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Preface

viry.
~ Realizing cducators might want prolcxsmnal evaluation of currently available tests; a special
(umnntlcc on Assusmcnt dn(l lnstrumcm Dchlopmcm was appomtcd hy thc Spccch Com-

ththcr a state c».llu ition 1s taI\mg~ placc or i tuchcr wants a tcxt tor thc claxsroom lhl\
rcncw should hc hclptul Rst v.ihdny and rle

. and swrmb
rcvmwud in Chaptcr ll mcludc L‘d(.h ol thcxc concerns, as wcll as a full dcxcrlptmn

Icstm;__ Is i mluc laden suh]cct For some: all tcxtmt_ is loathsomc dnd ;imlthcncal to thc:’ :

spirit of learning: Others think testing i burdensonic but necessary for providing feedback
dh()lll L‘dllLd[l(‘ndl outconies. YLI anoter pomt ot v1cw rgg.lrds LV.lludll()n opportunitics—as a

is hL‘nLli(.ldl only to the dq_ruc th.nt it wcl(l\ thrprLtahlL rcsults—~data that are dll‘LLlLd toward
solving educational problems, data that reflect communication skills and behaviors that are

central to effective functioning: not merely data that is readily measurable. In this hght the
task of evaluating. sclecting, or developing appropriate measurement instraments demands that
cducators render decisions on as informed a basis as possible: [t is oar hope that this information
will facilitate such dccxslnns. and thus c()ntrlhuu to rupon\lblc cvaluatmn

In any tcxtinn situation the user must know whit is and whal is not being tested. ln any

tutmt_ snuatlon th user sHust I\nuw how to_tommunicate. thc rc:sults 0! the tcst uuh lhc

guldc is to md in thit wmmumutlon.
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lhc l‘dllkd[l(mdl Ruouracs liformation Center (ERIC) is a national information syslum de-
veloped by the U.S. Office of Education and now sponsored by the National Institute of
Education (NIE). It provides rcady access to dgscrlptmns of exemplary programs. research and

dcxclnplmnt efforts. and related information useful in developing more effective educational
programs;
Through its ncmork of spumh/cd centers or dcarmbhousu cich of Which is r\.sponslble

for a particular educationdl area, ERIC acquires. cevaluates: abstracts; and indexes current
significant information dnd lists this information in its reference [)UbllCdthns
ERIC/RCS. the ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading and Communication Skills, disseiminates

ediicational information l‘CldlLd to rcx»carch inslfuctmn and pcrsonncl preparation at all levels

and mn d” lnsmtmons Thc scopc ot mlcrul ot thc Clearmghousc mcludLs rclcvant research

‘]nurndllsm. dnd \pLLLh communication.

The ERIC system has alrcady made avmlablc—lhrough the ERlC DDCUanl R pmduttlon
Syslcm-muah lnt(irhi'uwc dam How;vcr lf the flndlnp of spccnﬁc cdutatmnal l'L\Cv.‘l'ul dlL

E RlC is plu,' ;
Scale Assessment of Oral Conmmumication Skills: Kindergarten Iiurmqh Grade 12 d\’dlldblc

Charlés Suhor
Dircctor: ERIE/RES
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Assessing Oral Commumcatnon Skills

WHY TEACH ORAL LOMMUNILATION SKILLS?!

A well-known adage has it that of all the creatures mlmhltmg the carth, fish arc the feast likely
to ever discover water, S(-ﬁ? is with u)mmunlmlmn gpLLLh comes to us as part ()i our innate
endowmient as human beingss We are engulfed by communjeation in all our daily affairs.
Usualls we are not directly aware ot our oral communication chvironment. But it is nonctheless
vital to our \\Lll,hung and survival,

Speaking and fistening are prerequisites to success in school. Most instructions for classroom
procedures are delivered orally by teachers: Consequently: students with deficient listening
skills fail to absorb much of the material to which they are exposed: Their problems ire
irtensificd when they respond incorrectly because they do not listen to questions carefully.
Studcms who llstcn poorly are ottcn isolated and left out of classroom aetivities. Speech
serforindnce also aftects ac ddumg dthL\’L‘anl. Students who eannot adequatcly express their
knowledge are judged ignorant. Some speech styles trigger stercotyped expectations of poor
ability—expectations that are likely to be self-folfilling (Willams: Whitehead: and Miller;

