's experiences is so varied and so 

unique, and constantly changing and enlarging, no given word can 

have exactly the same meaning for two different people—nor will 

the same word have the same meaning for a given individual on two 

different occasions. (If I were bitten by a dog yesterday, the 

symbol d-o-g will have a different meaning for me today than it 

did last week,) 

Now, if we had never heard a grunt or seen a curlique 

before, neither would have any meaning for us. We would have 

nothing to connect it or relate it to—^meaning would have to come 

with subsequent experiences. Sometimes this mental connecting 

process is instantaneous and sometimes prolonged reflection must 

take place before meaning is discovered. 

3. Now this storage of information and its recall is 

done through symbolization, as with a computer. First symbols are 

internalized; later, externalized through speech. It seems to be 
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the nature of man that he must transform all his experiences into 

words, or pictures, melody, bronze statues, or other patterns or 

symbols. Man seems to have a basic need to sing, manipulate, arrange, 

recall, invent, change, express, and respond generally with symbols 

of all kinds. It seems that symbolizing is a basic bodily process 

in man, of which we are usually not aware, and it probably goes on 

continuously. Symbolizing and recall of symbols (thinking) may 

be thought of as subvocal speech. It is estimated that nine-tenths 

of our thinking is talking to ourselves. Both internalization and 

externalization of symbols are involved in the communicative 

process. 

4. After the meaning of the sign is interpreted, a response 

is framed or decided upon. The idea we wish to communicate is 

coded or symbolized so that it can be transferred. It is not 

always a verbal response, but may be a gesture, a picture, or even 

an isolated sound, such as a scream. Under certain conditions, 

such as \^ile bidding our love goodnight, language may even be a 

barrier to communication, 

5. When the specific response is made, again through light 

or sound waves, or movement, we send forth a new stimulus and the 

process is repeated in the mind of the receiver, or listener. 

As we have encoded, or symbolized an idea, the listener must now decode 

or translate our message. If common referents are found for the 

symbols used, communication is effective. 
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In a speech course, we are primarily conceirned with words 

as symbols, and another way of picturing the communicative process 

is this (see Fig, 2), Here, the sign (again a curlique or a grunt) 

calls to mind a real live pig. After reflection the mind 

symbolizes or codes this as p-i-g, and the lips utter the word 

"pig," which is the name or symbol which has been attached to this 

particular referent in English-speaking countries. But this 

symbol cannot be relied upon totally for communication, for some 

of us use this symbol with another referent in mind (again refer 

to Fig. 2). If the referents do not agree, communication has not 

taken place. 

Barriers to Communication 

There are many barriers in the important game of "Find the 

Referent," and this inability to agree on them is one of the most 

common. There are several reasons, 

1. Our symbolization patterns are different due to region-

alization and, of course, foreign languages, "She's a mess" is an 

insult in the North and a compliment in the South, "Vite, vitej" 

may speed up a Frenchman, but ray children would probably just stop 

altogether and stare. 

2. The meanings of words change, and even dictionary 

definitions are often out of date. "Cool" and "hot" as used now 

would confuse our ancestors. 

3. Sometimes the inadequate vocabulary or poor judgment of 

the speciker makes it impossible for the listener to understand his 
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referent. Often technical or abstract terms that have no 

extensional referent come through as just "blabs" to the listener. 

Again, if the hearer finds no referents or selects a referent 

different from that of the speaker for the word symbol, their 

minds do not meet. 

Once a professor (thinking of a candle) said to a student: 

"Light is a discontinuous flux in the nonluminiferous ether." 

The student, having no referent for those high-sounding words, 

answered, "You don't say." (Which was just a tactful substitute 

for "I don't know what the devil you're talking about.") No 

communication. 

Not all words have extensional referents~not all refer to 

an object, thing, or event in the real world. Common referents 

for "loyalty," "reason," "philosophy," and "gainsaying" are difficult 

to find. But we cannot discard all abstract and technical terms. 

