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In June of 1976, the'Nationg]eAsgessmgnf of Educational Progress ' \ -

- ey
.

(NAEP) and the Speech Commdnicat%on-ﬂssociation (SCA) jointly initiated 2 1

.

t
0

Feasibility Project for a Natﬁbﬁa] Assessment of.Speaking and Listening

Skills. The reason for identifying the project as a "feasibility" effort )

&

FD146656

.~

" stems from the :;}ticu]an.prob]pms related to tHe ?hatidna]" scope éf the
project and.tp ts foéus on "speaking and listening” skills. .}here are
f' . particu]a; prob&ems related to large-scale testiﬁg afforts which are dif- - 'f
‘ ferent’from‘sméller scale iesting an@ there ére spécific is;ues related to :

the éssessmént of communication competencies which are different from an’ T

assessment of Other educational areas. This paper specifically addresses .

r

issues. related fo -a-national asseaiment of speaking-and listening skills. -
. N ’ 3= s . N .

‘ Theseq issues "are relevant, at a more general level, to measurement of communi-

cation competencies in-g variety of séttings, e.g., in classrooms, in .social

situatibn?f'tn employment settings.’,

] . )
The purpose of the NAEP/SCA-Feasibility Project was to develop stra-

A. . " . . - g
! tegies for assessing communication cqmpe?encqes of elementary ard secondary
- . \ . ~

~ .

school students. It was important that the assessment instruments be de-
» ’ ’ ‘ 3

siéned for possib]e‘usé in the National Assessment dﬁ Educational Progress

-
£

a national survey which measures achievement of'importanﬁreducationa] ob-

-

Jectives. _Therefore, instrument devé]opment had to take into account the ' /

. '/
N
.

-~

]Paper presented at Speech Communication Associhtiqn Annual Convention,
% .

Q
™ ,/

N Washirgton, D.C., December, 1977.
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‘listening'situations.

N\

specific characteristics o

r

he National Assessment as well as general con-

e

cerns of educational teéting.‘flhese requirements traﬁ?]ated into three

specific issues related to a large-scale assessment°of speaking and listen-

iﬁg skills. The first problem, area dea]s with the 1dent1f1cat1wn of the

'doma1n of commuiication competenc1es which wou]d be assessed. The second

1nvo]vas the selection of meaéhrement strategies whitch would be utilized,

The third covers sources ‘of test bias, spec1f1ca]]x,those related to cul-

tura] and s1tuat1ogp] differences.

The first task of Ehe'NAEP/SCA project was;io_specify the domain of

7/
Domain Specification

.commuﬁication competencies which would be addressed by the assessment.

[
The requirements of a national survey necessitated the inclusion of a broad

-

range of speaking and ]1sten1ng sk11]s rather than those of a spec1f1c com-

munication’ currituTum. However, un11ke some .other educational areas, the

%

domain of communicstion competencies is not well charted. One of the .rea-

|

sons for this situation is fhat speaking and listening skills are not

coveraq jin school programs in a consistent way. In some casés communica-

tion .competencies are taught in speech courses, which are a part of the.¢

-, .

standard or the elective cﬁrricuTum. In man& schools aspects of speaking
and listening are integrated jnto the requi?ed language_ arts program.

There are eome instances géhere* there is no direct instruétion provided in
communication competencie;. However, it would be difficult to’fipd §chopls
where these skills are not addressed somewhere in instructional acéivities;

\ - -
for example jn grqup discussion, orad reports, and formal and jnformal .
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" .Another reason for the lack of spec1f1cat1on of he doma1n of communf=
cat1on competencies is its orientation on skills rathe than know]edge ' .

The domain does not include many facts-about speaking and lﬂ-ten1ng which ° - -

one might expect students to know. Most of the\¢0main cuses on sk1]1s ; 5

v >

Ho%ever, it is d1ff1cu1t to 1deﬁ\ﬁfy the skills which are widely accepted
as central. Some communicatid educators emphaswze rhetor}ca] skills re- ¢
7 > a

lated tc formal speaking situations. Others stress a rangb o@ 1nfor Al
J

communication abilities which are important to schoo} soctal and emp]oy-

. . N
ment situations. The lack of consistent, commun1cat1on currwcu]a angd the ) P

emphas1s on a var1ety of skills rather than spec1f1c facts made spec1fy1ng

the doma1n of communcat1on competencles a d1ff1cu]tftask . . - ]
Irrespective‘of "the problems cited .abave, there are some precedents \;\
in the speech‘communicat1on d1SC1p11ne for spec1fy1ng the doma1n of com- :.' 1
muﬂ%cation"competencies Like other educat1ona1 areas, commun1cat1on edu-; S {
cation was 1nf]uenced by the movement toward. behav1ora] objectives. and ?"
accountab1]1ty A concernlw1th behavioral obuect1ves<$1rstvsurfaced in i f

o
the field of speech communication in the Jate s4§t1esv(8aker,81967) and

. ) : ! “ \
was prompted heavily'in the early 'seventies, -particularly by Kibler |

