PERSONALITY TRAITS AS FACTORS IN SPEECH PROFICIENCY

H. HADDON DUDLEY



SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT
OF THE REQUIREMENTS
OF
COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY
FOR THE DEGREE
MASTER OF ARTS

1941



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Dr. Richard H. Henneman, adviser to the writer and chairman of
his committee, gave appraisals of this study which were continuous
inspirations. The writer is indebted to Dr. Kremer J, Hoke and Miss
Althea Hunt for reading the manuscript and for serving on the com-
mittee. Dr. Franklin K. Knower, State University of Iowa, has read
the thesis and the writer is duly grateful for this and conferences
during the last writing of the thesis. Grateful acknowledgement is
given Dean Wilbur L, Williams and his assistants, of Scranton-Keystone
Junior College, who furnished the percentile scores on twc of the tests.
To the secretaries of the writer, and to the members of his speech
classes, appreciation is extended. J. G. Reveley, Principal of Toano
High School, Toano, Virginia, contributed much toward the clarity of

the thesis. The cooperation of the writer's wife, Mildred Mason Dudley,

has been inwvaluable,

iii



Chapter

I.

II.

ITL,

CONTENTS

Orientation
Relation of Personality to Speech
Definition of Personality

Definition of Speech Proficiency

Review of the Literature

Previous Investigations

Theoretical Viewpoints

The Present Study

Subjects
Tests

Procedure

Results
Data
Statistical Treatment of Scores

Indications of Results

iv

Page

10

12
12

20

28
28
28

30

33
33
38
43



CONTERTS (cont.)

Chapter Page

V. Discussion and Conclusions L5

Evidences for Relation of Personality Traits to

Speech Proficiency 45
Evidences For and Against Views Cited in the Literature L5
Theoretical Implications of the Results 48
General Conclusions £9
Bibliography 51
Vita 54,



Figures Page

I. A Comparison Between Selected Questions on the "Speech

Attitude Scale" and on the Bernreuter Personality

Inventory 16

TI, Student-Rating of Speech Proficiency (sample sheet) 32

Tables

I. Percentile Scores and Quartile Rank for "Best" and

"Poorest" Speakers — Based on Murray's Raw Scores 14

II. Percentile Scores on Tests and Ratings 33

III. Correlation of Traits with Speech Proficiency 38
IV, Significance of r's 40

V. Distribution of Proficient and Deficient Speakers!
Personality Scores by Quartiles FAR
VI, Means of Proficient and Deficient Speakers!

Personality Percentile Scores 43

vi



ORIENTATION

Relation of Personality to Sveech

Among the multitude of problems relative to the factors that may
account for the speech proficiency of an individual, the effect of
personality traits looms as one of the more significant. The writer
has noted, over a pericd of years, the tendency of certain of these
traits to be present in the make-up of most proficient public speakers.
Authoritative writings on speech and on psychology, and the results of
many experimental studies, bear out this contention. The present study,
therefore, proposes to investigate some ideas in previous studies and to
introduce additional methods and data, It utilizes all six of the ten-
dencies measured by the Bernreuter Personality Inventory, "general
intelligence," and "English achievement." The scores of these eight
personality traits are correlated with speech proficiency. The defini-
tion of speech proficiency appears later. There seems to be no study
that has employed all the scores on the Inventory; neither is there any
record of speech proficiency having been determined by all the members
of an audience, Two phases of the study, therefore, appear to be
original: the measuring of audience response, by establishing speech
proficiency in terms of the written reactions of every member of the
audience; and the correlation of "intelligence," and "English achieve-
ment" scores with those on speech proficiency.

Before the problem is stated, the relationship of personality to



speech, a clear definition of personality, and a workable definition
of speech proficiency should be established.

Bryngleson,l Eisenson,2 and Murray 3 paintain that speech is an
expression of our thoughts, habits, and attitudes. Sarett combines
their ideas:

Speech is a form of self-expression., Obviously there are
two aspects of self-expression: one is the "self"; the other is
the expression. Consciously a speaker expresses his ideas; un-
conscilously he reveals hig character, his personality, his emo-
tional state at the moment, and his attitudes toward himself and
his audience. In short, a speaker cannot express himself without
sooner or later revealing himgelf. "What you are speaks so loud
I cannot hear what you say."

If & man is as he speaks, his mental, physical, and speech development
must parallel each other. Murray emphasizes this growth by writing,
Speech and personality grow, develop, differentiate and become refin-
ed together. Speech is s phase of personality."5 He stresses his
position by declaring that speech and personality are the same. From
the negative viewpoint, Eisenson writes: "If anything happens to a
person to change his method or manner of reacting the result is a
different personality....This new personality is nowhere reflected as
well as in speech."6 Granted that personality is reflected in speech,

what are some of the distinguishing traits in the personality make-up

of a proficient speaker? This is the problem of the present study,

1. Bryng Bryngleson, "Speech and Hygiene," The Quarterly Journal
of Speech, Vol, XXII, No. 4A(December, 1936), pp. 611-614,

2. Jon Eisenson, The Psychology of Sveech, pp. 153ff,

3. Elwocd Murray, The Speech Personality, chap. l.

4o Lew Sarett and W. T. Foster, Basic Principles of Speech, p,.19.

5. Elwood Murray, op. cit., p. 8.

6. Jon Eisenson, op. cit., p. 156,




Definition of Personality

.In this study, the definition of personality given by Gordon W,
Allport is used because it is a composite of the present psychological
definitions of the term "personality.™ It is: "Personality is the
dynamic organization within the individual of those psychophysical
systems that determine his unique adjustments to his environment.™ 1

An analysis of the Allport definition will give a clearer under-
standing. "Dynamic organization™ is used because he wishes to present
the idea of a constantly evolving organization and disorganization,
"Psychophysical systems" covers habits, specific and general attitudes,
sentiments, and dispositions of all traits in latent or active condi-
tion. The biophysical, or that which lies behind the acts of the in-
dividual, is suggested by "determine." "Unique" implies the quantita-
tive and qualitative variations between individuals in respect to "com—
mon" traits which distinguish one person from another. "Adjustment to
his environment" is a composite of adjustments and mal-adjustments
with the understanding that "environment" is both behavioral (with
meaning to the individual) and geographical. R

Because many persons fail to differentiate the terms "character,"
"temperament," and "personality," the three are sometimes used synony-
mously. Therefore, two definitions may be added: Character is the ethi-
cal evaluation of the parts of personality in respect to a prevailing

code, or set of conventlonalities; Temperament refers to the emotional

nature and is a part of personality.

1. Gordon W, Allport, Personality, p. 48.
20 Ibid., PPe 1&»8"53.
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Definition of Speech Proficiency

Whether the audience be one or many, response is the determinant
of effectiveness., All speech situations are stimulus-response situa-
tions; the speaker presents the stimuli to which the audience is
expected to respond. The response may be positive or negative accord-
ing to the speakers! personality, intelligence in organization of
materials, and the techniques of presentation. The criterion of

measurement to be used for speech proficiency, then, is audience re-

sponse, This audience response may be amusement, belief, persuasion,
or action; it may be dependent upon the behavioral activity aroused in

the audience by the speaker. The following, from Basic Principles of

Speech, lends supports::

The primary function of speech, private or public, is the com-
munication of ideas and attitudes toward ideas in order to win
response to those ideas. If the speaker is an orator, a debater,
a politician, or a minister, his primary if not sole aim is to
influence behavior, The chief reason why he is speaking is to
stir up ideas and emotions and thereby move the audience to be-
lieve, vote, understand, to cherish, to act....If a speaker fails
to win response to his ideas, his effort is wasted.
(Italics by present writer,)

