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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The formal education of a man is a remarkable pheno-

menon, Throughout his scholastic life he is confronted with 

situations which can either facilitate or frustrate his 

learning. For example, he is faced by scores of teachers 

who, according to their individual skills, either help or 

hinder the educational process. He is faced, as well, with 

varied classroom situations, each having its own milieu and 

each presenting its own peculiar demand for adjustment. Of 

all the classroom situations a student faces in his lifetime, 

few arouse the fears that the first public speaking class 

arouses. Anyone who has experienced the paralyzing fear of 

standing before a group to speak for the first time is sym-

pathetic with the emotional syndrome known as stagefright. 

Much of public speaking is really the learning to control 

and channel the anxiety of stagefright into useful energy 

(10, pp. 21-32). But, unfortunately, there are many variables 

in a beginning public speaking class which confound this 

learning process. One such variable is the presence of an 

audience. Much research has been attempted to determine the 



relationship of an audience to the speaker, but the speaker-

audience process, like any other social relationship has 

many facets, some of which have yet to be investigated 

thoroughly. 

Statement of the Problem 

It was the purpose of this study to Investigate the 

dynamics that exist In a classroom speaking situation. In 

particular, the study sought to explore the relationship of 

the speaker to his audience and how the quality of this 

relationship would affect the ability of the speaker to 

communicate. How does the Interpersonal attractiveness of 

the audience to the speaker as determined by sociometric 

choice effect his ability to communicate ideas, his rate and 

degree of improvement, his freedom of delivery, and his abi-

lity to adapt to the audience? In other words, Is it easier 

to learn to speak if the individual speaks to a group com-

prised of those he has chosen as personal friends? Or is 

just the reverse true? Is it easier to speak, and hence, to 

learn to speak, if the group is comprised of those who are 

not particularly considered by the speaker to be close per-

sonal friends? 

In answering the above questions, sociometry is an in-

valuable tool. It was a secondary purpose of this study to 

extend the usefulness of soclometry into the uncharted sea 

of the classroom speaking laboratory. 



There is a paucity of experimentally designed research 

in the area probed by this study and few, if any, studies 

have directly investigated the questions which were raised. 

The rationale for the present study is the result, not of 

any on© particular experiment in the past, but of the con-

verging theories of sociometry, group dynamics, learning 

theory, and personality theory. Each of the above listed 

areas of psychology is relevant to the communication process 

and it was the purpose of this study to bring the component 

parts together into a cohesive yet simple experiment with 

reasonable and limited objectives. 

Theoretical Background 

A careful examination of a classroom speaking situation 

indicates that there are dynamics at work in the classroom 

which must be considered if a valid study is to be obtained. 

An introductory public speaking class Is not just the Bum 

total of a mechanical process that automatically produces 

good public speakers (11, pp. 1-18)» It is the sum total of 

the personality and skills of the speaker, the composition 

and attitudes of the audience, the interrelatedness of the 

two, a® well as a place where learning is to occur. 

Thus, any study which would hope to plumb the depths of 

such a classroom must take into account its aultlfaceted 

character. The first and most obvious ingredient in a class-

roc® speaking situation is the speaker himself. Contemporary 



personality theory describes an Individual In many ways. 

However, one of the most useful constructs in terms of the 

present study is the theory which holds the self to be the 

ma^or dimension of personality. Writers such as Carl Rogers 

define the self to be "an organized configuration of per-

ceptions which are admissible to awareness" (12, p. 136). 

To Rogers, the self-concept includes percepts and ideas 

of the self in relation to others and to the environment 

along with value qualities of both positive and negative 

valence which are associated with experience and objects 

(12* p. 136), 

Symonds employs the terms ego and self to explain his 

theoretical system of personality. The ego is defined as 

the active process which works to satisfy inner drives. The 

terra self, on the other hand, refers to bodily and mental 

processes as they are observed and reacted to by the indi-

vidual (13, p. 62). The self is thus the Individual as he 

Is related to his environment. 

From the standpoint of this study, it is important to 

see that the self is both an object and a process. The in-

sights of Coleman are of particular help In this respect. 