(Kib]er,fBarker and Miles, 1970; Kib]er; BarKer and,Cegala, 1970a; j v
Kibler, Barker and Cega]a, 1970b; Cega]a K1b]er, Barker and MiTes, 1972)

NS +

One of‘the requts of th1s movement was the development of comprehens1ve -~ .
s

l

"
descr1ptpons of high school speech programs whjch included ]1sts of be- ;

i

haviora]fobjectives (Cortright, Niles aidd Welrich, 1968; Buys, Car]son, : K
' N ’t

Compton and Frank, 1968; Q]ark and Nelson, 1969). | . g: o

- I. . T i P

The promot1on of behav1ora] obJectwves in comnunncat1on education s?on

Vol

]
expandedfto genera? support for the accountability movément " Many spgech

:
! ]
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'°pr1mary emphas1s of the description was on verbal commun1cat1on coTpeten-

/ accountability prov1ded a number of approaches for def1n1ng commun1cat1on

L4

ments cP the co

-

unication process were d1ff1cu]t to descr1be in spec1f1c/ g
Rt
beﬁav1ora] terms (Tucker, 1973; Amé?off 1974; Streff, 1976; .Civikly, ]976)

/
'Neverthe]es”{ the reéu]ts of the
/

vement towdrﬁ behav1ora1 Bﬁigct1ves and

ab111t§ in terms of specific competenc1és, the latest example h/nng the’)
1ist of objectives deve]oped/éy the National- Competenc]es PrOJect from a . / .
qeest1onna1re study of speech communi cation educators and theor1sts (Cegala /
and Bassett, 1976). : ' ' . /o ' ' ]
A]thoggh the NAEP/SCA project considered a number 9% existing and '
novel systems for specifying‘speaking and listening sk{]]s, it 'settled on
'the-categories of functional ccmmunicaticn competencies p(gfcsed by‘the . .,
National Comhetencies Project (Allen and Brown , ]9765 as the basis for the
domain description. These broad cétegories inc]uced fhformihg,-contro][ing o
(petsuading), sharing fee]ings, imagining and ritualizing.” Although not

ent1re]y mutua]]y exclusive, the categor1es represented. a comprehens1ve

system for descr1b1ng communicat1on competenc1es which are 1mportant in a ¢

‘W1de var1ety of formal and informal settings. . ~

The doma1n descr1pt1on was further def1ned by, d1v1d1ng each communi -
cation funct1on 1nto speaking and 11sten1ng perspect1ves A»though the

N 3

cies, the framework a]so provided for nonverbal ab1]1t1es as wel]

-




The third component af the domain description identified communication

ontexts. These were categorized by formal and informal situations and by:

@

dyadic and group situations.” The rules for appropriate communication are .
. . . . - ] > ) .
fairly stable in formal comnynipation situations. /However, they. vary

greatly in informal situations: dependtng upon the norms of the cultural

.

" group. Similarly, the rules for appropriate cCommunication are different’
depending upon the number o%‘persons involved in the situation. The com-‘
" ponent oflcontext"was added, to aq&onmodate thése tu]tura] and situational

aspects of communication. . ¢

7/ v

In addition to the functional categories,‘an'area/ﬁas specifizd which -

. . . ' L B
encompassed communication attitudes. This\component*of the doma1n iden-

N

tified the pred1spos1t1ons toward comnun1cat1on ehavior wh1¢h under]1e

the funct1ons, perspect1ves and -coptexfs.

"The resu]t1ng Assessment Matr1x (shown in Figure ]) 1nc]uded three * .

< .
=, -

damens1ons. funct1on (1nform1ng, controlling, shar1ng feelings, ritualiz-

J'}ng and imagining), perspective (speaking/expressing, 1istening/recogniz~
1ng) and context (formal dyad ‘formal %roup, 1nforma1 dyad, 1nforma1 group). .
" Attitudes were 1nc]uded as a separate component ” \t\ . ; '
Based on the Assessment Matrix, the project further def1ned commun1-
cat1on competenc1es in tems of specific obJect1ves. At this po1nt it was
A necessary to make some como%omiées. \Insteadfof attempting.to chart the |
entire domain of speaking and listening skills:.the.project attempted to
1ist some priority ijectives which would be considered representative but
not exhaustive of the ‘entire area. One additional compromise was made. co-

The project decided to exclude from the objectives and item development -

the area of imagining. This decision.was based upon two reasons. First,
. - 7/

-

ro. . . .
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. » Figure 1 x
Y . '~ *