Substantiation of this definition comes from Murrsy: "Speech is defined
as a tool of social adjustment which reflects the efficient personality,
and as a psychological and sociological technique of modifying human
behavior by means of body, voice, thought, and language," 2

When one hundred persons write their opinions of the speeches of
an individual, using the criterion of "general response," audience

response is the sum total of these reactions,

1. Sarett and Foster, op. cit., pp. 13f.
2. Elwood Murray, op. cit., p. 10.



BOLLEGE OF WiLLIAM & MARY

P

11

The Problem

The problem is that of endeavoring to discover whether certain
personality traits are correlated with speech proficiency; and, if
so, to what extent they may be predictive. The hypothesis is that
speech proficiency, as measured by audience response, requires of the
speakers control of his emotions, self-confidence, extroversion, more
than average self-sufficiency and dominance, general intelligence, and
a marked achievement in English., If the last two traits are lacking,
the individual may possess Qll the other traits and yet be a poor
speaker, Also, there is the possibility that lack of emotional con-
trol may be the undermining influence toward positive audience response
regardless of the amount of general intelligence and English achieve-
ment, Other traits may be mutually neutralizing,

This study investigates and tests statistically eight personality
traits as they may be correlated positively and negatively with speech
proficiency, the degree of these correlations, and whether the degree

of correlation is sufficient for prediction,
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The literature reviewed deals with the personality traits of the
speaker and with the reactions of the audience to the personality of
the individual as he expresses himself in speech situations.

The use of audible symbols has driven man increasingly to express
his ideas, desires, and feelings %o otbers. Bryngleson presents the
idea that muscles and nerves are not of main consideration, because
most of our students possess a fair degree of proficiency in speaking
when alone or in small groups; only a few are not equipped with the
mechanical necessities for speech. He does, however, stress a phase
of speech that has been relatively neglected until recently when he
writes: MOf greater importance, then, becomes the study which cen-
ters around the emotional and mental life of the person who is try-
ing to influence the behavior of an audience."l The writer agrees
with Bryngleson - that the behavior of an audience which has been
stimulated by a speaker provides the criterion for proficlency in
spewch,

The traits that constitute the personality of a proficient speaker
have been investigated by several authorities, First then, we shall
review these experimental and statistical reports of investigations,
Murray was one of the pioneers in correlating some of the traits

measured by the Bernreuter Personality Inventory with speech proficiency.2

1. Bryng Bryngleson, "Speech Hygiene," The Quarterly Journal of
Speech, Vol. XXII, No. 4, p. 611f,

2. Elwood Murray, "A Study of the Factors Contributing to the
Mal-Development of the Speech Personality," Speech Monogranhs, Vol., IIT
1936’ ppo 95"‘108.
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His investigation partially analyzes the effect of three traits from
the Inventory upon the proficiency of a speaker. The other four
sources of his data are: (1) instructor's ratinge of speech performance,
(2) speech case histories, (3) the speakers' introspective analyses of
their reactions to speech situations and assignments, and (4) written
reports by the clinicians who held individual conferences with the
students.

Murray reports the number of hils subjects as "approximately 125
students." The differentiation between the traits that were found in
the "best" gpeakers and in the "poorest" speakers is of interest to
the present study. In order to establish the two categories of "bestM
and "poorest" speakers, Murray selected 25 students who made the
highest scores on the Bernreuter Inventory and the 25 who made the
lowest scores. He compared these two groups by calculating the
difference between the mean raw scores on each of the three traits
measured. From a note at the bottom of Table 1,1 the following is
takens

Differences between the best and poorest speskers in self-
sufficiency is 98.8 * 7,14; the difi'erence in introversion-
extroversion is 92.4 * 5,773 the difference in dominance-
submission is 134.8 = 8,14. (Raw scores.)

According to Bernreuterls "Tentative Percentile Norms" for the

inventory, these raw scores give the following percentile results:

1. Elwood Murray, "A Study of the Factors Contributing to the Mal-
Development of the Speech Personality,™ Speech lonographs, Vol. III,
1936, p. 100,
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TABLE I

PERCENTILE SCORES AND QUARTILE RANK FOR "BEST" AND
WPOOREST" SPEAKERS -~ BASED ON MURRAY'S RAW SCORES
"Best" Speakers

Raw1 Percentile Quartile

Traits - Score™ len Women Rank

Self-gufficiency 774 84 .89 4

Introversion-Extroversion =69.4 <21 .12 1
IDominance~Submission 115.8 .86 .92 A

"Poorest" Speakers

Self-sufficiency =21.4 W18 W32 1l and 2
Introversion~-Extroversion 23.0 .82 .62 J and 3
Dominance~Submission -19,0  L,15 022 1

As Murray does not mention the number of each sex represented, the
discovery of the exact percentile scores would be difficult; they
must be somewhere between the percentile scores for men and those for
women if the group is mixed. The percentile scores indicate that the
quartile rank is the same for men and women with the exception of two
traits for the poorest speakers. The "best! speakers are dominant,
self-sufficient, and extroverted. Submission, lack of self-sufficiency,
and extreme introversion appear to be distinguishing traits of the
"poorest! speakers.

"It will be noticed by the table," writes Murray, "that all these
differences between the two groups are statistically significant." 2

Explanations for the statement are lacking; no critical ratios for the

1. Elwood Murray, "A Study of the Factors Contributing to the
Mal-Development of the Speech Personality," Speech Monographs, Vol. III,
1936, p. 100.

2. Ibid., pe 99
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reliability of differences or correlation coefficients between speech
proficiency and personality traits are given.
A confusing report relative to Murray's study comes from Jones:
Through a series of experiments and studies at the University
of Denver, scores on the Bernreuter Personality Inventory for the
"ideal" speaker have been determined., The "ideal" speaker scores
in the third quartile in dominance-submission and in self-sufficiency;

he scores in the second quartile in neurotic tendency and
introversion~extroversion.

These statements hardly tally with the reported findings by Murray;2
None of his quartile rankings agrees with the statements by Jones.

Because the relationship between speech proficiency and éérsonality
traits is a recent field of research, only one main study on personality
traits, per se, has been made., Closely related studies have been made
by Knower, who, with the ald of several assistants, has attempted the
construction of a new set of tests, particularly adaptable to speech
situations and to personality adjustments and attitudes. In calling
attention to the fact that little has been done to analyze the user of
the voice, language, and other symbolic activities as a personality,
Knower states:

The present study was undertaken with the hope of adding to
our understanding of the process of speaking through the appli-

cation of techniques developed by the students of the psychology of
personality to this problem, 3

1. Lloid B. Jones, "Experiments with Speech in the New High School,"
The Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol, XXIII, No, 1, p. 101,

2. Dr. Elwood Murray is Chairman of the Department of Speech and
Dramatic Arts at the University of Denver,

3+ Franklin H. Knower, "A Study of Speech Attitudes and Adjust—
ments," Speech Monographs, Vol. V, p. 130,
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Enower proposed to develop three scales that would measure speech atti-
tudes and-adjustments: a “Speech Attitude Scale," a "Speech Experience
Inventory," and a "Speech Convention Scale." 1

The "Speech Attitude Scale" 2 is composed of questions similar to
those found in the Bernreuter Peréonality Inventory. 3 Figure I
illustrates the similarity.

FIGURE T
A COMPARISON BETWEEN SELECTED QUESTIONS ON THE "SPEECH
ATTITUDE SCALE" AND ON THE BERNREUTER PERSONALITY INVENTORY

Speech Attitude Scale 2 Personality Inventory 3

1. T am i1l at ease when speaking 28. Are you talkative at social
with a group composed entirely gatherings?
of members of the opposite sex. 124. Are you usually considered to be
indifferent to the opposite sex?