Coleman states that as the individual develops a concept of 

his own identity, he tends to view each situation in the light 

of feelings and motives. In this way, the effect® of a par-

ticular environment become Increasingly dependent upon the 



internal framework of the Individual. The self is a con-

ceptual structure rather than a physical one. The self as 

object (similar to the concept of self presented by Symonds) 

refers to the individual's perception and evaluation of him-

self as something distinct from other persons or things 

(4, p. 65). 

The self as process (similar to Symonds' ego) refers 

to , . the individual's perception of himself as a knower, 

striver, and doer with facilities for perceiving, evaluation, 

choosing, and planning in reference to himself" (4, p. 63)» 

The self as process interprets new experience, maintains 

self consistency and continuity and degree of self differen-

tiation (4, pp. 68-70). According to Coleman, the speaker in 

a classroom speaking situation must needs be observed in 

terms of what he conceives himself to be as an individual as 

well as what he conceives himself to be becoming as part of 

the speaker-audience-classroom setting. 

The second ingredient to be considered in a classroom 

speaking situation is the audience. Although some writers 

consider the audience to be an entity apart from the speaker 

(9> PP. 28-30), and thus something to be manipulated at will 

by the speaker according to his skill, contemporary theories 

of group dynamics would seem to disagree. Cartwright and 

Zander indicate that the level or quality of attraction of 

one group to the individual has a great effect on the group's 



ability to Influence the individual's behavior and effec-

tiveness. In other wards, it does matter what kind of 

relationship exists between a speaker and his audience. In 

fact, Cartwrlght and Zander hold that "a group will be more 

able to influence its members the more the members are 

attracted to it (!«§..* perceive it as a source of satis-

faction for important needs)" (3, p. 647). The implications 

for the present study are obvious. The level of inter-

personal attractiveness between the speaker and his audience 

should affect his abilities to coiamunlcate to them and it 

should affect their ability to influence him. 

The classroom speaking situation is a place where the 

individual, as he perceives himself* confronts his audience, 

as he perceives them and they him. But, the classroom is 

more than informal communication between the individual and 

a group. It is a place where the personality or the self 

of the speaker is extremely vulnerable and open and hence 

where learning to communicate is either facilitated or frus-

trated (6). At this Juncture, the relationship between 

learning theory and the whole concept of the self is extremely 

relevant (8). One of the most basic concepts in learning 

theory is that punishment in a learning situation forces the 

learner to try other responses that might be strengthened by 

rewards. This is Thorndike's modified "law of effect" 

(2, p. 53). 



Following Thorndlke' s theory, it makes sense to create 

a classroom environment In which a positive atmosphere and 

rewarding experiences coincide, It also makes sense to keep 

the student (In this particular case the speaker) from having 

experiences which might be extremely uncomfortable and which 

would be similar to punishment as it is defined by Thomdike. 

It is not oat of line, therefore, to reason that a speaker 

will perceive his audience to be more acceptive and hence 

more supportive if they are hi® friends. 

Conversely, the audience that is made up of those per-

ceived by the speaker to be neutral or unattractive will 

arouse within the speaker a great deal of anxiety and dis-

comfort, This state of anxiety and discomfort is much akin 

to Festlnger^ concept of dissonance (5)* Others, writing 

of this theory, point out that in this context the student 

will strive toward a state of consonance or congruity, perhaps 

to the extent of avoiding the anxiety-producing situation 

(1# 7> 9). This is particularly crucial in the beginning 

speaking situation where success Is translated Into confi-

dence and failure Into fear. 

In terms of the present study, the affective, supportive 

atmosphere created by a high level of interpersonal attraction 

should facilitate the learning process* 
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Hypotheses 

On the basis of the theory stated above, the following 

hypotheses were constructed and subsequently tested. 

1. A group of students who are highly lnterpersonally 

attractive to one another will find It significantly easier 

to communicate their ideas to their audience than will a 

group of students of lesser interpersonal attraction# 

2. A group of students who are highly lnterpersonally 

attractive to one another will receive significantly higher 

scores on their speeches as measured by judges' grades than 

will a group of students of lesser interpersonal attraction. 