- 3 - . “%
*  Assessment Matrix S
- . % " . d i. R

; . Knowledga-and Skills

2 y, =
. . Spealdng/ Listeaing/ - - / %
N ' Expressing  Recognizing - 2
& ~ Z

.", 2 - ) '
: . Joforming N /////A/////A/////z/

- . Conrrolling ) ) v

\ ~ %
' ‘ o " Perspective ,

*

Attitudes

A «




4 N ' \d

. ¢ ’ N . .. 3 > .
- the imagining area, which focused on the use of communication for creative
\ 14 . -

purposes, considered to be substantively different from the ‘other cate- ‘

————— e

— - -gorwes,_whlch focused on the -use of comnun1cat1on for a number of fune- .
. ﬁ1ona] purposes. It was felt that the 1mag1n1ng category would requ1re
un1que measurement strateg}es and wou]d‘detract from the majority of the

deVe]opment effort Secondly, the creatwve use of ‘communication was

-

covered to some extent in exiSting National Assessment efforts. For ex<

_ ample, aspects of ]anguage apprec1atwon and ora] read1ng abilities are

assessed in the literature and reading suryeys. The L1st of Assessment
Objectives is ororided in Figure 2. =Also, due to the limited'level of
¢ ffort of the NAEP/SCA proJect, it was decided to focus on deve]opment of

assessment strateg}es for 17-year-olds. It was fe]» that an assessment of -
17-year-olds (one of four target groups of the NAEP) best representeo the L
culmination of the e]ementary and secondary edhcation process. )

Measurement Strategies

A setond'prob]em for the NAEP/SCA project was the selection of nea-
) Ve
surement strategies. The maaor issue q;]ated to this task revo]ved around -

the feasibility of direct versus 1nd1rect measurement. Direct measurement'

. / ’

of speaking typically requires collecting .samples of speech performance
4 . *and scoring the samples according to some sort of premdetermwned cr;ter1as

Direct measurement of 11sten1ng typwca]]y involves prov1d1ng var1ous spoken

stimuli and asking multiple-choice quest1ons which assess reca]],J1nter-%

\

pretatjon and/eoaluétion_of the material. Indirect measurement of speak-\

ing aod'listenjng typita]]y consists of multiple~choice questions which

[

assess know]edge.of approprfate communication behaviors in partitu]ar

‘7\4'

"




A S
List of Assessment’ Objectiyes
) Informirm/hstenmg S R ) ., T
l. le to choose’ an appropmate topic for 9, Be ab]e to listen ~active]y to and ana]yze an N
an informative talk. ~ r informative speech. ° T — .
2. Be able to 1ntroduce a topic in an informa- 10. Be able to listen actively to an everyday Ce
tive tajk. informative message. - X
o . ~ ’ . - . . &
3. Be able to. conflude effectively an informa- : N oL ) : g :
tive talk. . . - - ' ‘
! -4, Be able to organize ap informative talk,— - . . -, .
5.° Be able to elaborate a V .
‘ 6. Be able to ask questiopsT : ° . .
' 7. Be able to give Eirections \ .
8. Bea }e’to describe obJects, people places - 2
and” act1v1t1es. i .
p ?Coﬁtrolhng/SQeakmg .. : Controlling/Listening o
R ¥ R R
vl 1. Be able to use“Persuasive argumen::v/ 7 7. Be able to listen actively to and analyze a
" . 2. Be able to support a position with-afpro- persudsive speech.
n priate arguments. , o 8 - 8. Be able to listen actively to an everyday per-
' 7 3. Be able to support arguments with appro- .¢ . suasive mersage. . v ’
3 K priate evidence. . . P
4, Be able to analyze an, ‘audience. ; e, T
5. Be able to digtidguish facts from' cpinions. | L A <! v
6. B8e able to identify ‘logical argu’renty from ‘ . ‘o L £ -
*  illogical-arguments. "
~ % v ”\
<« ‘Sharing ree11ms/5)reSSJ . Sharing Feelings/Rezognizing
1. Be able to recognize if the situatiop. 1s . 3. Be able to recognize né‘nverba] expression: of
appropriate for sharing feehngs. , . v typlca] feeiings: o 7 -
-2. Ue able to assert feelings in d1ff1c.nt . 4. Be able to recognize incohgruehce betweén ver-
- communication situations. . bal and nonverbal expressions of typical feelings.
Ritualizing ! ' ‘
1. -Be able to lead a gr@up discussio'n. ’
. ZI “Be able to identify ritual communications . )
‘l from other types of commumcatmn -
3. Be able-to perfom typ1cal commumcatmn ’ . oL
rituals. . - R
. . ..
° Communicating Attitudes ) .
) 1. Be willing to communicate with others. 5. Bevcomfbrtqble when involved in persuasi;e
_ 2. Have a positive concept of self as a comnunication. .
communicater. . 6. Be comfortable when ip-vd'l\{d\in coraunication
3. Be willing to share feelings. - rituals. ,
4. Be confortable communicating in difficylt- - | 7. Eszxgkggrt‘: of different dialects and ways of
communication $ituations {in front of jarge o ng.
audiences, in groups, with authority f1gures : - E . . .
. or strangers). : . :
° . ) * ) P *
S ’
<
82 P i

. -
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . .
. . - .




s1tuat1ons. Listening is usually not measured using, indirect strategies.