The listener has some obligation to make an effort to understand 

and to develop an adequate vocabulary, too. The speaker is not 

under obligation to use simple terms, nor need the participants in 

effective communication be on the same educational level; but the 

speaker should define, clarify, give examples, and relate to past 

experiences those new ideas and concepts he presents and, insofar 

as possible, illustrate abstract concepts in concrete terms, 

4, A related problem in communication is that the words 

we use often have not only informative, but emotional, or affective 

connotations, which at times can be confusing. 
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A dictionary is usually a good source for informative use 

of words. It is a mirror of our language, but does not establish 

or determine meaning. It contains only symbols, not the real 

things (except for paper and ink), and the information found there 

is not all-inclusive nor infallible. 

A common method of compiling a dictionary is for the people 

involved in its publication to make lists of all the words used in 

written and oral communication, with their contexts. Sometimes 

the words are arranged from most common to least common usage. 

Then a definition is written, trying to incorporate all the various 

uses and considering how each sense is related to the totality of 

senses. 

The definition of "pig" has an extensional referent, against 

which it could be checked. But even words with intensional refer

ents can be informative if we have agreement, A mermaid does not 

exist, but we have come to agree on the half-woman, half-fish 

concept and therefore the word "mermaid" is informative. 

Changes in meaning occur when emotional content is given to 

common words. This is termed "affective" language. The words "rat," 

"wolf," "dove," and "skunk" have entirely different content in our 

thinking when used to inform about an extensional referent than when 

used to describe a quality in a human being. Likewise, when we say 

"honey," "sugar," or "sweetie pie," we are not always referring to 

something to eat. 

We have many taboos in our language, and a study of them and 

their substitutes is interesting. We don't tell a person we are 
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dating that we need to go to the toilet. We ask where the restroom 

is, but we don't go there to rest. (There isn't even a couch there, 

usually.) The word "died" has harsh emotional content, so we have 

substituted "passed away," At one time references to body parts were 

considered vulgar, so they didn't eat the "legs" or "breast" of the 

turkey, but the "dark" or "light" meat. Much delinquency has 

resulted from parents having no sex language they could use, or would 

use, to instruct their children. 

Many words have automatic, built-in judgments which sometimes 

restrict their use. "He's a Communist," is a statement with a great 

many hidden implications. The word is ugly to most Americans, but 

were we to investigate, it usually means that the person addressed 

disagrees with the speaker politically and has no reference to a 

foreign social organization. 

Consider the affective connotations of words such as "Mexican, 

as opposed to "Spanish-speaking." Words such as "Jap," "Wop," 

"Pollock," "Nigger," all tend to sound derogatory. 

A Negro sociologist tells of hitch-hiking through New England 

when he was a young boy. He was picked up by a white family who fed 

him and invited him to spend the night. During the evening the man 

referred to him as a "nigger" several times. He finally said, "Sir," 

I wish you would stop calling me that." 

"Calling you what. Son?" 

"You know, that word about my race," 

"I'm sorry, I don't understand," 
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"Well, 'nigger,' You keep calling me a 'nigger.'" 

"Well, you are one, aren't you?" Then the boy understood 

that this was the only word the man had for his particular racial 

referent, and the word had no affective connotation in this case. 

Another barrier to communication is our tendency to stereo

type. Cowĵ  is not C0W2 (especially when it's a bull). Jew, is not 

Jew2, even though there are those who say, "When you know one, you 

know them all," No two objects, things, or events are exactly the 

same. 

Every experience must be interpreted afresh, and we cannot 

take it for granted that others will have the same referents for 

our words, even though we use simple symbols. 

Semantics 

This study of the history of the meaning of words, their 

affective and informative use, and how they affect our lives, is 

called "semantics," The fancy name for this study of signification 

or symbolization and resulting human interaction is "semasiology," 

Although there are differences of opinion among authorities in this 

field, as in all fields, it is expanding, and in many ways it is 

related to psychology. 

Semantics will not cure all our communication problems, 

and it does not deal at all with grammar and pronunciation, but it 

can help us test the truth, adequacy, and clarity of statements. 
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It will help us understand what we hear and read and should improve 

our human relations. 