1972). Quict children may be appreciated for their “good behavior:™* but thcy are subject to
similarly negative school experiences (McCroskey and Daly, 1976): Students who do not ask
ior assistance witl not receive adequate assistance. One resedrch study. for examplc. tound that
reticent students progressed slowly through 4 self- piced reading program, despite normal levels
of reading aptitude. The reason for_their poor performance was that these Students rarcly
zihﬁ'riizi'ch'cd 't'czi'ch'c'r% for h'cl'p (SCbit Yzit'c's and Whéélé%i 19755

justment and sa sl)mu inte rpcrsondl relationships: Youngsters with poor communication skills
are sometimes vicwed as unattractive by their peers and enjoy few friendship bonds (Hurt and
Pruss ‘)78) Annsmul dﬂd vmlcm bchdvmr i mqucntly dttnbumblc to underdweloped socml
mgldcngc g)l dnrll.s()(,l.ll dets byJ]lcdn.s Qf u)mmumcduontrammg (Chandlgr. I7973). Counsclors
acknowledge that many family problems are caused by poor eomniunication, and may be
amcliorated by improving interaction between family members (Shure and Spivack. 1978).
Speaking and listening are no less crucial in the marketplace. Communication skills rank

high among lists of managerial competencies: An officer of one computer firm: for example:

states that the compan, prefers to conduct its own trdmmg in computer prol_mmmlm but secks
cmpluvus wnh sm)ng wmmumutmn dhlllllLs (Gruner Loguc Frcshlcy Jnd Huseman I977)

'An carlicr version of this section appeared in D Rubin and R. Bazzle. Development of un Oral Com-
munication Assessnient Program: The Glvni Counte Speech Proficiency Examination for High School
Stadents (Brunswick: Georgia: Glynn €oanty School System: 1981); The authors express their appre-
ciation to the Glynn County School System for use of this material.
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‘hody . but numerous opportunitics for citiz

{Kendall, 19791, , B o

Specchi curriculii have traditionally stressed the inportance of communication for the pres-
epvation of a demoeratic society. Throughout its history: America has fought vigorously to
sateguard ireedom of expression under the dassumption that full eitizen participation is the surest

guaranice against tyranny. Surely not every citizen deliberates as i member of a legislative
' yus opportunitics ofi iniput are available. These include participation
i civic associations. public hearings: and citizen lo g. Al the very least. citizens a
respoisible for staying informed. and mueh of the pertinent information must be culled by
listening. - - .
Finally: oral communication is essential to full psyehulogical development: Self-concept is
acquired through interaction with others (Mead. 1934). Self-detualizition. a sensc of fulfillment
(Muslow . 1954); usually involves interpersonal activities—making contributions. exerting in-

flueiice. or being recognized in a social manner. In addition. speech is 4 micans for artistic

expression and self-discovery: S
The fact that all students come to sehool with basic speaking and listening skills and also
seer to develop niore iature behaviors on their own as they grow older does not imply that
all students are offective communieators. Educators vecasionally comment: ~*My students don't
necd to learn how to talk, That's one thing they do too aich of.” " But effective commanication

Still: of all the ba King and listening are most often neglected in schools. This
neglect transpires despite numerous curriculum docunients that urge attention to oral abilities.
Undoubtedly: a host of factors discourage teachers from implementing oral communication
instruction. Teachers are held accountable for students” reading achievement. for performance
on_ nandated grammar tasks: for monitoring attendance. for giving enough homework. for not
giving too much homework. But teachers are generally not held accountible for fedehing students
to spedk and listen effectively. Furthermore. few tez chers have reccived training in commu-
nication education of have materials available to aid instruction. Consequently. little concerted
instraction in speceh communication takes place. )

1f students’ speaking and listening proficicney were systematically evaluated: it is likely that
schvols would systematically implement oral communication instruetion. One substantial benefit
of lirge scale assessment of oral communication skiils is that such testing can guide innovation
ifi .05 curriculuim domain. Indeed: experience in Great Britain and clsewhere demonstrates
that speceh assessiment has a washback™ effect on the amount and kinds of speech teaching
undertaken in elassrooms (Barnes. 1980). 7

Anothsr bencfit of oral conmiunication assessment is that test resalts can be used to make
decisions abotit the best manner in which fo place individual students in instractional sequences.
Assessment procedares that yield fine-grained analyses. rather than global judgments: can be
used for diagnostic purposes (Rubin: 1981). Thus. for example. students who have difficulty
in vocal production factors might concentrate on oral reading. while those whose difficulties
lic ifi the drea of organization might cycle through a sct of story-telling exercises before
progressing o explanatory diseourse. Students who demonstrate strengths in. say. fiteral com-
prehension of spoken materials might advance o instiuctional units emphasizing eritical listening
skills: ‘

e

2 .

9
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‘pi-;iRihL' ;iiiil liiitiiiiié itiii t;iii ;il%ii jiriii'i(lc valuable iiiliirhia;iiiih l'dr ﬁi’iiiii';ihi Eifailijaitiiih

LNPLLI\I”\ unpmldm o L\\lllldlc their &ffectivencss and to churL d ta that will cmhlc lhcxc
programs to be “fine tuned:” Progrdm (and teacher) effectiveness i 1s best judged with reference
to student achievement on merdm ohlunvu It studuns ire not achieving eriterion pgrlor-
mance levels in languige use. for example, teachers and adiministritors will recognize tht
dddnmnal mslrudumJI dlun nuds o l‘L dll‘LLlL(l m lhl\ ared, lt 1s wonh n(mn;: howuu

C_.
~

be based upon sudl certification, Backlund and his associates (l%l) survcvcd inlm) of the
sl llL md l()CJl |ur1sd|umns lhdl havc Jln.ad) Jdoptn.d ldrgg sculL tuts ot \pmkmg and listening

BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

SL‘""i‘iil dcvcliipiﬁchii ih ihc biiQi l‘ci'v yc;iri iiiiiiiV;iiL‘d ihc ib%i 'r'cv"'c'\'v CI't'(iﬁ' rChrCQChiCU n ihi‘r

Lh-l”Cl‘I"C of auu)unur‘g for cducalmnal oulcomcs (Rmcr 1978) A md_]()l‘ slcp in facnhmtmg
that accountability wis the pubiication of the resalts of the National Speeeh Communication
U)’IananLIcs Pr()]ul (Allgn and Brn'wn' ‘)76) Thxs doLUnknl anmimd th dgvulopmgm ol'

Siiihd:iidk
for [:Hutwc ()ml (unnnumcauun Programs™ (see Appundlx A) thc American Specch-
Lunguage-Heuring Association and the Speech Commaunication Association asserted that cf-
fective instructional efforts must include provisions for appropriute und constructive methods

ul dssusmun and L_anlu‘lll()n SULh mclhod were lurlhgr cldnhud hy Crllu‘ld t()r Pv‘llualmg

unkm Lndorsgd hy th ,pccuh Commumuu()n Assi)uatmn
Despite this initial impetus to cvaluate communication competentics

-

.

dupng the view that
deveinping assessment procedures presents no insurmountable technical obstacles (Larson;

197¢; Mc(xlnnc 1973). and (h,spnc some concrete \ugguubns of pcmncm mc‘lsurumcm in-
sttupients (L:ison; Backlund, Redmiond: and Burbour: 1978: McCaleb, 1979 McCaleb and
}\()rn1dn t)78) atlunpts o 1mplumm Lxrgc scale ¢ smients of speaking and listening skills
hive fiot been torthcoming. In generil, evalvation programis have been stymied by a scarcity
nl Suiitable instrunients (Brown. Backlund, Gurry, and Jandt, 1979: Plattor, Unruh. Muir. and
f\p()sc 1978). (uns;qu;nt]y the Steering Committee of the Task Foree on Assessment and
chtlmz of the Specch Communication Association acted to establish committees for the purpose

of ldcn(llymg existing instraments and furthering the development of additional instroments

3

10
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“miunication wcidentally as

3

for thie measiirenicnt of communication skills: This monograph is an outgrowth of one stuch

anmllth b
Four prinnary oh]ulncs LllldL(l this effoit:

'n niotiitor L‘\l\lll‘l“ .l\susmcm l.isuumuﬂ\ i oral commimication,
To abstraet and describe dissessient instrunicnts m(l systematically report llmr.n.ul.nlnlnv
lo (hc 1 dsk hmg .md (lu Asxmldtmn

- sessment instruments for LlcmLm rry anid sunnd.m sehinols,
® To encourage development of new instruments by comimerciil did ioncomimercial sources

In mdu m dclmm the swpu ol thc t nsR .md o set pummcs thc uimmmu tldlm.d lt\ huux
hch.nmrs as npposul to instruments that dL ulhc th.l\ 1ors hut assign ho |udumms of qu.llltv
I siddition. eniphiasis swis pldCCd on measures of communication per se (verbal and nonverbal
cheuding and dgwdmg_ in situations runging front high interaction to extended ind uninterrupted
dincourse). r.nlhu than on medsures Ihdl lOLU\Ld L\Ll[l\lVLl) on cnmpnncm \Uh\l\l”\ like lan-
gUaEe: |
that had lhc nwasluuncﬂt of wmmunu.uwn s thur miin purpose. not those that uscd (iiiii-
i mcans to meisure other skills. This later emiphasis did not nec-
essirily L\(llldt‘ indircet mc‘.l\urc\ of communication compeicacy, but it severely mn\tmmul
fhic types of indirect measores that night be found suitable. The Search was narrowed to
assessment pmuduru that seemed wmenable to large scale testing in institution: /school set-
iinas. Fimdlly, dtiempts were miade to inclide instruments appropriate for a variety o individuals

including non-native speakers. minority culture thldrgn and students with speeial needs,

PROCEDURES FOR REVIEWING ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

Given the objectives dnd emphises described in the prcudms. section. a niimber of potgmml

soarces of existing instruments were \LerhLd Letters were sent (o major commercial test

publishers. Previously pubh\hud compendiuns of communication measures (Larson. ct al..

1978 Brown. et al.. 1979; Plattor. ¢t al.. 1978) were mnsullgd a8 were niore gcmral lists of
tests and cvaloation instruments (Fagan. Cooper, and Jensen. 1975: Buros: 1978: \Jdﬁﬁson
1976; (xrnmmon 1976). The literature on sccond language testing was also d valuable souree
of information (e:g.. Lange and Clifford: 1980: Richard. 198 1). The assessiient couimitte
collected @ nuinber 01 evaluation procedures produced by state and local education agencies,
In addition. an ERIC sedreh was condueted. Calls for a\\c\\ant instruments were published
in SPECTRA and in the Newsietter of the Nkm'on'dlCon/menz e for Research in English. Fmdlly
individual committee members contributed to the data base by examining literature in their
arcas of cxpcmsc S . A

A catalogue of instruments that met the criteria of the assessment committee is presented in
rdbk I. Euch instrument was d\slgncd nonsystematically to a single committee member for
review, These reviews appear in Chapter 2 of this publication. The contents af the reviews
reflect the views of the individual reviewers as influenced by their cxpgrt judgment.