3. The highly lnterpersonally attractive group will be 

judged to be significantly more at ease in their delivery 

than will the lesser attractive group. 

4-. The highly lnterpersonally attractive group will 

find it significantly easier to adapt the content of their 

speeches to their audience than will the lesser lnterper-

sonally attractive group. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Subjects 

Subjects In this study were fifty-eight male students 

In their second year in a theological seminary# They were 

college graduates from schools throughout the United States 

and some from foreign countries# At the time of the experi-

ment they were enrolled in a class designed to train them to 

preach. It was a class very much like a beginning speech 

class except that the major emphasis was upon speaking to con-

vince and persuade. The formal class was in lecture form and 

met twice a week for one hour. A third hour per week was re-

quired In which the students were divided into six smaller 

speaking groups, !•£» classroom speaking situations, at 

which time they were to speak four times throughout the 

semester. The subjects were not told that they were parti-

cipating in an experiment* 

Judges 

The above mentioned speaking groups were taught by three 

fourth-year sen in the seminary who had shown exceptional 

ability as preachers. They were, In the professor's judgement, 

men who had been trained in and understood the essentials of 

good public speakings especially the kind and style demanded 

10 
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In a pulpit* The Judges were not told that they were parti-

cipating In an. experiment. 

Procedure 

The subjects were administered a socloraetric Instrument 

at the beginning of the semester and were told that the in-

strument was designed to help the professor assign them to 

their speaking groups* The instrument consisted of general 

demographic information, questions pertaining to the speaker's 

speech background, as well as the soclonatrlc questions. The 

socioiaetrie questions were a psychetele question, (Of the men 

enrolled in this year1® ho&lletlcs class whoa do you enjoy 

being with? e.£# for coffee during the after-Chapel break. 

Four or fir© names are desirable.) and a sociotele question, 

{mo are the men enrolled in this year's homlletlcs class 

whoa you would like to have in your preaching section? Again, 

four or five names are desirable.). Thus, a dual basis for 

determining the decree of socioiaetrlc attraction was obtained. 

See Appendix 1, 

The subjects were then divided into six groups. Half of 

the subjects were assigned to their groups on the basis of 

their socioiaetrlc choices. These groups were strongly homo-

geneous In character, JUe. there was a high degree of 

intergroup choosing as evidenced by a high number of mutual 

choices and unreciprocated choices within the group. The 

second half of the subjects were assigned to their groups 
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by chance. These groups were strongly heterogeneous In 

character, !,.&» there was a high degree of without-group 

choosing and unreciprocated choosing without the group. 

Table I lists the levels of Interpersonal attraction that 

existed in each group* Groups I, II5 and ill formed the 

experimental group. Groups IV, V, and VI formed the control 

group. 

Tm& i 

GROUP LEVELS OF INTERPERSONAL ATTRACTION 

Group 
number 

Mutual Choicer 
Within Group 

Unreciprocated Choice 
Within Group 

Choices Without 
Group 

I 
II 
III 
Total 

12 
18 
5 

35 

8 
8 
3 

M. 

17 
11 
26 
5k 

IV 
V 
VI 

Total 

1 
2 
1 
4 

I 
8 

JSL 

25 
30 
3 

Groups 19 II, and III were markedly more cohesive in 

character than groups IVs V, and VI. 

there was no significant difference between the experi-

mental group and the control group la the amount of reported 

formal or informal speech training aa determined by question 

number two of Appendix X. There was also no significant 
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difference in the group's estimate of their own ability, and 

the group's confidence level as measured by their estimate 

of others' reactions to them as public speakers. In fact, 

the only discernible differences between the experimental 

and the control groups were the differences in the degree 

of interpersonal attraction as measured by sociometric choice. 

Each judge was assigned both an experimental group and 

a control group. It was assumed that in so doing the indi-

vidual bias of the judge was evenly distributed between the 

two conditions. The judges were naive to the experiment and 

they were not informed of the reasons behind their group 

assignments. 

The judges were then furnished with a book of critique 

sheets for each group they were to judge. On this critique 

sheet (see Appendix II) seven separate catagories were listed. 