The‘precedents for assess1ng funct10na1 communicat1on have béen re-

lported by Larson, Back]und Redmond and Barbour (in préss). They rex;ewed
n1nety 1nstruments -which representedkgoth direct and 1nd1rect measures of °
.‘product1ve and recept1ve ab111t1es for all age groups. The tests were

. diyfded into seuen‘tategories' 1) Deve]opmenta] Language and Communica-
t1on %}41]s, 2) Communjcation Competence and Appropr1ateness, 3) Receiving:
L1sten1ng, 4) Receiving: Momverbal Sens1t1v1ty/Empath1c Skills, 5) Appre- .

hension/Anxiety, 6) Interaction Descriptions, 7) Correlates: Distosure/ -

.Access1b111ty, Style and Preference Atc1tud1na1 Correlates. Th1s collec-

tion forused on broad measures of the d1mens1ons of communication competence.

It excluded more specific tests of communication §F11]§’ such as public

)

speaking. o~ ‘ ‘- -
. < ’ . . '

Tests of specific speak1ng “and listening ski]]s have been reported in

conmun1cat1on textbooks’ and Curr1cu]a (e. g., A]len Anderson and Hough
J968; Brooks and Fr1edr1ch 19735 Jeffrey and Peterson ]975 Heun and )
Heun, 1975). However;‘Ghese~tests rarefy have estab]1shed norms, reli-.
.abi]ity or'Va]1d1ty Thus, there were only a few precedents f%r measur1ng

specific runct?ona] communication competenc1es to guide the decisions of,
- . LI
direct versus 1nd1réft measurement strateg1es *

The scope of the Nat1ona] Assessment of tducational Progress, which
survgy groups of\2 500 of students from a]] parts of the country, favored
1rd1rect measurement strateg1es It is much eas1er to assess Targe numbers
. of students using multiple-choice type quest1ons than using. performance
- tésts: However, the nature e€_the domain, which focuses more on skills -
than specifjc facts, argued for the necessity of direct measurement °

- , ; .
/j . w9~ o ' ’
o T 10
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Ve

strategies. In order to measure skills, it‘js.more apbropriate to give
stueents actual tas&s to perform rather fhap.to give them muitiple-choice
questions. Nifkqut the guidance of prior instrument -development, it )
seemed necessary that the NAEP/SCA prOJect exp]ore, at least on a feasi-
bi]ity baSis, the full range of ‘possible measurement strategies. There-
fore, the project’initiated deve]opment of indirect measureé of speaking
skills, direct me;sures of listening skills, and laid plars for direct

measures of speaking skqi]s The following summarizes the’ prob]ems faced

by each of these deVe]opmeht efforts and the results of initial p;oject

v RN .

-

activities.

-

. N . B
JIndirect Measures of Speaking Skills

There are two major.ﬁrob]ems for the developmeft of indirect measures

of speakiag gbility. The first 4s the creation.of realistic items which

" were relevant to students from :all over the ‘country. The sécond is the

«

identification of %Jear]y correct and incorrect answers. It was essen--
tial that indirect measures of speaking skills be appropriate for all the
students in the national sample and tﬁat they clearly rebéesent competent
and 1ncompetent communication behav1ors ‘v

_ ¥he first issue re]ated to. 1ndirect measures of speaking skills is the
generality of tqe items. This is a problem-for any large-scale assessment
instrument. It is necessary that students are te<ted on the intended know-
ledge and skills and not on’ their familiarity with the testing situation.
For example. jtems which test speaking ski]]s'ip the context of subways,

shopping centers or harvesters are not universally familiar. Furthermore,

che domajn of communication competencies introduces the confounding element

11

/
/7




»

of cu];urq] and socio-~economic djxersity. Appropriate communicatjon varies

from nroup to group. For exakple, ways of sharino feelings differ depend-
ing upon the oustoms oé a garticular group. The proolems of geography, .
icolﬁufe and socio-economic diversity made the dere1opment of indirect mea- .
sures of speaking:skills problematic.
The setong issue in developing indirect measures of speaking ekii15'

revolves around response alternatives. It is difficult to writemultiple-
- - ~
cho1ce quest1ons with c]ear]y corract and incorrect answers. Again, part

of this prob]em stems frum the cultural and soc1a1 nature of commun1cau1on
skills. Communicat1on behavior which is appropriate for one group is not
necessarily appropriate’for another group. This problem is accentuated -

when communication moves from formal to infarmal situations and from. task

4

related to-personal purposes. It is possible to geve1op questions with ~

cledrly correct and incorrect answers about formal communication situations

- - _‘\

such as Jjub interview and for spee1f1c communication purposEs such as .

giving directions. However. it become much more<difficult to develop

N L ¥

r’ )
jtems about informal communication situations suchas conversations with

>

peers and.for personal communication purposes such as rituals anu «press-

-

ing feelings.