The form used for the instrument reviews presented in this book is pnmarily descriptive.

()(hu wmmmu members who prmldm input to (hl\ ‘réport are J. Daly (Um\cml\ ut l-.ms)r W, P.
Dickson (Umursuy of Wisconsin), and J. McCroskey (West Virginid University). Ticir contribations

to this cffort are gratefully dcknowledged.
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instrument . Shills Tarpet Mode o
Nuiiiihet Title Soniee Tested Populations Administration
| Birowii-Clirlson Hareanrt, Brice listening high sehool, adult | adininistered orally
Lastenmyg Test & Warld New L and completEn on
York 10017 ‘ standardized forms
2 California CUB MeGra- Iistening priman group adminisiered:
Actiieveiiieit ATl Del '
Test: Listening Maonie Ree- il pencil
for Informa- seardh Pk, format
tioii; level 10 Monterey, CA
L3930 .
3 CIRCTS Lasteti- dison-Wester, | listeiing phides K3
mg Test Reading. MA nultiple-vhoice
1867 fornmis
J CIRCUS Say and | Addrson-Wesley. | oral angnage pre-h o 3
Tell Reidiiig, NA responds fo
01867 l.‘(_i of st
5 Joliii S, Buw - listediinig ¢
didge, 2017 8. fill in the blank:
) Ok Grove A paper and pencil
K enue: Sprig- foriat
65804
6 Comprehensive | CTB MoGraw listeamg: visual | carly clementary
Tests of Basic Hill. Del U -
Skhith, Tests 2, “Monte Re- tory diserimi- multiple-choice
AR search Park itation format
— : Mornterey: €X
93940 . )
-~ ' .
7 Comnunicative Educators Pub- oral iuﬁgﬁugé: lis- nii'unf}'-—ﬁ :\'L‘ar\ observer records
Evaluition presence or ab-
Chirt troi i i of sKills on
tancy to Five MA 0238 ;llldll(if&' pt.'; basis of extended
Yeiis ception vbservation
: N
¥ Harcourt Brace listening gritdes 1-9 group admingstered:
Jovimovich. R nitltiple-tlivice,
Primary. Inter- Inc.. New paper and pencil
icdite, Ad- York., NY formai
vinced Tevels to017
4 Dyadic Tiask- U, AL Findley, ¢leinentary administered to pairs