2. I £ind it easy to solicit 24+ Are yvou troubled with shyness?
money for a cause in which T
am interested.

he I enjoy meeting and talking 20. Do you feel self-conscious in
with famous people. the presence of superiors in
the acadenic or business world?

6. I enjoy making a speech in a 59+ Do you find it difficult to
large auditorium, speak in public?

7« I hesitate to protest even 11. Do you try to get your own way
though I feel that I have even if you have to fight for
been treated unfairly, it?

(Numbers used correspond to those of the "Scale" and "Inventory")
The only significant difference to be noted between these items is the

kind of answer. The Personality Inventory used the M"yes," "no," "2,

1. Franklin H, Knower, "A Study of Speech Attitudes and
Adjustments," Speech Monographs, Vol. V, p. 130,

2. Ibid., pp. 141-147.

3. Robert G. Bernreuter, The Personality Inventory, 1935,
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The Attitude Scale employs, "Almost never," %*Seldom," "Occasionally,"

Msually," and "Almost always." It may be noted that Knower has his
questions framed more to the point for the speech stituation than we
find in the Inventory; but if the part that the total personality plays
in speech proficiency is as fundamental as this study maintains, ques-
tions need not be framed as pointedly as in Knower's investigation.
Another form of asking similar questions to those on the two tests

already mentioned is the Speech Experience Inventory. 1 a1 questions

begin with such words as "Have you," "Were you," or "Did you." Again,

There are five possible answers, The Speech Convention Scale 2 differs

slightly by asking what the subject thinks about the way others do.
This is another way of checking the probable reasons for answers to
questions in the other tests. An example of the kind of question asked,
with the possible answers, is:
30. A person who argues to get one to change his personal
beliefs is not minding his own business.
eseDisagree...Moderately disagree ...Moderately agree
sesAgree
Knower's study is the most ﬂhorough one of 1ts general nature that
has been reported. Frequency distributions, deviations, correlation
coefficients, reliability of differences, and validity of all test
materials have been computed for the tests as a whole and for items

in the tests. The conclusions contain many statements pertinent to

the present study. The following are selected:

1. Franklin H, Knower, op. cit., pp. 148-150,
2. Ibid., pp. 150-152
30 Ibido, Pe 151,
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1. The final form of the Speech Attitude Scale has a high index
of reliability. As a measuring instrument it provides a uniform
and consistent index of the individual's attitudes toward his
use of speech,

8. esseThere is a small negative correlation between positive
speech attitudes and the tendency to accept negative speech con-
ventions which may exercise an inhibiting effect upon speech,

15, ...Selected superior men speakers especially, reject more con-
ventions than selected inferior speakers. There appears to be a
greater tendency among average and inferior speakers to accept
egocentric conventions than is true for the selected superior
speaker. The superior speaker shows a greater tendency to ignore
or remain indifferent to the personal element involved in reaction
to the spesker. This evidence tends to support the contention
that one quality of the superior speaker is the tendency to speak
with "abandon.®

16. There appear to be some definite implications of this study

for speech education., The study suggests that characteristics of

the speaker as a personality may have a vital influence upon his

speech performance, It is possible to apply techniques of the
student of psychology of personality to the study of this problem.

A thorough exploration of the potentialities of this field maX throw

much light on the problems of speaking and speech education,

These conclusions suggest that the superior speaker is emotionally con-
trolled, extrovertive, and self-conficent; the negative attitudes of the
inferior speaker are also evident.

There is a more recent study by Gilkinson and Knower 2 which
reports critical ratios of the reliability of differences between the
scores of the best speakers (Qy) 3 and the poorest speakers (Q1) 3 on the
Bell Adjustment Inventory. The proficiency of the speakers was estab-

lished by two instructors who listened to one three-minute speech by

each of 400 students. The instructors praded the students on a quality

1., Howard Gilkinson and Franklin H., Knower, "Individual Differences
Among Students of Speech As Revealed by Psychological Tests -— I," The
Quarterly Journal of Speech, Vol. XXVI, No. 2 (April, 1940), pp.201-203.

2+ Ibid., pp.243-255,

3. Qq represents lowest 25%; Q, the highest 25%.
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designated as "general effectiveness." 1 The Bell Adjustment Inventory
includes test questions on: Home Adjustment, Health Adjustment, Social
Adjustment, and Emotional Adjustment. The Q4 and Qi groups in speech
proficiency ratings were divided into three categories (good, average,
and satisfactory) according to their scores on the four adjustments of
the Bell‘Inventory. They were further differentiated as to sex. The
eritical ratios of the reliability of differences between the Q4 and Ql
adjustment scores are not significant except for the one for men on
Social Adjustment; this ratio is 3.49.° The other differences were
noted to be consistent in showing that the "good" speakers exceed the
"poor" speakers in the number of scores above average, and that the
"poor" make more average scores than the "good" speskers. The QA
women were not as well adjusted on health as were the Q; women; both
sexes in Qy were more emotionally adjusted than those in Q. 3 The
general conclusion of the Gilkinson and Knower study was that 1t
tindicates a functional relationship between speech-classroom-behavior
and behavior in a variety of social situations.” b

‘Few comparisons may be made between this study and previous or
the present one. Most of the studies gave scores on general adjust-
ments and their relationships to speech rather than on the personality
traits themselves. There were, however, broad relationships that make

comparisons with former studies valuable,

1. The "general effectiveness" used 1s comparable to "audience
response” of the present study; but there is a difference between 2
and 100 judges, and between the reactions of instructors of speech
and the "general public" represented by classes in speech.

2. Gilkinson and Knower, op. cit., p. 250,

3. Ibid., pp. 250ff,

4e Ibide., p. 255,



Points of View Expressed in Books on Speech and Psychology

Sarett and Foster have written probably the most widely used
college text on speech. The contents of the volume center on the
following "Six Basic Principles's

1. Effective speech is not for exhibition but for communication,

2. Effective speech commands attention in order to win response,

3. The technigue of effective speech is unobtrusive and therefore
disarming.

Le Speech is effective, other things being equal, in proportion to
the intrinsiec worth of the speaker.

5. Impressions of the speaker are derived largely from signs of
which the audience are unaware,

6. Effective speech results in part from free bodily action. 1

If effective speech depends on the communication of ideas in order to
win response from the audience, and if this response is stimulated by
the Mintrinsic worth of the speaker," and if the intrinsic worth is
largely established by techniques, free bodily action, and "signs of
which the audience are unaware," then personality traits of the speaker
must be the prime motive forces that actuate the audience response.
Other passéges pertinent to the present study are:

The speaker, whether he be an interpreter or an orator, has
one primary purpose: he aims to communicate ideas, feelings, and
moods, in order to win response of some sort; to make his audience
think, feel, do, believe, vote, buy. Any other purpose the speaker
may have is secondary. In other words, the primary purpose of
the speaker is to ¢ommunicate and thereby to influence human

behavior, <

Before the broadecasting companies engage a speaker....lThey
want to know whether his voice can communicate nuances of emotion

1. Lew Sarett and W. T. Foster, Basic Principles of Speech, p. 12,
2. Ibid-’ p. 7!




21

and thought, and whether it has satisfactory volume, resonance,

and purity, In addition, they want to know what kind of person-
ality the voice reveals. (Italics by present writer.) ...lnevitably,
to a large extent without awareness, everyone who listens to a

radio speaker judges his personality from cues in the voice and
responds favorably or unfavorably. If the voice has qualities

that make the listener like the speaker as a person and have con-
fidence in him, he has a good radio personality.