The NAEP/SCA prOJect deve]oped a variety of strategies for dea11ng

?
) with the issues of 1nd1rect measurement of speaking skills. F1gures 3,

4 and 5 prov1de examples of some of the different formats used to assess '

.

various functiohs of communications within various contexts. Figure 3 is

an*example of a controlling (or persuading) task in two different types
- g

of informal situations. Figure 4 is an example of two informing tasks in

-

! .-

o4
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1. A-man wants. to persuade.his coHeagues to recon51der (thex support of - .o
3 5 .
A‘Hen Barber Which of the fo]]owmg statements is the mos2 1ogwca1

LY Qe e ey
AN N TR

N h3
. argument he cou]d use? ¢ . . [i

P

- ‘. "So- AHen Barber is for freedom ofveXpresswn. I suppose he.
‘ o thinks that there's nothing wrong #n calling someone anything

>~ you want to; or advocating the overthrow of the government ov
.. , yelling | Fire!! in a crowded building." ¢ .
¢ . s ‘ . L g ’
e . "So Allen Barber’ i)sﬁfor freedom of expression. What dbes he' .-
s < émean by that? ‘Therd are times and p]acesgwhere freedom of -
expression may: be inappropriate. ‘I think we ought to know . L,
specifically what he.thinks before we dec1de to support him..",

N °4

O I“don't know. .. - : -

o 2. An advertising agency is trymg tn come up ‘with a way to sell more

beer. Nhlch one of the following slogans wou'ld be the most Jogical

x argument they could use? ' ' B oo, T

. ) - i . . .
T « Cr"Swing, American style: Drink Blue Bonnet Beer." - '

;e .- O"ora full, rich taste,_ Drink Blue Bonnet Beer.":

~CO 1 don't know. - \“\ \ T

« . N By
Y . . <
~ . R
. '
. . .
. .
. . R -
- >
. - . »
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] ) . Figur‘e 4-

! Re]ated Items

1. You have' been selected to host "the awards ceremony for the GlendaTe

[ . A

" Janior Serv1ce Club. P_wh1ch would be the best way to introducé-the ,

-

° winner of the Outstanding Volunteer award? '

gﬁ a]] know Nancy. She's been a member of the club for
ee years ngw. She‘s a great kid. Nancy, come up and get . .
. the Outstanding Volunteer award." > ) ;.
"The Outstanding Yolunteer award is given each year to the
club member who demonstrates except1ona1 service and enthu-
siasm in club activities, This year s award goos to Nancy
- Joyce for her excellent job organ1z1ng this year's newspaper
\dr1ve.’ Congratulations -Nancy." -

“This eVen1ng we wish to recogn1ze Miss Nancy Joyce for her
. -noteworthy Service in the Glendale Jun1or Service Club. She
was responsible for directing this year's successful news-
«paper drive. For this we present her with the Outstand1ng.
Vo]unteer award "

OI don t'know ©T

- -, . -

-

2. At the end of the awards cereﬁony, which of the following statements

would be the best.way for you to conclude t presentation?

"This concludes the Ninth Annual Glepdale Junior. Service
Club Awards Ceremony. It has baen a‘great honor for fme to
be a part of this .important occasion.” - -

Ay

<::>“That's it. We have had a super year. I hope the next
~"will be just as great. "

"This marks the end of another' year for the Glendale Junior,
<::>SerV1ce Club. We can'look back at our accomplishments with -

pride and look forward to another productive and fun- f]]]ed ‘ '

year.". . .

I donft know. § o

-

-~
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stopping by a store, it was stolen. Jack tells Do -aboﬁﬁ the situa-
f%gp befweeg classes and says he is really sorry/it happened. But
Don is-stjﬁl angry. HWould each of'the fo]lqyiﬁg approécbes be a

. good,way\fgr Don to handle the situation? -

e

.

A.

- Multi-Part Items

s

-

-
‘Don decides never to speak to Jack

again, and holds his feelings inside.

Don‘arrangés to meet Jack during
lunch so that he can tell Jack how
he feels about the whole thing.