of stadents; one
presents task, other
'ri‘.\'pi')hd.\':
responses tape re-

conged
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B e . ~ N P .'\,
2 Fundaiiienial | The Psychological | fistening: recep- | grades 6-12 group administereds
Achicvement Corporation, tive language muoltipie-choice,
Series. Verbal | 757 Third Ave- paper and pencil
ntie; New “foriEt aped in-
York, NY struction
10017
13 Gary. Ine Garv Community | sprikifig grade 10 individual speech
Oral Prof- School Corpo- - . perforniance
cieney Exami- ration: Gary. addressed 1o
nation IN 36401 exaniner
i4 Glyin County | CBE Demdfistea- | speaking secondiry simlifed public
Speech Profi- tion Project, hesring: students
ciency Exami- Glynn County. presenting argus
it o Board of Edu- jiiefits one at a
cation, Bruns: TMIE: TEApOnses
wick. GA videotaped
31521 .
15 Linguametrics spaking: listen- nultiple-choice re-
ment Scales Group, P.O. ing sponses 1o oral
Box 454, Corne presentations: oril
Madera. CA imitution of sounds
93925 and words
”
16 Langoage Domi- | Multilingual Cens | speaking: listen- | grades k-12: individual administra-
nance Survey ter. Berkeley: ing Spanish. tion
Californi English
17 Langiiage Ficility | The Allington speaking ages 3iSfor |ind
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{ I8 Language Skills [ M. C. Wang, S, | speaking: listen- [ k-2 studenis work in
Coiiiitiisicition | Rose, & J. ifig: fiiferaction PAis: reaponses dre
o _ Task N Maxwell, The recorded for subse-
Deselopiment of - quedit seanng
he 1 @l
("v)ﬁnuym'¢i}i’ﬁii
SAills Test.
Pittsburgh:
University of
Pittshirphi
Leamning Re-
Seirch and De-
velopiticit :
Center, 1973
19 Lasteinng Com- | A, Wilkinson, L. | listening ages 10-11,_13- [ group administered:
prehension Stratta aid P 14, and 17-18 piper and pencil.
Tests Dudles: Listen- m ltiple-choice
ing Compre- format
heiision Tests.
Mucmillan Ed- .
Hinipshire.
Englind RG21
3X5
20 MACOSA Listen- | E. Plattor. W.R. | speaking: listen- | grades 3. 6. 9, speaking test ad-
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Assessing tape recorded:
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Instrument Skills _ Targat Mode of
Number Title_ Source Tested Populations Administration
21 Massichusents | Massachuaetts listening gfudc.‘ 7-12 group adminisicred
Assessment of Deprrinient of with tape recorded
Busic Skills Education. Bu- instractions; listen-
| Listening Test_ | veamofRe- | ing_passages. and
search and muliiple-chaice
Assessment. ﬁi.\ﬁoﬁ.\é
Boston, MA :
02116
12 Muassachusetts | Massachusetts spritking grades 712 two-ticred system
Assessiiient of Departiment of with clissroont
Busic Skilly Education. Bu- teachers rating typ-
Speikiiig Test reiu of Re- ical speaking abili-
scarch and ties. and individual
Asseisment. interviews for stu-
Boston: MA dents who fail to
02116 pass the initial
screening
RE] Measee of Com- | S, C. Riccillo, speaking ages 205 10 4 individually adniinis-
municition Childrei's yeurs tered. responses
(’nln];uiﬁiicﬁ Specch and upe recorded
Commimicalive ‘
¢ 'um/u'iwu'x'.
Unpublished
doctiiral disser-
tation. Univer-
sity of Denver,
1974 Univer-
sity Microfilms
No. 75-2210
24 Mctropolitan The Psyehological | listening grades k- 4 group administered.
Achievement Corporgtion, multiple-choice.
Tests: Listening | 757 Third Ave- paper and pencil
Comprehension nue, New format
York, NY
10017
35 Michigan Educa- | Michigan Educa- | listening grades 4, 7, and | groap admiinistered:
tional Assess- tionil Asséss- i 10 paper und pencil,
ifieit Program; ment Program. multiple-choice
Fistening Test Michigan De- format
partment of
Education.
P.O. Box
30008, L
sing. M1 48909
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Instrunient SKills Target Made of
Nuiiher Title Source Tested Populations Administration
20 Nitonal Assess- {Seel NOAL N, | speaking? lisien- {age 17 gronp adminis :
ment of Educa- The Develop- ing: attitudes multiple-choicé:
tonal Progress ment of an In- paper and pencil
Pilot Test of st for formiat; tape re-
Speaking and Anessing - cordéd instructions
- Listening Functional” T - — —————
Communi ation
Competence of
Seventeen
Year-Olds. Un-
published dis: ‘
sertation;
University of :
Denver, 1977
27 New York State | Division of Edus | listening grade 12 group administered:
Regents Com- cational Test- exuntiner reads
preheasive fx- ing. New York : passages aloud:
anunation in State Education . multiple-choice
Departinent Al- format
temng Section bany. NY
12234
28 New York States | Division of Edu- | speaking: listen- | grade 12 for speaking section,
wide Achieve | cational Test- ing students present
ment ing. New York bricf monologues
Exanunation in State Education on sapplicd topics
English Departuent . in class: listening
Albany, NY seefion is group
12234 administered: pas-
sages are read
dload: mialtiple-
choice format
29 Olighant Tests; | Educitors Pob- | anditory memiory {age 7-14 sounds are presented
Auditory Svn- lishing Serviee: that examinee niust
lllt.‘.:;/ing Test Cambridge. tiold in mieniory or
and Auditory MA 02138 discriminate
Discrimination
Mcmory Test
30 Oral Language EMUC Corporation | speaking: listen- | clementary? individnally adminis-
Eviluation St. Paul. MN ing: interaction | Spanish. tered: student’s
. English discussion of sup-
plicd stimuli
tape recorded and -
trinscribed
k4
L 9
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Target
_ Populations

Maode pf
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Profile of Non-
verbal Sensitiv-
ity

PRI Readinig Sys-
tems, Oral
Language SKill
Clusters

SRA Achiceve-
njent Series

Seguential Tests.
uf Educational
Progress: Lis-
tening

Stanford Achieve-
ment Tests:
Listening ¢Com-
prehension

Stntord Early
School
Achievement
Test

R. Rosenthal,
JA. H‘.“-
M.R: DiMatco:
P.L. Rogers.
and D. Archer,
Sensitivins 1o

Communication
Baltimore: John
Hopkins Uni-
versity Press;

1979
McGraw-Hill;

New York, NY
100306

Réscarch

Scienc

Assochates,
Inc.. 155 North
Wacker Dr.;
Chicago. 1L
60606

Addison-Wesley,
Reading: MA
01867

Harcount Brace
Jovanavich,
New York, NY
10017

Harcount Brace
Jovanich, New
York, NY
10017

o

Nonverbal =~ 77

nonverbal decod-
ing

listening: nonver-
bal decoding

listei
discrimination

listening

listening

listening

grades 3-6: high
school

prades k-3

grudcs k-3

prades 3-12

grides -0

wrades K- |

group administered;
students view vid-
cotupe or I'ilrii_:
multiple-choice re-
sponse format

proup administered:
multiple-choice
forma

group administered:
paper and pencil,
maltiple-choice
format

group admini
multiple-choice
tormat

group administéréd:
muliiple-choice,
paper and pencil
foriat

group administered:
multiple-choice,
paper and pencil

tormat



TABLE 1 (cont:)