The ultimate objective of every speaker is to influence
human behavior: to move an audience to enjoy, to believe, to do,
-- 1n short, to respond as he wishes them to respond. All the
methods of achieving this end that we have discussed are helpful
sesoBut there is one force that has even more persuasive powers
the character of the speaker. 2
From the "Six Basis Principles," and the quotations, it is clear
© that the total individual — his voice, his movements, his personality
that permeates the audience through a combination of suvbliminal stimuli
that the audience is unable to explain -- is involved. The proficient
speaker, then, according to Sarett and Foster, must be extroverted
(objective in influencing behavior); he should be dominant ("commands
attention"); he must be self-confident (in order to have free bodily
action of the kind that will inspire confidence on the part of the
audlence, and in order to have control of his voice); intelligence is
necessary (to present ideas); English achievement will be an essential
trait (to select words that will communicate the "nuances of emotion
and thought"); health is a requisite (to produce "satisfactory volume,
resonance, and purity"). All of the personality characteristics nen—

tioned in this paragraph, if blended intc one integrated personality,

make the proficient speaker as Sarett and Foster would have him,

1. Lew Sarett and W, T. Foster, Basic Principles of Sneech, p. 193,
2., Ibid., p. 497.
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Elwood Murray, in The Speech Personality, has a slightly different
viewpoint from Sarett and Foster; but, in general, his expression of
essentials for speech proficiency is similar, Some parts of the bock
seem to contradict statements in other séctions; for instance, he writes,
"Speech is a phase of personality" because the two are refined together
through concomitant development and differentiation to the extent that
they are "one and the same thing." 1 He adds that what we call

general Intelligence plays as important a role as phonetic patterns;

that emotional maturity and the speaker's attitude toward himself and
society are "of most direct concern for the integration of the speaker." 2
Contrary to the sbove ideas is the ensuing quotation:
None of the personality, intelligence, reading, or hearing
tests should be used as a measure of speech proficiency; in no

case will a particular sort of speech behavior necessarily be
correlated with test scores.“j (Italics by present writer.)

Speech could hardly be a phase of personalily and fail to be correlated,
even to a small degree, with personality test scores. If the two,
speech and personality, are "one and the same thing," a measure of one
should give some measure of the other. And, if emotional control is
an essential of "good" speech, there will be z significant correlation
between speech proficiency and the measure of emotional stability on
the Bernreuter Personality Inventory.

It appears to the writer that Murray agrees to a relationship
between personality test scores and speech proficiency when he makes

this statement:

1., Elwood Murray, The Speech Personality, p. 8.
2. Ibido, PDe 25 and 30.
30 Ibid., po 29.




Every part of speech action is more or less influenced by
such trends in personality as emotional stability, neuroticism,
self-sufficiency, self-confidence, introversion, extroversion,
ascendence, dominance, submission, and sociability. 1

The statements in Murray's text, furthermore, are slightly confusing

when considered in the light of his test results. 2

Eisenson claims that there are two basic elements of sveech:
the gesture, or the "visible word," and the oral symbol, or "sound
word." The gesture seems to have arrived first; then, by "pantomimie
movements" of the speech organs, our "sound words" evolved. The two
together present the intellectual and the emotional content of speech -
the visible word carries the meaning and the voice indicates the
nuances of emotion. Thus the function of speech ~-- the causing of
responses, thoughts, feelings, or actions on the part of the hearer —
is carried on, >

Speech, according to Eisenson, shows a total of the individual's.
experiences, both innate and environmental; and, therefore, it is a
compressed index of his complete cultural attainment. Because speech
depends for its degree of efficiency on the entire person, it discloses
the state of an individual at any time, 4 Thus, personality and
speech seem to be integral parts one of the other. Eisensoﬁ believes

this to such an extent that he writes:

1. Elwood Murray, The Speech Fersonality, p. 20.

2. The reference is to Murray's study, discusses at the first of
this chapter.

3. Jon Eisenson, The Psychology of Speech, p. 9f.

Lo Ibid., p. 153,
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If anything happens to a person to change his method or
manner of reacting the result is a different personality....This
new personality is nowhere reflected as well as it is in speech,
The opportunity and possibility of proper adjustments by the
individual will depend on whether the individual demands too much of
his environment and on the possibility that the environment may require
more than inheritance has given. If too much is demanded in either
case, Eisenson suggests adjustment by compromise, and adds that the
ability to make these adjustments will rest upon the traits the
individual has developed by the reactions between "his innate person-
ality factors and his environment." 2

In order to be an effective speaker, Eisenson points out that a
speaker is called on to polarize his audience by his becoming a stronger
gource of stimulation than any other thing in the immediate environ-
ment of the audience, 3 Any speaker will have difficulty in attaining
this degree of stimulation if he 1is extremely submissive, emotionally

unstable, introverted, and self-conscious. The audience response

toward such a person would be negative, or cne of pity and sympathy.
The interaction between speaker and audience is always a stimulus-

response situation, L If the individual is both stimulator and the
one who responds (talks to himself), practice may help him ficure

things for himself; but he may become so introverted that he cannot
influence a group. The extreme introvert, therefore, seldom becomes
proficient in speech. The introvert is mainly concerned with his own

daydreams; so is the self-sufficient concerned with the importance of

1., Jon Eisenson, The Psycholocy of Speech, p. 156.
2. Ibid-, po 150' 3. Ibid.’ p. 203. ZL. Ibido, p. 12.
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his own ideas. They seldom become effective speakers; because, as
Eisenson says, "Almost all human action is based on desire" 1 —— not
the desire of the speaker, but of the audience.

In respect to emotional manifestations, Eisenson thinks that a
speaker should have his emotions under control at all times and that
the emotions should be displayed only enough to avoid monotony and
aid in holding the attention of the audience. <

Oliver believes that the speaker who maintains a mid-position
between the extremes of introversion and extroversion will be the most
effective; but he asks the speaker to accept himself "as he is with a
calm determination to make the most of those abilities which he has.!" 3
Like many another speech specialist, Oliver indicates that he thinks a
person may turn on as much dominance, emotional control, extroversion,
or whatever 1s needed, as easily and readily as an engineer turns on
steam. This may be true of the individual who has the necessary
"pressure," but it is probably impossible for the one who does not
possess the essential personality traits.

An interesting interpretation of stage fright is the one present-
ed by Hollingworth. He maintains that the presence oﬁ stage fricht is
the result of the repetition of some feature of a previous emotional
situation of fear. The speaker utilizes responses employsd in a pre-
vious situation and finds them inadequate; the result is stage fright,

a learned response. 4 Hollingworth also indicates that a positive

1. Jon Eisenson, The Psychology of Speech, p. 253

2. Ibid., p. 60.

3. Robert T. Oliver, Training for Effective Speech, p. 442

4. He L. Hollingworth, The Psychology of the Audience, chap. III.
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dominance score Woﬁld be beneficial in making a speaker effective, but
that the score should not be too high. Thus, dominance, self-confidence,
and emotional control would appear to be three traits necessary to
proficient speech,

Speech is recognized as a developmental process; and the words used
by the speaker stimulate according to pitch, time-pattern, and intensity,
or other similar attributes., "Conventional meaning is not conveyed,"
writes Munn, 1 How, then, is the conventional meaning obtained by the
audience?h Munn states that the acquisition of language and the other
phases of the "social heritage" are learned concommitantly and similarly
to other learned responses. This would apply to the learning involved
‘in thinking and linguistic activities. The statement by Munn summarizes
the experimental results and opinions of other leading psychologistis,.
With these ideas in mind, it is a simple matter to understand how person-
ality traits are being developed as an integral part of the total
individual, These personality traits, then, may cause or be caused by
conditionings to words, ideas, emotions, dominance, self-sufficiency, and
other acquisitions of the individual, In short, the interactions are so
complex and complete that inter-devendence would be unavoidable,

The literature consistently presents several ideas, Although com-
plete agreement on all points is lacking, the consensus of opinion and
fact may be summarized as follows:

1. Personality and speech develop simultaneously and as interacting

1. Norman L. Munn, Psychological Development, chap. XXII,
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factors of the individual's total development,

2+ There are both positive and negative claims as to the correlation
of speech proficiency with personality traits and adjustments.