Conclusion 

Added to these barriers resulting from difficulty in finding 

common referents for words are the facts that we do not perceive 

reality alike nor have similar memory files. We vary in our 

sensitivity to stimulus, and in many ways our senses are inadequate 

to perceive reality. Clever as they are, the senses miss the greater 

part of what is going on, A biologist estimates that the eye sees 

about one twelve-thousandth of what there is to be seen, and we 

are all aware that our ears select only a small part of the total 

number of sounds which surround us to report to the brain. If this 

were not so, we would never be able to concentrate on a lecture in 

here while they were filling the coke machine in the hall. When 

we consider the differences in our memory files, it is almost 

miraculous when we do arrive at common referents. 

Overcoming the barriers 

Now these problems are not pointed out that you might become 

discouraged with the process of communication, but that you might 

be aware of the pitfalls, be more tolerant of others in their attomr 

and take precautions yourself against misunderstandings. Often 

when we find we are not "getting through" to someone, especially if 

he is older or of foreign extraction, we just talk louder; but ther̂  

are more effective things we can do. 
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1. We can become more aware of our environment, develop 

our perception—perceive more completely, more accurately. Even 

though we can never perceive all, symbolize all, nor say all, we 

can still do a very acceptable job, 

2a We can be be sensitive to feedback from reality and 

from our listeners. We bump into things when we go around with 

our eyes or minds closed. If we do nothing but reflect our own 

private concept of reality to others, and accept nothing from 

them, our communication will not be effective. We should observe 

and imagine how our actions affect others (this is called "empathyV). 

When we speak, we should not look out the window, but observe the 

facial expressions and bodily movements of our listener to see 

how he is receiving our message. When a person vocally responds, 

we should listen for changes in his pitch and voice quality. We 

should "hear between the lines." 

One way to test the accuracy of our delivery, is to ask 

questions. We should encourage the listener to restate our message, 

using his own terminology. This method also evidences our interest 

in the topic and in the person. Through feedback, adjustments can 

be made for differences in perception, experience, and symbolization. 

3. Our communication will be more likely to get the 

desired results if we use our words more effectively. We can take 

two steps to bring about improvement: 

a. We can use the words we know more accurately, and 

define our terms by giving examples, rather than 

just using other words. 
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b. We can improve our vocabularies by writing down 

unfamiliar words with their context, looking them 

up in the dictionary (and reading all the meanings 

while we're at it), and then using them in 

conversation and writing. In an attempt to add to 

their vocabulary, some people study the dictionary; 

others extend themselves by reading material beyond 

their comprehension level. The latter is probably 

the least effective means. 

4. If we become aware that the names of things are not the 

objects themselves—that we give the names, we give the meaning 

(neither of these are inherent in the thing)—we can improve the 

accuracy of our statements. Meaning is \d.thin us and therefore 

varies from individual to individual and from experience to 

experience. 

* * « « « « 

It is important to our mental health that we talk enough. 

The emotional climate in which we live is a result of what we talk 

about and how we talk about it. We can shape the world we live 

in by how we talk about the world we live in—positively or 

negatively, accurately or confusingly, with awareness or self-

centeredness. Talking to ourselves unceasingly, and to others 

through the majority of the day, we spin a net of words by which 

our thoughts—and our destinies—are shaped. 