Instrument
Namber

Title

Skills
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39

40
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Siwational Lan-
puage Tasks

Speech in the
Classroom: As-
sessment In-
srii'rlilijrt,;lllr\.i)fw
Speating SKills

Test of Adoles-
cent Language

Test of Listening
Accuraey in
Children

Torrance Tests of
Creative Think-

Tewt

Utah Test of Lan-
guage Develop-
ment_(Mireet
Test Version)

. E. Conrad,
R. K. Rent-
frow; K: Mere-

Filterup. Use of

Sttuationcl

TE
(‘rr//t]m/'i.um
Evlualion. Tue-
son; AZ: Uni-
versity of
Arizona Col-
lege of Educa-
ton. 1976

LM versus

Burcau of Curric-
ulum Services,
Pennsylvania
Department of
Eduction, 333
Market Strect.
Harrisburg. PA
17126

PRO-ED, 333
Perry Brooks

tin, TX 78701

Conungnication
Rescarch Asso-
ciation, P.O.
Box i 1012;
Salt Lake Ciy.
UT 84111

Scholustic Testing
Service, Inc.,
480 Myer Rd:
Bensenville,
IL.. 60106

Communication
Rescarch Asso-
clales, Inc..
Box 10012,
Salt Luke City.
UT 83t 1

speaking: listen-
ing: interiction

speaking: speak-
ing vxperience:
iattitades

speiiking: listen-
ing

creative thinking:
speakifig

speaking; listen-
ing: general

language ability

,'-‘r"
Qo

grades 1-3

grades 1-12

ages 11-18

grades k-6

grades k-3

dges 2-14

includes whole-clasy
dis on. and
structured and un-

and transcribed

assessment of speak-
ing skills individu-
ally admidistered:
ol group ud-

and penvil. |
ple-choice format

vidually adminis-
tered; listening
tews groap admin-
istered: puper and
pericil. niultiple-
choice format

group administered:

multiple-choice
foritiit

individually adminis-
tered

1



TABLE 1 (cont:)

—_—
Instrument . _ Skills. _ Target Made of
Number Title Sitifce Tested Populations Adminisiraon
43 Vermont Depart- | speaking: listen- | grades k=12 viriety of siiiulition
3 ment of Bdueas | i intericiion 1isks and observa-
Priigriiii tioii: tions conducted in
. Speaking and Montpeher, VT Clisstoutiis
Lidiening A< 5602 ’
SOSNHICHTS
—e— R Wailliier Test f | N. K. Witllier, | listening grades k-1 recorded instructions.,
TS @ning Com: oDt b lisicning passdges.,
preficision and respomses:
miltiple-choice
Test fot Kiii- tered 10 small
dergaren and aroups
Beginning Firs
Griade.”" Edu-
cational and
Paveholagical
Measirement.
1974, 24, 391
96
43 Weataide High Westside Cori- | speiikiiig grade 10 students present indi- l
School Miii- inanity vidual talks 1o
mum Compe- Schools, group
o tengy T Oitiditiii. NE

sluative, und only one makes reference to the overall
adequacy of the micasure as a tool for assessing communication competenec. This approach
was adopted for several reasons. First, it is not possible to recommend or coidemn instruments
without knowledge of the specific purposes for which they are being used. An instrument that

Only four of the items are evall

kg

is uscful for cvaluating program or teacher effectiveness

\ 5§ may not be adequate-for- placing. - - -—
students in individualized instruction (Rubin; 1981). Second. in the abscnce of a consensually
dceeptible miodel vf competent commanication, it is difficult to evaluate instriimcnts’ conteiit
dnid construct validity. Objectives and competency lists adopted in one jurisdiction may diverge
widely fvom those that guide test sefection in another district: For example; some districts
cmphasize formal, mcchanical aspects of vocal delivery (e.g:: Gary Community School Cor-

poration: 1977-1978), while others focus on functional aspects of execating communication
tasks (c:g:; Vermont Department of Education, 1977). At least for the present; selection of
evaluation criteria and instruments should be conducted at local levels in accordance with
enlightened community standards. Finally, it is anticipated that the primary users of these
revicws will ot be speech communication scholars; but rather evaluation specialists and school
administrators. The instrument review form reflects the general concerns of this target audience
with respect to psychiomictric adequacy and administrative feasibility.

The section of the instrumcnt review form on validity is concerncd with the extent to which
the instrunient actually measures the skills or knowledge it intends to measure: Validity may
be determined in many ways and the presence of multiple validity studies using different methods
and different target populations strengthens the case that the instrument actually measures what
it purports to measure.