3. The ability of an individual to express himself effectivel&
before an audience depends on "general intelligence," lingulstic achieve-
ment, the condition of the organism (structural) and heélth, personality
traits, and similar acquisitions.

4e A spegker must gain attention in order to communicate effect-
ively to a person or an audlience.

5. The communication is for the purpose of stimulating the audience
to respond favorably to the ideas, emotions, beliefs, or suggested
actions presented by the speaker.

6. The greatest audience response may be had if a speaker is:

a. emotionally stable
b, self-sufficient -- varying degrees recommended
¢. dominant —-- lack of conformity on amount necessary
d. slightly extroverted
e. self-confident
f. sociable -- confusion of opinion on this trait
g. above average in English achievement -- high score best
h, intelligent
i. healthy
7. Negative audience response is assured if the spealker is defic-

ient in the qualities named in point six of the summary.
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THE PRESENT STUDY

The Subjects

The subjects were 100 students (49 men and 51 women), members of
the Public Speaking classes at Scranton-Keystone Junior College,
Their age range was from 17 to 21. Percentile scores, on the Thurstone
Psychological Examination ranged from 2,76 té 99.28. All subjects

were regularly enrolled members of the Freshman or Sophoﬁore class.,

The Tests

The following tests were used: 1) Thurstone Psychological Exami-
nation for College Freshmen, (2) Cooperative English Test (Form 0), and
3) the Bernreuter Personality Inventory. The Psychological Examination
was used to obtain the scores on "general intelligence"; the Cooperative
English Test was employed to secure scores on English achievement. The
six measures of the Bernreuter Personality Inventory -- neurotic ten-
dency (called "emotional stability" in the present study) self-
sufficiency, introversion-extroversion, dominance-submission, self-
consciousness, and sociability -- furnished the other scores on per-
sonality traits that were used in the investigation. Lleasures of
speech proficiency were obtained by audience response on the part
of the members of the speech classes and by the instructor's grades.,

The method of rating audience response is explained under Procedure

in the latter part of this chapter,
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Reliabllity and Validity of Tests

Coefficients of reliability for the Bernreuter test range from
78 to .92; these were obtained by the split-half method and by apply-
ing the Spearman-Brown prophesy formula. Coefficients of validity were
computed by comparison with other tests: (1) Thurstone Neurotic Inven-
tory, (2) Bernreuter Self-sufficiency Test, (3) Laird C2 Introversion
Test, and (4) Allport Ascendance-Submission Reaction Study. The coef-
ficients of validity range from .67 to .94 (uncorrected) and from
+8/ to 1.00 (corrected for attenuation). &

The Thurstone Psychological Examination has consistently held a
reliability coefficient (for the total score) around ,95.< Validity
(correlated against college grades) is given as .50 along with the
statement that the range has been from .40 to .60, 3

In regard to the reliability coefficients of the Cooperative
English tests, David G. Ryans states that, "The reliabilities are all
gubstantial, being of the nature of .95 for the most part," 4 Coeffi-
¢ients of validity with school marks range from .57 to .90; with the

Psychological Examination, from .36 to .78, 9

1. Robert G. Bernreuter, Manual for the Personality Inventory, 1935,

2. Cited by Thurstone, "The 1938 Pgychological Examinations,"
The Educational Record, Vol., 20 (4pril, 1939), p. 298.

3., L. L, Thurstone and Thelma Gwinn Thurstone, "The 1931 Psycho-
logical Examinations," The Educational Record, Vol. 13, No. 2 (April,
1932) p. 135,

4o David G. Ryans, Executive Secretary of The Cooperative Test
Service, gave the information in a letter, to the present writer,
dated September 8, 19/0.

5. From a Booklet of Norms, published by the Cooperative Test
Service, May, 1938,
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The instructor's ratings (grades) of the speech proficiency of the
students correlated .91 with the student-rating of the first semester;
and the student-rating of the second semester correlated .87 with the

student-rating of the first semester.

Procedure

The procedures involved in this study were the objective evalua-
tion of the speech proficiency of each member of the speech classes by
the other members, and the correlation of these evaluations, with eight
personality factors or traits, by the Pearson Froduct-Moment Method.

In addition to the correlations for the group as a whole, analyses of
differences between the first and fourth quartiles have been made to
establish general differences between "proficient™ and #Deficient®
speakers., The reliability of the guartile differences was computed,

The tests were administered Lo the students at the beginning of
school in the fall; administration was standard. The speech proficiency
ratings were made at the end of the first semester; and, again in the
speech class, at the conclusion of the second semester. The ratings
at the end of the second semester were used to check the consistency of
this measure of speech proficiency. Figure II is a sample of the speech
rating sheet for audience resvonse, or speech proficiency. Each student
was given a rating sheet and instructed to evaluate every member of the
class on all speeches made during the semester. Realizing that students
have a tendency to mark friends a bit higher, this tendency was checked
by the fact that each student was graded on his ability at speech

ceriticism. The class was told that the grades on speech criticism
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would be calculated by computing the difference between the individual's
rating of each speaker and the average rating of the class for that
particular speaker; the total differences for each individual would
then be listed and the class graded "on the curve,!

All of the raw scores on Speech Proficiency, the Psychological
Examination, the Cooperative English Test, and the six tendencies on
The Personality Inventory were converted into percentile scores.
These percentile scores were used in all Eorrelations and in calecu-
lations of the critical ratios of the reliability of differences be-

tween pairs of obtained means.
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FIGURE II

STUDENT-RATING OF SPEECH PROFICIENCY

Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 10 11 12 17
1, "Amos" X
2. "Brown" X
3. "Carr" X X
Lo '"Daw" X
5, WEpp! X
You are to grade each mem- Use the following numeri-
ber of the class upon his ef- cal equivalents of the literal
fectiveness in speaking during grades to which vou are accus-
the semester. Try to recall tomed. Place an X under the
some of the criticisms you have numerals opposite the speaker
made in class; but, mainly, you are grading.
judge the speaker on your gen- AT = 1 Dt = 10
8 =2 D =11
eral reaction to his speeches, A =3 D- = 12
Your grade on speech criticism BY = 4 F =17
Will be determined by the g“ ; 2
amount your rating of the speak- g* = g
ers varies from the mean judg- c- ; 9
ment of the class. Keep this in
mind as you evaluate all speakers,
Signature




RESULTS
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TABLE II ~- PERCENTILE SCORES ON TESTS AND RATINGS
N = 100

£ : : .y

& S8 I Bernreuter Personality =8

a5 BE Q& Tnventory 5o

S |aTE - B - o B

® C o D R ® - O ol O

E 8 &8 B & % 84?"*‘3 Bl~N | B2~S | B3-I | B4-D | F1-C [ F2-3 8 % 2

5 |8k9 [FZ BE8|% BeD |F1-C | F2-8 B G A
1. 99 93,00 94 48 43 L6 47 75 93 99
2. 97 61.90 74 45 87 37 62 26 80 96
3. 95 91.50 99 49 50 37 58 28 71 95
he 94 59,00 73 49 98 34 81 12 99 96
5. 94 71,00 96 20 47 11 0 24 A1 95
6. 93 28,62 37 18 80 18 a2 60 T4 85
7 93 89.50 97 94 16 8 25 88 84 85
8. 92 14.80 24 54 9 53 66 69 15 85
9. 92 61.50 43 49 38 28 55 23 60 75
10. 91 74,00 75 84 11 70 26 8. 35 80
11, a8 99.28 83 66 7 49 17 80 12 87
12, 87 97,00 a7 68 37 58 33 6/, 62 85
13, 85 80.00 925 17 24 21 82 20 22 85
14. 85 50456 68 L7 20 53 95 35 18 90
15. 84 30,00 66 74 21 53 37 | 84 49 80
16. 83 2.00 11 95 2 85 14 2 20 55
17, 81 £L7.00 30 12 240 2 82 23 27 80
18. 81 36,00 225 5 87 3 97 4 66 95
19, 80 59,16 41 33 49 38 Th 34 33 80
20, 78 33,00 62 69 60 76 60 50 g7 55




