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" Two studies were conducted to assess the lzstening
abili*y of 17-year-old students with particular interest in_the
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racial/ethnic bias in the test items. The first study, a National
Assessment of Educational Progress and Speech Communication
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tias based on aminority ethric group response. However, no real data
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Recording of the listening items was zade by individuals using
network English. The results indicated that there was & positive
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IPUR— | W B the m:ortant aspocts of- contmfcotiou cometence {s Hsteuing
| " ability. This s a camplex set of skills which requi_re both careful re-

R _,..... IR e -

~call and critical analysis of spoken msages. 1n 2 society whifch fs
" ‘“"5""9“”"th POTEIZaT SPeeches, commrcials,. lectures and commands, 1t

seus cr'lticel thet Tistaning ability be an 1wortant~focm of cmnica-

tion research, 1nstmct1od and assessment. The present paper discus'ses
attepts to essess the listening: abﬂity of seventeen-year-alds. It des-
crihes M studies which developed and ﬂeld tested mesures 1n this aroe

and sone of the: priblems and conc1usions uhich were reached concerning
the assessment of Hs_tening ability, Of particular interest was the rela- .
tionships among listening ability. verbel ability and ractal/ethnic bias in l

" tast ftems. ' o

= _— — _‘,___N.:,‘___'__L. _._1
Soeaking and Listening Assessment Pilot Project . '

~In June of 1976 the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
and the Speech Cmication Association (SCA) mitiatod a pﬂot study to

" test the feasibility of assessing speeking and 1istening skills (Mead,
N : 1977a, 1977b) The: products of this effort were intended for use 1n the

\\ National Assessment of Educational Progress. a national survey of student |

y o _' achievement with respect to 1mportant educational obdectives. funded by the i
Natfonal Center for Education Statistics. . . ' Ct ,

There are some 1mpt!rtant differences between I'lotionel Assessment and E{

— ._4..._. o e b mm e o —m e

-_stat_ldardized achievement tes_iug mmms, _The_{items developed by NAEP
measure specific obaectives which ore .considered 1mportant by educators

and content specfalists, Thay do not constituto a test per se. The {tems




m used to mcr'lb. the accostlmnts of nationally represontativt

PN
— -

gruups of sumnts. Tlny are not uud to diffemtiate Tevels of ability
~ among 1nd1v1d|ul studanu. Nevertheless. the task of developing listen-- ‘
. ing ususnent 1tems m sisilar to standa_uiz_ﬁcg_}_ut development in that = _ |
"": it involved duﬂtrlng ﬂn dmin ofT{;t;;ling -abfl1ty and comtﬂnctim - o
ﬂ:-s uhidt lnsund that domein, - .
As a part of this study, a pool of fiﬂv-six Tistaning 1tas was | -
< developed. The {tems were packiged into four test booklets, each repre- . _
mﬂﬁg‘appmiﬁtﬂy ﬂ'ftg!n ninutes of testing. The i1tems wers field _ e
:‘.lsted in .fuur sites which represented a varlety of regions of tho country. 0
size and type of cities, and raci al and cthnic populations. An average of
sttudmts mpondudtnmhsnofitm '
. The {tems were analyzed using typical ﬂ:a miysis tat‘lst‘lcs. Itam
. di fficulty was indicated by-the percent of students’ dmsi each option.
Item discrimination was 1nd1catld by the' point tiserial compation batwean
“ndividuals choosing an optiou and their total tast scores. ,I addition, °
the mnonm to each option were correlated with an extcrnal ter‘lon .
which, reflected the classification of tht students as uinor‘lty or non-
minority. ‘This added information allowed reviewers to identify 1tm\ which
t.'ecei vcd- significantly di ’ﬂ:emt responses by minority and nonminority stu- ]
dents, . y