O
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Predictive validisy dc:lls with the ahlhty of the instrument to prcdlct pcriormanc; on dnothur

mcasurc that is known to bL leld Jnd lhdl is thwruually rclated to thc lnstrumcm in qucxtlon

! that
ered a speaking pcrlormancc test
and were ulso rated. by thcnr spccch tcachcr thcn the correlation on these two measures would
be a tcst of concurrent valldny

Content validity indicates the degree to which the content of @ instrument represents tie
domam of I\n(mlcdbc and skllls it intends to measure. Content validity is usually determined
through expert judgment. Onc common niethod is where experts are given a description of the

test (ihi'c'cii\'/'ci and then ii%k'c'd iij L‘zii'cgii' ze cach iiliii by these iihj[ttii/ék Ciihtéhi validity is

experiment that shLds hEht on the nature of thc phcnomcnon that the mstrumcnl is trymg to
micasure, Factor dndly\l\ of lhc items$ in an instrunicnt iS sometinies conducted in order to
explore the underlying relctionships among the items, Theoretical models about the phenomenon
arc U\Ld to lormulatc and tcst hyputhcscx about how thc instrument should ¢ opcmtc For cxamplc

mtclhELnu tests. If hstcnmg is a umquc skill; then the hsténing tests should be more highly

correlated with one another than with the tests of the other abilities: A third conm on method
for examining construct validity is the known groups method. Here the instru is adi
istered to two populitions that dre known o possess and not possess the knowledge or
hcm;_. mcmurud The dLgrcc to whu.h thc lnstrumcnt separates the popiitation into the apprepriate

'nstrumcnt There are various methods for dctcrmmlng relmhlhty Test-retest reliability mea-
sures the smhlluy of an instrument over time: A\summg that thc rCspondcms have not been
cxpmcd to instruction and haye not undcrg.()m a major growth in the l\nowlcdgc or skills bcmg

meusured. they should receive approximatery *he $anie score on an instrumient 4t two points in

time. This is a measure of test- -retest rclmblhly 7

1n some cases instruments are designed to have alternate Iorms .hat are (.qu1vaant in content
and difficulty. The correlation between individuals® scores on the different forms is a test of
alternate forms reliability. ’

Taking the concept of alternate forms reliability a step lunhcr it is possible to think of an

instrument as a random set of items; cach of which is a tcsl ol somc pﬁn of the cuntent
domuin: The dcgruc to which thé rcspondcnts pcrlormdnce on onc item is related to their
performance on other items is a measure of internal consistency reliabiliry.,

Tests of pcrtormanu, are marl\cdly dmcrcnt from paper and pencil tests. For thuc tests.
imeasirenent takes plice within the person who assigns the rating or score. Here the reliability

of the scorer is at issue, not the ieliability of the test. Scoring reliability is usually assessed by
having more than one person rate the same performance. The correlations or pereentages of

agreement in these ratings is a test of scoring reliability. Usually seorers are cvaluated for

reliability after training but before they begin rating: However: to insare that scorers remain
consistent over time, it is important to check their reliability during the scoring process as well.
As i part of the dcvclnpmcm of sonie larbc sLalc assessment instruments., Horming or criterion

studies arc wnductcd and thesc are also dls ed on the review torm For thcsc studlcs

13
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achicveinent fest yicld charts that transform raw scores into normed s¢res; most frequently.—
grade cquivalence: Stanaard setting studies are somietimes conducted for tests that measure
miastery of specific objectives-—criterion referenced tests. Data collected from samples of
studlenits is usually compared with data from another source. such as teacher ratings. to determine
what test scores represent mastery level: A caution for all norming and criterion setting datu
is that the chardcteristics of thie original population assessed may be ditferent from the population
that the user is assessing. '

TYPES OF RESPONSE AND SCORING PROCZDURES

Listening

Multiple-choice wormats are the stock-in-trade of standardized testing. Questions are designed
so that each hus a single correct answer; tests cai be graded casily by n hine or template
without any protiems of unreliability in scoring. ltem difficulty is readily ascertained and
controlled. and test forms can be equated by well-cstablished methods. Two indirect tests of
speaking ability attempted to utilize multiple-choice responses (20, 26). but the technique is
widely reprosented among tests of listening proficiency (11 2: 3: 4: 8- 19: 20, 21. 24, 27, 28.
32, 33; 345 35, 40, 44). (Note: THe nufiibers correspond to the instrument numbers used in
Table | and instrument reviews in Chapter 2.) Not only are multiple-choice questions used to

micasure literal comprehension, but also to assess higher order abilities like recogition of
speaker's purpose. inference-making: and aspects of critical listening. One of the drawbucks
of many multiple-choice listening tests is that students must read printed questions and response
alisrratives. thus confounding listening ability with reading ability. Some listening tests combat
this problem by usifig tape recorded presentations of questions and response options (21, 25.
36): Others use picturcs insicad of verbal response options (4: 33; 40):

Another technique smployed i sorie measures of listening skill is behavioral response. In
particular; this type of performance measure is used in direction following tasks (1 11. 16,
33, 42, 43). In general; these tasks approximate normal listening dctivity. und thus they are
niore valid thin less direct mzasures: However, in some cases the types of behavioral responses

demanded may be quite artificial (c:g:: *Place a circle around the second lidrgest square’’).
Speaking