Each catagory was to receive a grade for each speech. The 

grades were to range from one to ten, one equaling an F and 

ten equaling an A. Sections four and seven of the critique 

sheet were to be used to test the third and fourth hypotheses. 

The judges were also instructed to give the entire speech 

a total grade. This grade was the basis for evaluating the 

second hypothesis. 
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Finally# the meters of the groups were Instructed to 

writ© down on a piece of paper. Independently of one another 

and at the end of the speech, what they thought the speaker's 

proposition or key Idea was# The class as a whole had been 

instructed by the professor during their lecture periods to 

haw a concise and clear-cut proposition In mind for each 

speech. In fact, they were Instructed to either overtly 

state or covertly imply the proposition at some appropriate 

tine during the speech# An example of a proposition or key 

idea might be "Sod is love," or "man Is In need of salvation," 

or some other sentence made up of a subject and a predicate. 

These slips of paper m m gathered at the end of the speech 

by th® Judge# The Judge then determined what percentage of 

the class had correctly recorded the speaker1® proposition 

(for example* four out of ten* or 40 per cent), The percentage 

was then recorded on the critiques sheet and became th® basis 

for testing the first hypothesis as stated above. These per-

centage scores mm verified by the experimenter and one 

other unbiased Judge* 

The subjects spoke four times during the semester for 

lengths of time ranging from three minutes for the first 

speech to twelve minutes for the fourth speech. Grades were 

not recorded, for th® first speech but 'were recorded for the 

remaining three. In order to assure consistency in grading> 
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the professor, a qualified Ph.D. In speech with seven years 

of teaching experience In the field, systematically sat In 

with groups and checked the fudges1 grades. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS AID DISCUSSION 

Statistical Treatment 

The hypotheses of this study were that a group of 

students who are highly lnterpersonally attractive to one 

another will score significantly higher than a group of 

students of lesser interpersonal attraction (1) in their 

ability to communicate the proposition of their speech to 

their audience, (2) in their overall speech grades as 

determined by the Judge, (3) in their ease and freedom of 

delivery, and (4) in their ability to adapt their speech 

to the needs of the audience* The statistical method 

chosen to test the hypotheses was an analysis of variance 

for repeated measures as described by Lindquist (1, p. 307). 

The students1 grades and percentages for the three 

speeches became the bases for the repeated measures. 

Unfortunately, the third and fourth hypotheses had to 

be disregarded because the fudges did not consistently 

score the critique sheets. Evidently, in the rush of the 

class hour they many times failed to score the speaker in 

terms of his ease of delivery or his degree of audience 

adaptation. Since they were naive to the experiment, this 

is understandable. They chose rather to give their students 

16 



1? 

a list of constructive criticisms* which was definitely within 

the purpose of the course* However, they did consistently 

assign each speech a total grade and they did gather the 

data regarding the caraiunieation of the proposition. 

Discussion of Data 

In Table II the analysis of variance for the Judges * 

total grade Is presented. As can he seen, the source of 

variation between the experimental and the control group 

did not yield an P level of high enough proportion to reject 

the null hypothesis, 

TABLE II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE 
JUDGES* TOTAL GRADE 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean 
Variation Squares Freedom Square F P 

Between Subjects 30T.T06 57 
1.878 .343 B 1.878 1 1.878 .343 

Error B 30S.828 56 5.^61 
.343 

Within Subjects 261.000 116 
14.500 7.174 A 29.000 2 14.500 7.174 .0: 

AB 9.574 2 4.787 2.379 
Error ¥ 225.425 112 2.012 

Total 571.706 173 

The variation between the experimental group and the 

control group is the relationship between B and Error B in 

the above table. The F level of .343 1® not significant. 
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The variation between the repeated measured, i.e. between 

A, AB, and Error W, was not pertinent to the study* so It 

has been disregarded. 

In Table III the analysis of variance for the per-

centage scores for the eomsunieatlon of the proposition is 

presented. As can be seen fro® the table, the level of 

significance reached by the F of 4,11 is greater than .05# 

Therefore, the research hypothesis regarding the communi-

cation of the proposition can be accepted at the .05 level 

of confidence. 