-

It 1s important to mﬂiasize the purpose of adding the-external cri-
terion which reflected the raciﬂ/ethnic background of students to the . . —
_ﬁfd;ﬁ;ﬁ"lon -bas-e.- The aim of tll_isi_;st:mgy_was not-to-eliminate-all “items
" which differentfated between minority and nomminority students. It is

possible that thers are real differencas between these two groups with

————— - Tem——
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o, reseect to Tistening ability. The-information was used to identify items

»mtg-;--wm— wich mght be discrininating between minority and nonminority students for T
:i ) ) msons other than Iisuuing skill For example, an 1tem might Teceive ]

. ' diffe‘nnt mponsu because of tho val"ﬁﬂﬂ backgrounds txper‘lmces. values

A Ilnguagn stylu of t a‘lnor‘lty and nominor‘lty “students. ﬁgﬁi_d“oﬁ"clﬁ T

b o e ==

these factors to be extrensous to listening ‘ability..
‘Tho results of fleld testiug 1nd§‘caud no problems wiﬁt respect to
sclecting {tems with appropriata_difﬂculty Tevel and discrimination power.
o Guidolincs had been estlblished for sﬂecting items within the difficulty
_ range of forty ptmnt to eighty percent correct responses with an ~average
‘of sixty percent (Stanley and Hopl:ins. 1972) and with a di scr'lmination
level of at Jeast .30 (Harris, 1968). Because the purpose of National
Assesmnt ’is not to build a test but to select items which measure Spe- .
- cific objectives. -these guidelines—m mrely-suggesﬂwmmmcm— B
Pradtically an of the {tans in the pool met the discrimination requiu-
ment and only about tuenty percent of the {tems fell outside the proposed-
difficu'lty range. '
The surprising resuit from..tryouts was’ that the Hstening 1tems. un-
'erhthe ites for the other areas of communication competence which were
fleld tasted, at the same time, showed a high number of significant point -'
biser‘lai correlations between responses and m{nor-ity)mmﬂn.or‘l‘ty status. ' ‘
Approximateiy one-half of the listening items demonstrated this character- _
o _jsti__c. It must be emphasized that a.significant correlation between the. I
— - | respons@s-and- minor‘lty/nomﬂnarif:y status (a relationship significantly .

different from zero) was not considered tantamount to item bias. There

- were 2 Eouble of reasons for reviewing the data cautir_:usly.' First, the

“
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e mwt-sim-inamm-m atnortty- schools. “Tais: e it—péssibﬁtm-.

thc disu'ihutiou night 1ncludo a conmtration of ninor:lty students within
s singlc cption because of. sone ;.umu‘l responses by the students in these

o __sdaqols. s«:wny. & great | m:- of" m‘uﬂm were reviewsd, om for

-

- n

adlfnﬂofudl itan. Among these, mumbmtobomsigniﬂ-

mulmmumumtmm«m) SN
A Et'éuimm correlation was corsidered a sigml for. further review.

Iﬁ some mu. tnc crltiqm indicatad pusiblc sources of 11:- bias, such

s typicﬂly whita spuch patters in & listening stimul{ tMch pruentcd ,

3 mmiu cmmmm between two frunds -and’ the ﬂm was dropped. '

1In. other cases, hmmcr. thc review couw not datect w prolilm and thwe

item was retained. As 1ndicntld m-'ficr. s significant comut'lm ‘was not

- mmm_hsymwm itnbiu. However, mfrmoftlﬂs_

<

damuristicad murkddiﬂ'uwbem this sat of ftams and the
other sets of ftems (inforwing spukiag. controlling spukiag. ritualizing.
,and slur'lng fnlings) suggutod 8 special probla. }

A pm‘l of speech cmictt‘lon lxmrts reviewed the 'listlning 1tllls

" and s;lcctid approximataly one-half for use in the assessmant. Abou_t one-

third of the selected ftems raflected significantly different responses by
minority ‘and nonwinority students. The consultants identified very few
- specttic aspects of the listaning ftems which they falt were-indicative of

. 11:' bias. sudt as tnc typa of situation pmcntcd. tnc spach st:ne uscd.