. N ’ ‘~§.
Don hassles Jack duxging the next

break and doesn't give him a chance.

to respund. .
Don decided to call Jack that night
to discuss the whole situation when
they both have plenty of timesta

talk. Vi
‘ ~

/

P g

‘ ]

-
a
b -14-

I don't know.

1. Dgp let his friend.Qack‘use his 10-speed bicycle. While Jack was

- Yes No

o O O -
oo O
OO T O
O O O

1

-




e
- .

Atae

A

a formal situation. Figure 5 is an example of a sharing feejings task in

7 an informal situation. .’ —

The results of the initiaﬁ project efforts indicated that it was par-,
t1a]1y successful in dealing w1th the issués. of deve10p1ng 1nd1rect mea-
sures of speak1ng sk1lls "The f1e1d test data suggééted that the proaect
was more successful dealing with” the task oriented communication- functions
of informing and contro]iing_than'Q}th the ;ersona] functions of ritualiz-
ing and shéring-fee]ings. Furthermore} items dea]jng with formal communi-

Ration contexts were more.adequate\%haﬁ items dealing with informal con-

texts. The ﬁeed for an assessment which.was appropriated to a diverse

;‘stqqent population ]ed to the creatian of some }tems'w“ich were mundane- or
irrelevant to students. The need for clearly correct and incorrect answers

led to the development of some items which were too simple or obvious.

Eigure 5 provides an example of this type of problem. -3
‘ D) s *
" Direct Measures of Listening Skills L

The measurement of ]{stening skills eppears on the surface to be ]egé )

prob]emat1c than* the measurement of speaking skills. There are ‘precedents

“for test1ng in this area.

‘There are no problems in administering direct -.

measures of 11sten1ng on a large scale.

However, here too are'severa]

-assessment issues. Probably the most critical proplem is to separate an

»

assessment of']istening_api1ity from an assessment of-general verbal

ability, since the research seems to indicate that'these abilities are
correlated (Barker, ]97]{.
There are several standardized tests of listening skills (Brown and

Carlsen, 1v55; Educational Testing Serv1ces, 1957). ‘ﬁhese tests typ1ca]]y

Y-+
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.

asseis several .levels of listening skills, i.e., direct recall, int&rpreta-

tion} and eva]uation. In addition to these general approaches to asse551ng

plistening ski]]s, speech communication educators and others have developed °
i -
tests of specafic ana]ytical skills which ‘are ‘applicable in forma] .1sten-

3

‘ing situations. %hese include such competencies as 1istening to a speech

for organization use of equsitory devices, use o¥ evidence, factrinference
.distinctions and logica] fallacies.

The NAEP/SCA proaect consqdered both generai and specific 1isten1ng ’
. skills 1n its direct measures of . listening It )nc]uded listening compre-
‘hen51on tasks and speech ana]vs1s tasks. Furthermore, it sampled~both‘

i . s
" formal and 1nformﬁk Iisteniﬁ§ 51tuations For examp]e, the stimuli in-

' 2

cluded informative and persua51ve speeches), a newscast and a commercial.

The rgsults of the 1n1t1a] deve]oment éct1v1t1es surfaced an unex-
pected problém in the direct assessment of listening skills. The listenind
items, more than any other group of items, e11c1ted significantly different

responses from m1nornty~and nonminority Students. éﬁumerouf explanations of

_this result were proposed: the ]eve] of vocabu]ary 1n thefstimuii, the

length of the stimu]i; the rate and accent of the speakers on/the stimulus’
tapes, and distractions in the testing 51tuat§on. Probab]y the most plau- '
sible explanation is that the materia]s weredtied to genera] aﬁhlity and.
the field testing did not contro] for these differences CDrrentty, efforts
are underway to reduce bjas in these items ‘by simplaf’fng vocabulary (and
thereby reducing some of the overlap betmeen ]istening ability and general

verbal ability), shortening the stimuli and usiing interesting materia]

(%]

+ It is essential that future field testing in sdmeway contro] for differences

[

in. general verba] abjlity among the students.
_ - -16-
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Direct Measures of Speaking Skills. .