TABLE III 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE PERCENTAGE SCORES 
FOR THE COMMUNICATION OF THE PROPOSITION 

Source of 
Variation 

Sim of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F P 

Between Subjects 
B 
Error B 
Within Subjects 
A 
AB 
Error W 

41095.500 
2810.600 
38284.900 
30493.700 
2676,230 
101,690 

27715.780 

57 
1 

56 
116 
2 
2 

112 

2810.600 
683.658 

1338.115 
50,845 

247.462 

4,112 

5.407 
.205 

•
 

•
 

O
 

O
 

\M
 X

M
 

Total 71589.200 173 

These results indicate that there was a significant 

variation between the mean scores of the experimental group 

and those of the control group in the predicted direction. 
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In light of this result, It can be Inferred that there 

Is a relationship between the effects of interpersonal 

attraction and the ability of an individual to communicate. 

Although the first hypothesis failed to be significant In 

the predicted direction, it Is probably that the overall 

speech grades by the teachers are valid indices of what 

they are designed to measure—the skill of the speaker in 

the opinion of an objective observer. However, it should 

be noted that effective public speaking is not only the sum 

total of the speakers skill in the use of words, style and 

mannerisms. It is also the speaker's ability to coiwunlcate 

Ideas and concepts to his audience and thus change or 

manipulate their behavior. Communication In general, and 

public speaking in particular, can therefore be inferred 

from the results of this study to be a social-psychological 

process, a process that the teachers indifferently assessed, 

as evidenced by their grades. It seems that the teachers 

ignored the social-psychological implications of the com-

munication process and of the total situation. Public 

speaking in most instances is interaction between people who 

know one another. It is not communication to meaningless 

forms. This is why school principals, ministers, politicians, 

and others who regularly engage in public speaking are judged 

not only by what they say but also for what they are to 

the audience. The experimental group in this study was 
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made up of individuals who were strongly attached to one 

another. They found it easier to communicate. It follows 

that the individual who would attempt to speak before an 

audience must concentrate not only on what he says and how 

he says it hut also on his interpersonal relationships 

with the audience. 
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CHAPTER XV 

SUMMARY* CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 

of interpersonal attraction on a classroom speaking situation. 

The study utilized sociometrlc data as indices of inter-

personal attraction and assigned three groups of students to 

their speaking labs on the basis of their sociometric choices, 

The individuals in these groups were highly homogeneous in 

their choice^,-!»•• they chose most often within their group. 

Three other groups of students were assigned to their speaking 

labs on the basis of chance. These groups were highly hetero-

geneous in their choice#* JUjs. they chose most often without 

their group. 

Four research hypotheses were suggested; 

1. Those groups of students which were highly inter-

personally related to one another would find it significantly 

easier to communicate the proposition of their speech to their 

audience than would a group of lesser interpersonal attraction! 

2* The groups of high interpersonal attraction would 

receive significantly higher grades for their speeches from 

the judges, 

3. The groups of high interpersonal attraction would be 

scored higher by the Judges for their ease and freedom of 

delivery. 

22 
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4. Last of all, the groups of high Interpersonal 

attraction would be scored, higher in audience adaptation 

than would the groups of lesser interpersonal attraction. 

Two of the four hypotheses (3 & 4) were discounted 

because the judges, who were naive to the experiment, failed 

to be consistent In their scoring of these particular 

variables. Frequently they simply failed to record any 

grade at all* 

The first two research hypotheses were judged con-

sistently by the judges and the following statistical data 

resulted. 

An analysis of variance for repeated measures failed 

to show a significant difference between the teachersr 

grades of the experimental group and the teachers* grades 

of the control group. Therefore, the research hypothesis 

was rejected and the null hypothesis was retained. 

An analysis of variance of the first research hypothesis 

demonstrated that the mean percentage scores of the experi-

mental group for the communication of the proposition did 

differ significantly from the mean percentage scores of the 

control group. As a result, the research hypothesis was 

retained and the null hypothesis rejected at the .05 level 

of confidence. 