. or thc vaiuu ﬂlplicd. However, they spccuutad a tmbor of gencral char-

actaristics of the itams which might have p.d factors _wl;ich wargs extra-
neous to measuring Tistening ability. These problems included:

—
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- 1) the vocabulaw Tevel of the Hstcning stimuli; N

- : — —2)-the-1ength-of ‘the formal-speeches; —

. T 3} 'the interest level of the listuning stimuli; . .
; the acc;:g and rate of speech of the speakers on -the stimylus

§) the iévol of disruption in the chssrous T

They hypot!mind thit minority studwts night Iuve Tess. specialized _:
vocabulary knbnledqe. a Tower tolcrancc for lony, boring materfals; and
" Tess oxperienco Hstlning to the accents and rate of mm speakers.
Furthevmore, urlnor‘lty students might tend to be conc&ntnt:d 1n schools
‘ . uheru there were more disruptions in the ciusrom and nearhy enviromnt.
- . _ An additional factor which might explain the results 1s varying levels
of verbal ability of the minor“ity and ndrin:lnority st.'.uden_ts in the tryout i
. groups. If listening ability overlaps with verbal ability, as previous re-
‘ search irdicates, it is possibu that the results might be partmly ex- _
e e p]ain«l in terms of di fferent. Ieve1s of. verbal. abﬂity. -The- field -testing- - - S
. did not collect information about the verbal abi_lity of the student:s. It
. is pds'sible that the ﬁinqr‘lty students selected for tryouts reflected an . .' .
overall Iou.ner' level of verbal ability-than the nonminarity students. , ’
The outcome of -thi ‘tryout pi'lase of the pilot iistening assessﬁnent was
the 1dantif1cation of a prohum, potantial {tenr bias, and no real data to a
substantiate or further elaborate the situation. A number’of explanations
of the results were proposed. However, these explanations were based on
speculati on and not on empirical evidence. The problem of minority bias
o g po;_gegq_glegrly articulated in past listening assessment efforts, - The

mu'lts ofthe- NAEP/SCA—pﬂot project—suggated a- c'lear—need for further e
development’ and research.
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A Hsuning lssmunt follou-up study- was conducted ito al lwiate the

ning Asses _Eollow e S —

‘ probi.s identified by the reviewers of the previous study and to explore—-
- more -definitively-the: nlltimships wmong istaning ability, verbal annw.
and ractal/ethnic bias. Two packiges of 1istening {tems, esch approximately
3s sinutes in lengch, were developed following the suggesﬁons of the re-
‘viewss. Same matarials from the earlier study were réwritten and othurs
_were added. The final set of hur'lﬂs included five 1nfom1 informative
Hsuniag simﬂomo-a mt. a public service annmmmnt. a-weether
‘report, e ulophou call ind c public address amouncmt-ancL two 1nfor-
mal parsuasive 1istening situattons—a paid poHt‘lcﬂ announcmt and a
commercial.. Aiso included were two speeches, cne about potlution and
another about aifen workers, Yoth with pcrslnsin elements. One interactive

— e

situetion was included, an intarview between an upioytr ad a teenage_job
sesker. These uter‘lﬂs were kept purposefully short, all witnih the range ’
of thirty ‘seconds to three ninutcs. We used the me-cmn and Fry md-
ability formulas to messure the’ difﬁmlty of the nteriﬂ and found that
the mdabﬂity of the matérials rangod from fifth grade to college level.
Questions. about tnc Hsuning stinuH were dwﬂopod nhich reflected:

tive types of Hsuninq tasks: B . |

1} to be able to recall siguiﬁcant dctaﬂs; _

2; to ba able to compreshend the main ideas
3) to ba able to draw inferencas about the 1nfomt'lon

{e.9., relationships, implications);

‘ "") “to-be-able to wake judgments-concerning the speaker <~ <~
e Intent, attitudes)s and — .