TABLE II -— PERCENTILE SCORES ON TESTS AND RATINGS (cont.)
N = 100

'—-{
B Se lo Bernreuter Personality by &)
S~ W |5 Inventor ] o
] O 2 O + + 7 O
+- —~ ~ o - 3
o |[goo oo |um o © &
o SRS e O [Tt
'~ Oy 3 0B 2y 42 Q 4y 0
3 |88 58 |82 3|BL-N [B2-S |B3-T |B4-D |F1-0 |F2-8 18 €7
w N Ay~ 29 OB ) Oy~
|
21| 77 | 75.00 | 56 |81 |16 te0 |18 |er |26 |55 |
22.| 76 | 29.88 | 24 148 |26 |33 el |19 |32 |75
23, 76 | 7174 | 53 |12 | 70 9 |65 |12 |54 |85
240 75 | 69,00 | 31 |31 139 |20 |59 124 |28 |87
25,0 75 | 52,00 | 73 130 132 |21 (46 165 |9 |70
1
{
26. | 73 | 33.00 | 75 | 52 | 61 | 42 |72 (64 |32 |60
27. 1 72 5,25 | 18 194 | 65 |28 |8 |8 |92 |55
28,1 72 | 81.80 | 84 | 64 | 23 | 50 7 L |2, |75
29. 70 78,20 84 41 31 42 81 35 34 55
30, | 69 | 21.50 | 11 | 8 |77 g | 98 o I 70 |75
{
31.1 69 | 40.00 | 66 |68 |38 {8 |30 {8 |71 |55
32,0 68 | 17.50 | 24 |78 | 93 | 93 9 198 | 45 |60
33,0 68 | 57.72 | 65 |25 192 |36 (94 |22 |8 |€0
3. 66 | 77.14 | 57 |39 131 {47 |77 |52 |53 |55
35.| 66 6.50 | 12 [ 45 | 69 6 |76 |28 |30 | 80
36. 65 26,00 11 | 94 | 18 g8 | 5 | 0 33 55
37. | 63 | 39.00 | 80 | 49 3035 |5 |67 | 8 |85
38.| 63 | 33.00 | 50 |38 {20 |47 |20 |56 |16 |55
39. | 62 | 79.00 | 73 |69 |18 |63 {51 |8 |36 |60
401 59 | 20.00 | 24 |98 |4 95 8 198 |37 |55
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TABLE II -~ PERCENTILE SCORES ON TESTS AND RATINGS (cont.)

N =

100

o r§ o o Bernreuter Personality Inventory N

(4] o~ O =4 O O

g~ o - a4

2] o o -+ QO
+ o O ~ o o -
© o 0 ® o g L o &
@ QAT Ao Q o~ Q o+
F 1882 95 |5we 8% &

32 Shn | w S &8 B1-N |B2-S |B3-I |B4-D |F1-C [F2-S £ b
41, 57 16.84 57T | 71 21 22 35 70 88 45
L2, 56 14,80 11 54 35 53 69 64 25 55
43, 55 81.80 73 0 71 0 Q0 2 17 70
bhie 55 60.60 33 | 19 35 12 41 12 34 70
45, 55 20,00 62 7 14 2 84 4d, 3 70
L6, 54 7.40 23 | 43 40 34 43 42 21 35
LT 53 36.00 10 | 64 65 L6 28 80 T4 40
48, 53 84420 80 { 30 78 23 47 45 72 70
49. 50 54484 57 | 13 56 11 83 18 22 55
50, 50 87.66 a7 3 63 3 a2 8 L 55
51. 49 33.00 50 | 13 34 8 84 15 5 70
524 L9 6.36 20| 38 79 38 76 28 YA 35
53 48 75.02 531 72 39 58 4 88 31 75
S54e 47 35.04 20 | 32 27 11 70 20 45 40
55. 45 23,30 005 57 50 Al 30 57 33 55
564 L 54.00 73 | 69 83 67 47 77 45 55
57 LA 7714 57 | 72 9 12 21 67 36 40
58. 43 88.38 65 1 45 1 31 67 54, 18 70
59. 42 91.00 95 | 97 0 96 2 99 11 35
60, 421 48,00 11 | 69 19 55 9 | é 51 35
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TABLE II ~~ PERCENTILE SCORES ON TESTS AND RATINGS (cont.)

N = 100
'_c;sl

. g;\ '§y§ :E Bernreuter Perscnality Inventory g
42 o 'g %’: % E E @ < '03)
© © A T < e © © -
a |gLgn| #4 S § & B1-N | B2-S | B3-I | B4-D|F1-C | F2-5 & &
61. 42 27.00 24 56 46 61 43 83 a3 35
62. | 42 | 17,00 | 385 |24 |71 g |60 |25 |21 | 50
63. 39 83.00 29 192 34 |92 |63 96 85 55
6ke | 37 | 87.00 | 695 |78 |16 les |36 |84 | 49 | 35
65.1 35| 80.00 | &5 {30 |97 |26 {51 |22 |91 | 35
66, 351 18.00 62 |77 18 " |78 |20 85 66 25
67, 34 | 26400 12 56 140 60 |60 75 80 35
68, 33 | 10,00 | 62 |71 |15 163 (39 {82 | 25 | 25
69.| 331 39,00 | 8 {43 |90 53 73 | 48 | 90 | 15
70, 30 49.14 785 |36 19 43 59 5 11 30
71.1 30 | 14.80 8 |54 (27 |39 |70 |58 | 31 35
72 30 83,00 80 73 64, 62 22 72 86 25
73, 29 | 4046 20 |59 33 55 |46 |73 48 | 30
The _7 27.00 50 48 36 23 39 60 99 25
75 25 37.05 225 |91 9 76 9 86 37 25
76, 25 13,16 08 |97 5 93 7 1 51 15
e 25 1 97.00 | 225 300 |70 o |98 3 1 481 25
78. 23 79.00 | '9L5 &1 68 31 60 51 78 15
79. | 22 .76 | 02 |93 |32 |ag 6 | 97 | 65| 15
80w} 2L | 26,00 | 08 {92 112 |88 |11 | 71 | 37| 15

(Instructor)
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TABLE I —— PERCENTILE SCORES ON TESTS AND RATINGS (cont.)
N = 100
—

o —

> 1985 ¢ . &H

Ao~ | e 2 Bernreuter Personality Inventory P

2] O [o s -+ (o) o]