It was suggested in the theoretical background for this 

study that the dynamics of a classroom speaking situation 
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Include the speakers the audience, and the interrelatedness 

of the two in a learning situation. The study points out 

that the teachers were sensitive to their relationship to 

the speaker% and less sensitive to the audience*s relation-

ship to the speaker. It was suggested that public speaking 

irrespective of the size of the audience is a social-

psychological process between the speaker and the audience. 

The study indicates that the degree and/or level of inter-

personal attraction between the speaker and the audience are 

basle functions in this process# 

It is also suggested that it Is of special importance 

to the beginning speaker to achieve success and hence 

confidence In speaking, lest he formulate psychological 

barriers toward public speaking In general. All too often, 

public speaking courses are taught and the initial speaking 

experiences take place In an atmosphere that is needlessly 

hostile and threatening to the speaker, fhls study has 

hinted that perhaps there Is reason to believe that commu-

nication is facilitated by Interpersonal attraction. If a 

beginning speaker were first exposed to audiences he considered 

interpersonally friendly to him, perhaps the acceptance and 

support he would receive front such an audience could be 

translated into confidence and later into courage to tackle 

larger and more unknown audiences. Certainly such management 
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on the part of the speech teacher is not Impossible, and the 

psychologically healthy principles that underlie the 

suggestion are based on sound, empirically demonstrated 

research. 

In general, the Implications of this experiment are 

broad. A definitive study of the relationship between the 

interpersonal attraction of the audience and the speaker is 

well within possibility. The benefits of such a study would 

be relevant to public speaking, social psychology, and other 

related fields. But, most of all, the benefits of such a 

study would help those individuals whose lives are plagued 

by the fear of public speaking and whose future and effec-

tiveness are restricted by that fear. 



APPENDIX X 

SOCI0METBIC QUESTIOHHAIRE 

We want to improve the effectiveness of our homiletlc labs 

and make them more valuable to you. We need some Information. 

Name . Age , Section 

Married , , If so., How Long? 

College or University, 

I. 

Children, 

Degree 

II• 

III. 

Give us your schedule of classes and work: 
Tuea. 
Wed. 
ThursT 
Fri. _ 
Sat* 

Have you ever taken a public speaking class in 
college? . If so, how many hours? 
Of these, how many were elected hours? 

Of the men enrolled in this year's homiletlcs 
class, whom do you enjoy being with? (e.g. for 
coffee during the after Chapel break) Four or 
five names are desirable. 

IV, Mho are the men enrolled in this class whom you 
would like to have in your preaching section? 

V. How would you rate yourself on the following? 
Yery Poor-Poor-Average-Good-Very Good 

Your ability as a 
public speaker: / / / / / 

The reactions of 
others toward you 
as a public speaker 1 L 1 L J 

26 



APPEKDIX II 

Total Grade 
swmn CRITIQUE 

MB.rn.e_ 
Section 
Speech W 

Needs Im- Average Very 
proveiaent Good 

IHTOODUCTIOSi 
Attention • . . . . . . 

* Sscds » • • • • • • • • 

P u r p 0 B e * * • • •0raie'(l) (5) (3 4 5) (6 7 B ' ( 5 1ST 

COKEW: 
Interesting Subject . . 
Analysis of Subject # . 
Analysis of Text , . . 
Amplifying Material . • 

Grade v r w i 0* w JS bj {9 « y 

STRIKnPRB? 
Progress of Idea • . . 
Adequate Transition . 
Content Clear • . . • 

Orade (1) (2) (3 4 S) {fa 7 8) (9 16) 

AUDIENCE ADAPTATION: 
Related to Inter-
personal attraction * 
Heeds Met 

Orade (I) (S) (3 4 5) (i> 7 «) ($ 10) 

coNcmxoHi 
Bu'tld to Climax . . . . 
Sunnary of Ideas . . . 

Grade (I) (£) (3 *•$)' {& V 8) (9 10) 

IDEA: 
Clearly stated 
or laplied . . • (1) (a) (3 4 s ) (fa 8> (g 10) 

KBLXVERY? 
Enthusiasm . . . . . , 
By* Contact . . — v .{1) ( g ) (3 4 g ) (fe v 8 ) (§ 10y 

Percentage Score 

2? 
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