+g
5) to be able to make Judgments concerning the 1nformtlon
(e.g., types of evidence, 1ogic .of arguments).

Recordings of the materials were made by 1nd1v1duals using netuork English.




>+ The final set of listening stim]i and qugstions. ve belfeve, responded_

' %o the criticims of mieuers. Each of the two packages of mterﬁ]&

T field tasted witn four classmms of eleventh graders in feur sftee, repre-
sent‘lng four parts. of. the country ad a variety -of- sizes and types- of city SR
There were a total of 84 reipondents for package one and 86 for package tuo S

. ~In order to explore the relationship among listening ability, verbal
lbﬂit.‘! and racial/ethnic bias, additional data were collected. All Stu-
dents responded to a zs-mn mabuiary test. a subtest of the Lorge- _

“Thorndike Initelligence Tests (Lorge, Thorndike and Hagen, 1955) Thisws - 0 -
used to estimate the verhal abﬂity of the students. The. respondents to’ E
package one 1ncludcd si; percent nrlnority students and the respondents to
package two included fourteen percent mmrfty students. The minority
representation was lower than expected. Revertheless, the results st111 .

, indicated some fnteresting relatfonships. ) .
The re_su!ts of the field test si:oned that the two packages of ?ateriﬂs‘ ® 2
were performing .simﬂa'r‘ly.' The mean l{istening-score for the finst pecfage -
was‘ 89.5 percent correct witn a standard deviation of 4.86. The mean score-
for the second package was 55.9 percent correct with a standard deviation
of 5.51. The students who rasponded to the two sets of ,‘\ttems were simflar
in verbal ability. The students who took package one had ﬂa mean vocabulary
score of 11,77 and the students who took package two had a mean vocabulary
score of w" 68; An 1nte‘resting contrast in the two groups was that the

) mean \Focabulary score*of tne minor‘lt.‘{ students responding to packape_ one

‘ was 12.8 and the mean.vocabulary score of the minority students responding
~ . . - to Package two was 6.7. Thus, the minority students responding to package
e | | were above-the average fortheir group—znd the minority students _ o

- o
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mpondiag 0" package two were well below ﬂn average of thcir group
s might'be oxpcetcd in a #ield tast, ast, the in mmmx 1tam sta_,tistics o
1ndicatad that ‘some wu were clearly not oparating well. Hit!: mp«:t to
11:. difﬂcu1ty. tan tt-s in plckm one md nino fn package ‘wo fatled to
fall within the dasired range of forty percent to eighty percent cor&ct
(Stanley and Hoplrlm. 1972). With respect to item discrimination, “’sixtnn
" ftams 1n package one and six n package two failed to meet the desired ftam-
 total correlation of .30 (Harris, 1968). Unlike the results in the-first
study, the ftams in these two packages did not show significantly different
rlsponas for uinority and mminor‘lty students. Only one ftem displayed
‘this characteristic, It somd clear tlut from the {tem pool 1% would be _
possible to pick. adcqutu st‘lmH and items to usa in one finaliud pacluge. - _
. Evem with_the problens_with individual itams cited above, the ftmsas- - -]
] ahou appahd to be operating ‘quite well. Thn relfability of 11:.: in
plcltm one was .78 and in package two was .73 (us'!ng Hoy;'ws‘mun of
' 1n£¢m1.msism:y) It, therefore, sesmed appropriate to proceed to Iook
at the- 1ntemht'lonships among Hstming ahﬂity. verbal ability and
racfal/othnic bus. It seemed-curious that thg problem of possible racizl/
‘ethinfc bias which had been so prevalent in the first study was not evident
in the second sst of items. Ir-eed, steps had been taken to allaviate the
possible problems of bias by controning the vocabulary Tevel, decreasing
Tength, 1ncreising 1ntm-ut and using bcttcr tape ng@pgs. _ Hmyqr._ the -
B '1nfumtion conctming ﬂn vcrhal abﬂity of the fiald tést groups added
important additional evidenca for eiplaining the results. .
- Tables 1 and 2 provide the intarcorrelations among 1istening apility,