APPENDIX C 

TESTING INSTRUMENT 

Name Discussion 
~~~' Group Instructor 

INSTRUCTIONS: Select and record in the blank before the question 
number, the letter which corresponds to the item which is least 
correct or appropriate of the choices given. Only one answer is 
to be recorded for each question. If you cannot distinguish or 
identify the incorrect or inappropriate item, record no answer. 
Do not guess. Remember, record the LEAST CORRECT response, 
ACCORDING TO THE LECTURE. 

1. WORDS (a) are only symbols, (b) always refer to some thing, 
object, or event, (c) are not the only vehicle of meaning, 
(d) are often misunderstood, (e) aid thinking. 

2. DICTIONARIES (a) establish or determine meaning, (b) serve 
as a mirror of language usage, (c) are not necessary for 
effective communication, (d) define extensional and 
intensional referents, (e) do not create new symbols for 
society. 

3. LANGUAGE (a) is different from noise in that it involves 
meaning, (b) makes progress possible, (c) lets us enjoy 
and profit by the experience of others, (d) is never a 
barrier to communication, (e) is not the only type of 
symbol we use. 

4. THE PROCESS OF COMMUNICATION INCLUDES (a) sensation, 
(b) internalization, (c) classification or conceptualization, 
(d) rationalization, (e) symbolization. 

5. THE MEANING IN WORDS (a) arises mostly from the context of 
the situation, (b) is in us, (c) can always be ascertained 
from the dictionary, (d) is not always clear though a 
simple symbol is used, (e) is internal. 

6. THE FOLLOWING WORDS HAVE AFFECTIVE CONNOTATIONS (a) nigger, 
(b) toilet, (c) ink, (d) communism, (e) died. 

82 



83 

7. EFFECTIVE COMMJNICATION IS A RESULT OF (a) being aware of 
feedback from the listener, (b) using referents upon 
which both parties agree, (c) an adequate vocabulary, 
(d) empathy, (e) reflecting one's own private concept 
of reality to others. 

8. THE PROCESS OF COMMUNICATION INCLUDES (a) isolation, 
(b) reception, (c) sending, (d) thinking, (e) coding and 
decoding. 

9. THINKING INVOLVES (a) classifying, (b) interpreting, 
(c) verbalization, (d) differentiating, (e) symbolization, 

10. SYMBOLIZATION PATTERNS MAY DIFFER BECAUSE OF (a) regionali-
zations, (b) racial differences, (c) changes in the meaning 
of words, (d) differences in adequacy of vocabulary, 
(e) variations in the genes, 

11. SEMANTICS MIGHT BE DEFINED AS (a) the science of the mean
ing of words, (b) a science of symbolism, (c) a study of 
civilization, (d) the doctrine of historical word-meanings, 
(e) the study of communication through verbal symbols. 

12. IT IS THE SPEAKER'S OBLIGATION TO (a) analyze the audience, 
(b) use words that the members of the audience can under
stand as the result of their past experiences, (c) trans
late abstractions into concrete terms, (d) use simple 
words, (e) be aware of feedback. 

13. THE PURPOSES OF SEMANTICS INCLUDE (a) clarification of 
grammar and pronunciation, (b) helping speaker and listener 
agree on referents, (c) testing the truth of statements, 
(d) testing the adequacy of statements, (e) encouraging 
the selection of words on the basis of clarity. 

14. AN OBJECT, THING, OR EVENT (a) has meaning for us only if 
we have had experience with it before, (b) is identical 
with every other object or thing within a definite classi
fication, (c) is never the same twice, (d) is nameless 
and non-verbal, (e) cannot be completely perceived, 

15. THINKING IS (a) subvocal speech, (b) largely talking to 
oneself, (c) not reflecting, (d) always tied to memory and 
experience, (e) a process of connecting. 

16. THE PROCESS OF COMMUNICATION CONSISTS OF (a) a source, 
(b) a critic, (c) an idea, (d) a channel, (e) a receiver. 
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17. COMMUNICATION (a) sets the emotional climate in which îe 
live, (b) is an important source of knowledge, (c) is 
instinctive and need not be learned, (d) facilitates 
cooperation, (e) occupies the major part of the working 
day. 

18. WE CAN EFFECTIVELY WORK AT IMPROVING OUR VOCABULARIES 13/ 
(a) using the words we already know more accurately; 
(b) observing all the different meanings of a word when 
using the dictionary; (c) reading material beyond our 
comprehension level; (d) studying the dictionary; (e) vrit 
ing down unfamiliar words in context, ascertaining their 
meanings, and then using them, 

19. IN COMMUNICATING WITH OrHERS (a) we can talk too much fo; 
social acceptance; (b) we can talk too little for our o:-\ 
mental health; (c) the effect we have upon ourselves is 