+ g —~ © ® 'Ha
(& L 00 o o ~qm 00

L1858 157 |85 8o

9 8L I kg g wa |B1-N|B2-S| B3-T|B4-D |F1-C |F2-3| & 85

w ) Ay ~— [aFgyca) OHEe o) A~
8l. 20 5,8/ 12 90 26 81 08 85 76 15
82, 19 116,00 82,5079 | 14 | 69 | 37 {90 |92 | 25
83. 19 18.88 18 78 L7 81 56 68 82 25
84. 19 64,.00 80 31 36 24 70 41 17 25
85. 18 36,00 73 74 16 91 13 97 72 15
86, 18 13.98 2/, 66 15 62 73 70 33 25
87. 17 63.20 41 93 23 93 Al 84 72 25
88, 16 36.00 37 85 20 L5 00 97 84 25
89, 11 16.84 24 % 84 43 0/, o8 27 03
20, 11 14.80 23 29 35 27 L6 L8 1/ 12
91. 10 | 14.800 26 195 | o0 | 81 | 03 | 97 | 16| 03
92. 10 11.52 30 87 03 76 32 91 15 15
93. 08 8.00 93 65 11 54, 20 78 92 10
e 07 YA 20 38 11 62 39 80 15 10
95, 06 7.50 10 71 08 58 31 8/ 94 05
96, 05 26,10 08 68 21 50 28 83 22 05
97. 05 3,72 10 72 10 62 11 81 39 03
98. 03 L+ 50 02 80 29 8/, 24 89 56 01
99, 01 e 50 00 93 06 87 08 92 91 01
100, 01 40,00 91.51 67 66 24 7 71 86 01
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The Pearson Product-Moment Method of correlation was used for all

correlations, the percentile scores in Table II being employed as a
common unit. Table III shows, for most traits, correlation coeffici-
ents sufficiently high to indicate that personality traits play a part
in determining the effectiveness of the speaker, The only one lower
than 4.5 times its PE is Sociability. The highest, the negative cor-

relation with Self-congciousness, is more than 7 times its PE,

TABLE III ==~ CORRELATION OF TRAITS WITH SPEECH PROFICIENCY
N = 100 ( 49 menj 51 women)

Trait r PEy
"General Intelligence" 36 .06
"English Achievement! .30 .06
Neurotic Tendency (BL-N) ~ 35 .06
Self-sufficiency (B2-S) .28 .06
Introversion-Extroversion (B3-I) - 30 .05
Dominance-Submission (B4-~D) - .27 .06
Self-confidence—-Self-consciousness (F1-C)L | - .39 .05
Sociability (F2-S)1 - .06 .07

The correlation coefficlents in Table III are low when compared

with such correlations as are found among intelligence tests; but they

1, High scores on the F1-C indicate self-consciousness; on the
F5-S, a tendency toward non-sociability.
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are commonly found to be lower with personality traits., "If the
correlations were high it would mean that the judgments were not
only accurate, but also that the trait in question was the primary
factor upon which judgments of general effectiveness were formu-
lated." 1 Garrett writes, "It is customary, therefore, not to con-
sider an r as significant....unless it is four times its PE. To be
certain of at least a small degree of correlation, a low r should
be five or six times its PE," 2 The only r that is not at least four
times its PE is that between Sociability and speech proficiency.

Two others, Dominance, and Self-sufficiency, are between the "“signifi-

cant! and the "certain" categories; each is more than 4.5 times its PE,
Table IV shows the "gignificant" and "certain" classifications of the r's.
4 clearer picture of the relationship of personality traits and pro-
ficiency in speech may be obtained by considering that, although little
indication of divergences are evident in Q2 and Q3 groups (according
to speech proficiency), 17 out of 25 of the proficient speakers (Q4)
ranked above the 75 percentile in "general intelligence" whereas only
5 of the deficient speakers were in the same category. Like contrasts
are noted for most of the tralts in Table V, page 4l.

As previously noted, the consistency of student-rating on speech
proficiency, obtained by correlating the ratings of the first and second

semesters, was .87. The validation against instructor's grades showed

a coeffieient of .91.

»

14 Franklin H. Knower, "A Study of Speech Attitudes and Adjust-
ments," Speech Monographs, Vol. V, 1938, p. 181,

2. Henry E. Garrett, Statistics in Psycholooy and Education,
(second edition, 1937) p. 281,
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TABLE IV -~ SIGNIFICANCE OF r's

"General Intelligence" r more than 6 PE
"Engligh Achievement" r more than 5 PE
Neurotic Tendency r approximateiy 6 PE
Self-sufficiency r more than Le5 PE
Introversion r more than 6 PE
Dominance r more than " L5 PE
Self-confidence r more than 7 PE
Sociability r less than 1 PE

Because_speech proficiency and personality traits appear to de-
velop together, those "average! speakers in the two middle quartiles
shOWed no particular trends in personality traits. In order to discover
the probéble causes for "proficient" and "deficient" speakers, an analysis
of the first and fourth quartiles was made., "Proficient" speakers (QA)
and "deficient" speakers (Qj) showed marked differences on most of the
personality traits scored. By tabulating the number of proficient
speakers that scored in each quartile of the several tvaits, and by
following the same procedure for the deficient speakers, a better anal-
ysis of the traits that were present for each group was established.
Critical ratios between the percentile scores, on all traits, of Q and
Q1 speakers were computed to determine the reliability of differences
between the proficient énd the deficient speakers. The critical ratio
for sex differences was only .90; this shows that there was no signifi-

cant sex differences between the proficient and the deficient sveakers,
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TABLE V -~ DISTRIBUTION OF PROFICIENT AND DEFICIENT
SPEAKERS* PERSONALITY SCORES BY QUARTILES

Proficient Deficient
Traits Speakers (QA) Speakers (Qq)

Q1 Qo Q3 |Q, Q1 (Q2 1Q3 Qs
"General Intelligence" 2 6 12 5 15 5 2 3
"English Achievement™ 3 5 8 9 15 A 1 5
Neurotic Tendency 6 10 5 4 0 3 7 15
Self-sufficiency 8 10 2 5 15 6 3 1
Introversion 7 9 6 3 3 5 6 11
Dominance 5 5 9 6 12 7 VA 2
Self-confidence 9 6 5 5 2 2 5 16
Sociability 5 8 6 6 6 5 5 9

Table V presents the analysis of quartile scores on personality
traits and the critical ratios for the reliability of differences. The
proficient speakers are those who were placed in the top 25 by their
classmates; the deficient, or @), speakers are so classified because
the class members placed them in the lowest 25 in effectiveness. Of
the proficient speakers, on "general intelligence" scores, 2 were low
enough to place in Q7 on the Psychological Examination; 6 scored in
the next group of 25, or Qp; 12 and 5 respectively ranked in Q3 and Q.
Thus the proficient speakers appear to be more often those of higher
intelligence. Most of the deficient speakers were extremely

low in intelligence as may be noted by the 15 in Q7 and



and 5 ip Qp; this means that 20 out of the 25 deficient speakers were
below the 50 percentile in "general intelligence.!" The other traits may
be interpreted similarly if we remember that @y of Self-confidence and
of Soclability means a lack of the two traits and possession of the
negative qualities of Self-consciousness and Non-Sociability.

Table V contains only two tralts that have critical ratiocs below
3.00. (See Table VI) These are Self-sufficiency and Sociability; their
respective ratios are 1.43 and 1.15. The other critiecal ratios_range
~from 3.74 to 6.68, indicating that they are highly significant. Thus
the differegce between proficient and deficient speskers may be partly
attiributable to general intelligence, English achievement, emotional
stability, a tendency toward extroversicn, dominance, and self-confidence
on the part of the proficient speakers. A majority of the deficient
speakers possesses the reverse of these tralts., Exceptions must be
made in the cases of those subjects who are high in intelligence and
English achievement, but who fall in the classification of deficient
speakers; the obvious reason is the high scores in emotional instability
and self-consciousness, or in extreme submissiveness. Those who are high
in emotional stability and self-confidence, although lacking the high-
est scores in intelligence and English achievement, may be proficient
speakers.