. verbai.ability and minority status for the respondents of packages one and -

8-
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Intercorrelations Among Listening Ability,
Verbal Ability and Minority Status for Package Two

Listening , Verbal . Minority
. _Ability o Mility - Status
Listening Ability 1.0 e -232v
~ Verbal Ability . 1.0 -.255%
Minority Status - I 1.0
< .01 ‘

P < .05

two. It is clear that the relationship between 1istening abﬂity and verbal
ability for both sets of 11:-3 was high, 59 comlations for packago one

and .47 for package two. ‘ihis is in line u'lth tho results of previous Stud-
ies of this ralationship (Crook, 1957; Hab_ereund. ‘1-959). The differances 1;:1
the multts of the two packages was indicated by‘thc rulationghips i:ew;on
tha factors of Hstlning‘abﬂity"and verbal abi‘lity. and the factor ‘of -
minor‘lty status. l-'or package one, thers was no s‘ignificaut. comiation be-

tween Hstening abﬂity and minor‘lty staws. nor between verhal abi ity and _

. =9«

]

t N
- . - TABLE 1
Intarcorreiations Among Listening Ability, - o
S _nmL&um__m_mm?y_StL@ _for Package One ’
- Listening = - Verbal Minority.
\ Ab!lh_'.z Miliy - _Status |
Mistaning AIlity | 1.0 593 -.0%6 .
Narbal Abfdity . 10" 20852
" Minority Status . e 10
TABLE 2




-mm‘ty status. l-'or plckage two, the comht‘lon mmn Hsming abﬂity
and -inor'ltv status was - 23 and batween nrbal abﬂity and linoritymm .

wes }.26 - These correlations ware of similar mgnitude and ‘Indicated. atge
nificantly different (P < .05) responses of inority and '
_denty, The minority students were perforwing below the Tevel of the non-
Sainority students on both measures. It should be ~scalled that the verbal
N, {11ty of the winority students Who responded to peckage one was above
" their group average, and the urb-ql abi11ty of the minority students who
respondéd to package two was el below their group aversge. “This colfec-~.
: tivc mm seams 0 1n:liah that the differing performince ¢ minority )
’ studunts on the Tistening msum say be attributld to difftﬁn! Iwﬂs ,
. of verbal ability rather than /ethnic Ims u‘lthin tht ftams. them-
e B SRTVEE, - . . e L T '

‘ Tho results of:the -second Hstming stidy confirms earl 10!' stwifes re-
gmling a positive comlat‘lon betnun listmins ability-and verbal ability.
It also suggests: that differing ruponus of minority and norminority stu-
dlnts o 'Hstlnil'l! ftems 1n tll! first study may be attributed to difftr‘lﬂg

Tavels of verbal ability 1n ttn group and not to problems of raciﬂlothnic
bia in the items, In rotmsptct. this seams a reascmable explanation

_ considering the make up of the first field test sample. In.the first study, .
the nonminority students mastly cams’ from small cities with generally afflu-

ent school populations. The Winority students mostly came fros large -~

cities with generslly poor school populatfofs. Howevar, the second study
d«s not funy oxplain uhy in the or‘lginﬂ study the difﬁrences 1a

-10- 12,
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_ responses of urinority and nonminori ty students were SO much greater with
tho Iistaning itm than with the itens unich were assessing other comnuni- ’

cation coq:otoncies--infomtive speaizing, 'porsuasivo speaking, ritualiz'ing-
and sharing feelings. There is'a_ suggostion,i'ron the two studles that
jisming-aoii{ty_u;u be tied more directly to verbal abflity than other -

communication cometencies. This finding presents interesting possibilities
- for further study. ' s |
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