greater than that which we have upon others; (d) it is ncl 
important what words we use, as long as we know what we 
want to say; (e) we cannot depend on being understood, 
even though we use ordinary, everyday language in graruificir̂  
ally correct sentences. 

20. THE QUESTIONS WE ASK (a) affect what information we rec-i-
(b) only reveal our ignorance, (c) help us explore reaiil 
(d) reflect our interest in others or in a topic, (e) r: i:, 
be worded clearly if we expect a clear answer. 

21. WE CAN BREAK DOWN BARRIERS TO COMMUNICATION BY (a) per
ceiving more completely, (b) just talking louder, (c) he 
sensitive to feedback from our environment and the 
listener, (d) making adjustments for differences in past 
exp>erience, (d) understanding the process involved, 

22. THINKING (a) involves storage of information, (b) is not 
an essential part of communication, (c) involves recall 
information, (d) can be instantaneous, (e) can be 
prolonged reflection. 

23. BARRIERS TO COIMJNICATION INCLUDE (a) emotion, (b) indiv 
differences in experiences and perception, (c) inaccura. 
perception, (d) no previous experience with the sign, 
(e) empathy. 

24. WORDS (a) always have a discoverable referent, (b) exter: 
ize thinking, (c) mean nothing in themselves, (d) are nc 
things, (e) cannot tell all about a thing. 
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25. DICTIONARIES (a) are made up first, then people learn and 
use the words; (b) cannot give all the meanings of a word; 
(c) are always out of date; (d) should not be looked upon 
as infallible; (e) contain only symbols. 

26. A GIVEN WORD (a) refers to that which the speaker thinks 
it refers; (b) does not always refer to a specific object 
or event; (c) retains a specific meaning, unchanged, after 
it is put in the dictionary; (d) does not have the same 
meaning for all people; (e) can change meaning in 
different contexts. 

27. THE FOLLOWING WORDS HAVE AFFECTIVE CONNOTATIONS: (a) Jap, 
(b) Wop, (c) aspirin, (d) sugar, (e) freedom. 

28. WE CAN IMPROVE OUR COMMUNICATION BY (a) making more accurate 
use of the words we know; (b) adding new words to our 
vocabulary; (c) sharpening our observations; (d) using 
examples, rather than other words, to define words; 
(e) using more technical terms. 

29. SEMANTICS MIGHT BE DEFINED AS (a) the history of communica
tion, (b) semasiology, (c) a study of verbal processes, 
(d) the study of human interaction through communication, 
(e) the science of signification. 

30. IF UNDERSTANDING IS TO RESULT FROM ORAL COMIUNICATION 
(a) referents must be found for words, (b) abstractions must 
be translated into concrete terms, (c) speaker and hearer 
must agree on the referents, (d) participants must be on 
an equal educational level, (e) experience must precede 
symbolization. 

31. SKILL IN SEMANTICS RESULTS IN (a) elimination of all 
communication problems, (b) better understanding of what 
we hear and read, (c) more effective writing and speaking, 
(d) more accurate thinking, (e) better human relations. 

32. SYMBOLIZING CAN BE LOOKED UPON AS (a) an unceasing process 
in our own heads, (b) a basic process in man, (c) the 
coding of information so it can be transferred, (d) a 
process which is always under our conscious control, 
(e) essential to academic progress. 

33. STEPS IN COl̂ IPILING A DICTIONARY INCLUDE (a) collecting words 
in various contexts, (b) wide reading, (c) selection of 
most correct definition in relation to root word, (d) sorting 
the "separate senses" and composing a definition for each, 
(e) considering how each sense is related to the totality 
of senses. 
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34. PURPOSES OF COMMUNICATION INCLUDE (a) gaining cooperation 
and creating conflict; (b) formulation of concepts upon 
which men can agree; (c) factual description; (d) internal
ization, but not externalization of symbols; (e) affecting 
emotions. 

35. A TEACHER CAN IMPROVE COMMUNICATION WITH STUDENTS IN THE 
CLASSROOM BY (a) determining background of each student, 
forcing as much factual material as possible into the 
school day, (c) asking questions, (d) allowing discussion, 
(e) listening. 

Key 

b 

a 

d 

d 

c 

c 

e 

a 

c 

e 

c 

d 

a 

b 

c 

• 

1 . 

2 . 

3 . 

4 . 

5 . 

6 . 

7 . 

8 . 

9 . 

1 0 . 

1 1 . 

1 2 . 

1 3 . 

1 4 . 

1 5 . 

b 

c 

c 

d 

b 

b 

b 

e 

a 

a 

c 

c 

e 

a 

d 

16. 

17 . 

18 . 

19 . 

20 . 

2 1 . 

22 . 

2 3 . 

24 . 

25 . 

26. 

27. 

28a 

29 . 

30 . 

a 31. 

d 32. 

c 33. 

d 34a 

b 35. 