A tabulation of the means of the percentile scores for proficient
and for deficient speakers (Table VI) provides the degree of average
difference in each of the tralts possessed by those subjects scoring

in the first and fourth quartiles of sneech proficiency.
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TABLE VI ~~ MEANS OF PROFICIENT AND DEFICIENT
SPEAKERS' PERSONALITY PERCENTILE SCORES

. Proficient | Deficient D
Traits Speakers Speakers Eiif;;;;
"General Intelligence" 63.02 15.82 6.68
"English Achievement! 62 25454 L.69
Neurotic Tendency Lo 78 83,66 5.86
Self-sufficiency 35.38 24,78 1.43
Introversion 35,06 YA Lo16
Dominance 5442 25.34 374
Self-confidence * 35.54 83.50 6425
Sociability 1 45.22 54454 1.15

Table VI would place the "mean" proficient speaker in Q3 on gener-
al intelligence, English achievement, and dominance; in Qo on emotional
stability, self-sufficiency, introversion, self-coniidence (actually Qb
in self-consciousness) and sociability (actually non-sociability). The
"mean" deficient speaker falls in Q, on neurotic tendency and self-
consclousness; in Q3 on introversion and non-sociabllity; in Qp on
dominance and English achievement; and in Qp on general intelligence
and self-sufficiency.

The general indications from the statistical treatment of the

1. See footnote on pare 38.



data are that the proficient speakers are likely to be highly in-
telligent, advanced in English achilevement, and more dominant than
average; they will probably be slightly extroverted, more emotionally
stable and slightly more sociable than the average; usually a high
degree of self-confidence accompanies the other traits. Deficilent
speakers usually have low scores in intelligence, English achieve-
ment, self-sufficiency, and dominance; they h=ve a tendency to be
highly unstable emotionally, extremely introverted and self-conscious,

and slightly non-sociable,
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Evidences for Relation of Personality Traits to Speech Proficiency

The study discloses a small but definite relationship - statisti-
cally —— between speech and several personality traits. The two high-
est relationships are those of general intelligence and self-conscious—
ness, the first being positive and the latter negative in relation to
speech proficiency., As might be expected, emotional stability is re-
quired of the proficient speaker; the deficient speaker lacks emotional
control, sometimes to the extent of neuroticism. The proficient speaker
appears to be more often an ambivert than an extroﬁert, although many
of the superior speakers score as extreme extroverts. High achievement
in English, and tendencies toward self-sufficlency and dominance are
characteristic of the proficient speaker. The deficient speaker has
the reverse traits of low achievement in English, extreme submissiveness,
and little self-sufficiency. Sociability showed almost no correlation

with speech proficiency.

Evidence For and Against Views Cited in the Literature

The importance of stressing the "emotional and mental life,"
cited from Bryngleson, 1 is substantiated in this study by the proof
of relationship between behavior (response) of the audience and

personality traits ("emotional and mental"),

1, Bryng Bryngleson 1s cited in, "Review of Literature," p. 12,
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Murray Ll ytilized the ides of differentiation between the first
and fourth quartiles of speech proficiency scores, but his measure of
proficiency was made.by instructors. Furthermore, no critical ratios
of the reliability of differences were included in his study. The re-
sults of the present study agree with Murray's analysis of the degree
of self-sufficiency, introversion--extroversion, and dominance-—submission
present in deficient speakers. To the contrery, there is lack of
accord on the degree of the three traits shown by the proficient speak-
ers. Murray's subjects ranked in Q4 on self-sufficiency and dominance—
submission, and in Q1 on introversion--extroversion, In the present
study, the proficient speakers were in Qp on self-sufficiency and
introversion-extroversion, and in Q3 on dominance-submission. There
is, then, a difference in degree on all three traits for proficient
speakers—-Nurray used only three traits., The report by Jones, 2 on
Murray's results, more nearly tallies with the conclusions of the
present study. The only disagreement is on the amount of self-
sufficiency; Jones reported that the "ideal" speaker was in Q3, but the
present study locates the "proficient" speaker in Q5 on self-sufficiency.

The present study ag}ees with the following points made by Knower:

1. Speech personality has an influence on speech performance,

2. It is possible to apply psychological technigues to the study

of speech proficiency.

3. The proficient speaker is emotionally controlled, extroverted,

1, Murray's study is cited in M"Review of Literature," pp. 12-15,
2. Jones, ibid., p. 15.
3., Knower, ibid., p. 16-18,
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and self-confident,
4o The deficient speaker has attitudes opposed to the proficient speaker,
Gilkinson and Knower's study 1 disclosed that (1) the "good" speak-
ers exceeded the "poor" speakers in the number of scores above average
on the Bell Adjustment Inventory; (2) speakers in Q/ were more emotion—
2lly adjusted than those in Qp; and (3) there is definite relationship
between speech behavior in the classroom and social behavior in many
other situations., These views are in general accord with those of the
present study, although statistical comparisons are improbable,
The results of the present study agree with the views of most
writers in psychology and speech, Murray, 2 however, in The Speech

Personality, writes that a particular speech behavior will not necessar-

ily be correlated with test scores. He contradicts this in his study
by concluding that there is a definite correlation between several
traits and speech proficiency. The findings of the present study con-
cur with Murray in these correlations and in his statement that all
speech action is influenced by the traits measured by the Personality
Inventory.

In general, the present study validates the previous studies and
the opinions expressed on the subject of relationship between person-
ality traits and speech proficiency, by the writers on speecn and

psychology cited in the "Review of the Literature."

1. Pages 18 and 19 of "Review of the Literature."
2. See page 22, ibid.
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Theoretical Implications of the Results

1. If speech and personality traits develop simultaneously and
are interdependent factors, speech training should be one of the best
methods of improvement in personality adjustment,

2. Speakers are neither wholly "born" nor completely "made."
Innate tendencies contribute toward the possibility of the speaker's
proficiency, but environmental conditioning plays a large part.

3. Individual differences in speech proficiency and deficilency
should be investigated more fully in order to determine as many of
the contributing factors as possible.

4o The implications for educatlonal improvements are evident,
Present "fundamentals" may not be as fundamental as teachers of speech
have thought; many teachers of speech have already begun to doubt the
accuracy and wisdom of some "basic principles."

5. By using the methods of Clinical Psychology, the proficient,
"average," and deficient speakers may be distinguished. These could
receive instruction and general guidance according to their needs.

6. It would probably be advantageous to have separate classes
for proficient, average, and deficient speakers.

7. There is a need for accurate tests on more of the person-
ality traits; also, the determination of their relationship with

speech proficiency.
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General Conclusions

1. Audience resnonse was found to be a reliable index of speech
proficiency. This was evidenced by the correlation coefficient of .87
be£ween the student-rating on speech proficiency for the first and
second semesters, which indicated high consistency of audience response.
The coefficient of correlation (.91) against instructor's grades,
attested to the validity of audience response as a meagure of speech
proficiency.

2. Correlation coefficients between speech proficiency and the
eight personality traits scored were too low for prediction on all
speakers; but they were significant with the exception of sociability
for proficient speakers, and even more so for deficient ones.

3. Speakers of average ability (Qs and Q3 in\speech proficiency)
showed no clear-cut tendencies on any of the personality traits
measured.

4« Reliable differences between QA and Q1 in speech proficiency
were shown in general intelligence, English achievement, emotiocnal
stability, introversion-extroversion, dominance-submission, and in
self-confidence—-—self-consciousness. HNo reliable differences were
found in self-sufficiency and soclability. Thus, six of the eight
traits tested in the study disclosed reliable differences between the
proficient and deficient speakers,

5, Proficient speakers tended to rank high in general intelligence,
English achievement, and self-confidence; tﬁey were slishtly above
the "mean in emotional stability, extroversion, dominance, self-

sufficiency, and sociability.
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6. Deficient speakers had a more definite tendency to rank very
low in general intelligence, English achievement, and self-sufficiency;
they were high in emotional instability, introversion, submissiveness,
and self-consciousness. Sociability was negligible,

7. There was no reliable sex difference in speech proficiency,

although the mean percentile for the men was slightly higher than that

for the women,
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