The .most critical issues for a large scale assessment of speaking and

listening skills revolve around the development‘of measures of speak1ng fvl
performance. A true measureiof the domain of communication competenc1es,
~whnch focuses,pr}marlly on sk111s rather than gnowleoge,-must 1nc]ude_gome
direct assessment of speaking skille. And yet the national nature of the'
p11ot proJect made th1s task particularly problematic. It is difficolt
to dev1se methods for a large-scale testing effort which will be feasible
" and also.objective. . S . - -
~  Due to the Timited level of effort ofsthe NA&P/SCA project, the issoes
~‘relaited to the direct measures of speaking skills were- only addressed-in a
pre]iminary may. Ihe problems were.identi}ied, preJiminary stratégies were
proposed, but the pr] scale deye]opment and field testing hevé'not‘been
conducted. These are the next oritical steps for the Spéaking ano L1'sten--:',£;k
ing Assessment Project.f'The pre]iminary p]ans for direct-aSSessmént off
speaking'séjjﬂs are provided as:an indication of future activity. ‘ o
fhe esseSSment issues related to‘the direct assessment of speaking

performance are essentially the same 9s‘the~issues related to the indirect
assessment of speaking ski]]s.',However, they reqdire even more attention. -
These problems include the development of communication tasks which are = |
realistic -and relevant to students from all geographical, cu]tural anq
sogio-economic groups and tne establishment of objective criteria for dif-
ferentiating between competent?and inoompetent communication responses.

;  Two approaches\were identified forvdealing-with the prob]ems'of mea- .
.suring speakihg pertormance. 1The first is based on assumptfons’about the

re]etionship between communication competence anggan Tnd%vidual's
1 . 4 i

-17-
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s - . . .
if e or she has a w1dehreperto1re of communication skills

«\0977b

®

e M ) ,. “c L] y L3 - 3 *
communication. competence can be defined as saying the right thing at the

/ .

repertoire of specific communication skills,

 C

rlght time “(or somet1mes keeping quiet).

rules wh1ch .are operating in the s1tuat1on

assumpt1on that an individual is more likely to act

“

In its most natural form,

The judgment of appropriateness
o>
of the spec1f1c commun1cat10n behav1or is based on the part1cu1ar soc1a1

L

However, one can make the

mpete tly more often

od, 1977a,

The above argument has led the prOJect to propose measur1ng communi -

cation performance 1n terms '6f the number and diversity of speech stra-

teg1esnused by‘a student in a spec1f1c1§1tuat1on

&

Students” would be asked

) to ro?e p]ay re]evant commun1cat1on tasks such as a JOb 1nterv1ew . The

’

speech samp]es would be analyzed in terms of the anber and category of

speech strateg1es ut111zed The categor1es would gene{ally fo]]ow the

functional category system dev1sed by Wells (1973)

L 2

approach wéuld pnOV1de a re]at1ve measure of competence.

This assessment

Students who, used

N .‘,\t

moge strateg1es in more categor1es would be‘described as more competent.

of the commun1cator to achieve his or her communication goa]s

A second way of measur’ing speak1ng performance is based on the ab111ty

For example,

if the purpose pf a speaker is to giVe directions to the nearest drugstoré:

v 12 -~
the measure of .success.would be the ability of the listener to find the

'drugstore.

£

£

Based on the above line of reasoning, the project-proposes to set up_

specific communication tasks for students which can be judged 1n terms of

" actual accomp]1shments

Us1ng an estab]1shed research technique’

(Bri]hart, 1965) one student wou]d be asked to describe a set of geomgtric

-18-
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f}gures to another student whd would be asked to draw the figure. Success

would be measured by-the accuracy of the figures drawn by the second stu- .
- .dent. SR ’ ’
‘ ) ‘ Minority Test Bias

The third assessment issue is so pervasive that it permeates the other\

- %

two. This concern relates to minority test bias. It is essential that the

L

assessment Ttems measure actual communication competencies and not extran-
‘ eous factors, especially those which tap rac1a1 or ethhls_glfference~””Tﬁﬁs .

is a part1cu1ar1y accute prob]em in an assessment of speaking and 1istening _
skills, because these cohhetene%£§’a;e/;;ose1y tied to cultural and situa- o o .
tional norms. In the present proaect 1t was probab]y 1mpos51b1e to e11m1nate

a11‘bias from an assessment. However, 1t was- essential to recognize the _ -

?‘
v

b1as and to clearly indicate its poss1b1e impacts. _ . ‘ .

-

Severa] techniques were used by‘thﬂ”NAEP/SCA project to dea1 with the

issues of minority test bias. One major strategy was to estab11sh a

»

special Minority Review Panel. Th1s group was asked to critique the assess- -

R KL T Ry

ment items in terms of their re]evance to variols groups of m1nor1ty stu-

dents and make suggestions for improvement. * The panel rewrote jtems to

5 AN AN wh
R

s . suggest contents or situations which would be relevant to m?nority students
i -and also identified some items which could not be used across cultural ’ .
P . groups. For example, an outlining item was ‘rewritten using the dining hours

and types of food in Mexico as the s1tuat10n Also, a number of items des-

cribing communication in dat1ng SItuations were identified as problematic ' ‘

< A\

‘because these behaviors, varied greatly across different cultural groups.

It was felt that it was impossible to remove all bias within individual 1 <

~19-
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’ test blas. The fl‘]d test SItes were selected to 1nc%ude sizable popula- 7 '

items, 5@{ that it was'possible to reflect cultural diversﬁty Jmong the -

3
items, thereby not providing one group w1th clear. advantages fhese assump-

tions were checkeﬂ out dur1ng the field testing phase of the project.

The flelH test1ng of 1tems was a]so directed toward detecting m1nor1ty
&

tions of B]ack and H1span1c(§tudents. The' ana]ys1s of the‘¥1eld test data

was des1gned to anclude corredat10ns bEtween the re for each re-

[ .
sponse choice or oql and the c1ass1ficat10n of 'students 'as éither minority

or nonminqrity. Past exper1ence in national assessments 1nd1cated that one
m1ght expect overa]l d1fferences in the performance of m1nornty and non-

). Thus,«_
jes as

t
weJl However, 1t was important to el1m1nate factors which tended to’ d1s-

~°..

11nor1ty students in a w1de rahge of content areas (Johnson, 197

one m1gg; a]so expect the same in funct1ona] commun1cat1on comp

" criminate between minority and n?nm1nor1ty studenfs but wh1ch were unre-

~

" lated to'an assessment of funct1bna1 commun1cat1on competenc1es. The add1;“

tion of the correlational data provided a tool for 1dent1fy1ng problem

areas. | ) T

The results 1nd1cated that in.many cases the stat1st1cs were usefu1

{nv1dent1fy1ng bias. Rev1ewers were ab]e to examine the quest1ons and find

extraneous factors influencing the responses,such as speech styles, values,
and»background experience. For examp]e, one item-which measured fact-

ozi;!bn distinetions, requested students to fdentify from a number of ¢

sfatements the one that was a fact. " In field testing, minority students

" tended .to pick the response: "In order to get a decent Jjob you have to

finish school." Although this statement was written as an'opinion, it may

have tapped an jmportant value of minority students. It appeared that the
. * ot - 20- . i
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value laden quality of the statement may have confounded the assessment of

the intended\competence ~

<

In some.cases the minority/nonminority distinctions werEqm%s]egding
It appeared that/t rac1a1/ethnic factor was confounded by the level cf

formal speech training One might expect that students who had taken. speech

> Ed h .

*courses might- perform better on some of the formal speech tasks, such as 7

preparing an out]ine for a ‘speech. /-By chance the f1P]d test sites included
cne a1l white school which had a required speech course at the‘tenth grade .

. level and one all minority. SChool which offered no'speciiic training in

speech This might.explain why the resuits of the outlining’ question dis- -

'tu'“’x !

criminated between‘minority and nonminority students. However, this prob~

lem may extend bevond the sample of-sites Speech courses are usually a ‘
" part of &he e]ectiv= curriculum and are oriented toward co]]ege bound stu-‘

rdents These factors suggest that more white students than minority stu- }‘

dents may be exposed to formal speech training. . o

fhe results of the initial project activities indicated that some of

the Ttems se]ected still differentiated between minorities and.nonminorities.
, However, the review process eliminated a good deai'of the test bias due to

extranedus factors. As indicated earlier, the problems with,the questions

in the listening categories need investigating:'
Ct ? f— A,
Summary S &

The Feas1bility Project for a National Assessment of Speaking and - Ve
Listening Skills, jointly initiated by the National Assessment of Educational
Progress and the Speech Communication Ass.ciation, represents the first
major effort in developing assessment instrument for functional communi-,
cation competencies. The project had to address several difficult ' '
_2]-i B o ‘-
90 . .
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cifying the doma1n of communication competenc1es,

. strateg1e§ and 3) e]1m1nat1ng'rac1a1 and ethnic bias.

“d1rect-measures of speaklng performance

ﬂtechniques for identifying minority b1as 1n_1tems.

.sary. for the listening itéms with respect to minority bias.

methodo]oglcal 1ssues which are. peculiar to the large-scale scope of the

D assessment and its focus on communication competencies, 1nc1ud1ng 1) spe-

sebect1ng measuvement.

.
[ 4

As might be expected in a feas1b111ty effort, the NAEP/SCA prOJect :

was partially successful in dealing w1th various methodo]og1ca1 issues.

‘The project deve]oped adequate 1nd1rect measures of speak1ng skills and

: d1rect measures of 11sten1ng sk111s;'and proposed two approaches for ‘

The project was more successful

in deve]op1ng 1tems for assess1ng funct1ona1 commun/ication categories of

~

’ 1nfon{;ng and contro]]1n5 (persuad1ng) than for the categor1es of r1tua11z-

1ng_ang-shar1ng feelings. The project 1mp]emented a number of effective
Fprther,work is neces-
Next steps in-
clude the refinement of cirrent asseSsment strategies and the full scale
development and field testing'of~s£racegies'for assessing speaking per-

formance.

- L
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