The most commion iiicans for assessing speaking skill are perfornance rating scales (4. 13, 14,

i5: 16 1720, 22, 28. 30 3%, 43, 47). Rubin (1981) discusses a number of factors pertaining
to the use of this technigie in large scale assessments. Their mujor disadvantages lie in the
:potential for unreliable scoring and in the relatively large expenditures of staff time. Some
systems seek to avoid the costs of external raters by having classroom teachers evaluate students”
typical (22) o elicited (28, 38, 43) speech: This approach would seem to exicerbate the problem
of rating error. and beg the question of time allocations. , o o

Alternatives to using performiarice rating scales in assessing speaking ability are techniques
that take particular discourse features as indicators of quality of expression. F oban
(1976) and Mc€aleb (1978) both suggest the use of measures of synt
assessing oral proficiency: Some measures of discourse features require speech samples to be

transcribed and scored later (4-optional; 30-optional, 37). Gikicrs call for on the spot judgment
of the presence or absence of specified features, and thus they do not require transcriptions (7,
16. 42). In gencral, the-types of features measured are essentially linguistic such 4§ total number
of words. lexical diversitys.articulation, and sentence expansion (4, 7. 16, 23, 37, 42). Other
cvaluation schemes of this t'y?’egﬁpl*o*y a combination of lingnistic and whole-text descriptions
, . N
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(17, 30y. Whole-text descriptions include @ij'cli rubrics as, *'Narrative that goes beyond the
information given in the pictorial stimulus.”” Extreme caution is in order; however. in inter-

preting specific discourse features as indicators of quality: Concurrent validity; wherein such

leaturcs are shown to predlc! judgmems of overall qualny ims rérely bee'i establlshed lndeed

When speakmg ldsl\s are struuured in a way that permns objective nieasurenient ol success,
ible to derive medsures of communication cffectiveness. For example. it is poss‘ble
to use *shift of opinion ballots;’* which ask audience members to indicate their attitudes toward

it topic both before and after the delivery of a persuasive speech, to measure the effectiveness

of the speaker. Referential communication tasks (Dickson and Patterson; 1979) measure com-
munication effectiveness of a speaker by seeing whether a listener can identify the correct
object from an arrdy based on the speiker’s descnpnon of the object. Effectiveness of small

l_roup eommunu.anon ¢ be evaluated by asslgnmg a umque solutlon problem to a group and

characteristics: listener sl\lll and group composition are factors beyond the control of the speaker

and cun dffect mmmumcdtlon success. The effcc!lveness of some referential communication

tasks, however, can be assessed without recourse to measuring listener accuracy. For example;

-sonie tasks reguire the Speaker to state the attributes of an 7objectr or peometric flgure that

uniquely describe it. Communication effectiveniess is evaluated simply by counting the number
of critical features that the speaker identifies (Piche. Rubin, and Turner, 1980).

\,éﬁ{)icuou 1its 2 .enee frém the instrume nts reviewed is use ofmteracnon codihg §y§i'cm'§

interactions. They include slmple soc:ogrdms mdlcanng the frequency and d:reenon of com-

mumutmn llow as well as category systems that may cla»slfy eommumcators messagek as

CONTENT OF ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS
Listening
l:i'siéh’ih'g is ﬁmuhim'f'y 'skill but it is miﬁmcampléx of subskills, cachol yylii'cli is brougm

1979). It is nzittir&l thereforc; that tests of listening ability tap a varlety of skills. Test users
should make sure that the listening test sclected conforms to their pdmeuldr measurement
obleenves '
Must ofteii. listening tests micasure literal comprehiension of spoken materiul (1: 3; 4; 6; 8;
19, 20, 21. 24, 25, 26. 27. 28, 32. 33. 34, 35). It should be noted thdl comprehenslon iy

j_;EiiCiAlly 'ci)'h'fij'sLd With recall 'o"r relcnnon smLc qucstmns typlcally lollow some_ extcnded

context that may lesen rclmncc on mcmory Slmllarly tests lhul dellbcmtcly select brief
passages and prcsent few qucsnons for cach passage (21) may tax memory to a lesser extent.
Many llstemng tests locu' on llstemng lor dlrecnons (l l l l6 42 4 7) a typc of purposelul

prehcnhlon Tests (l9) mcludq.\lzte.sts reﬂceung dhlllly to interpret paralmz_unstlc cucs and dlso
\,
.
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ability to render social |udyncm\ from spgech Several tests not rcv1ewed hcre also ‘meisure
sensitivity to hdrﬁlmgumnc cues (Smith-Elliot Listening Test: Davitz and Mattis, 1964). An
orientation to functions of listening (for example: to gain information or o evaluate credibility),
s Oppo\Ld to subskills, is displayed by the NAEP Pilot Test (26) as weil as the Massachusetts
tent of Bisic Skills (21). The NAEP Pilot Test (26) and the Smith-Elliot Test (Learning
Jdoe) m
munication. , o . N N

Some of the subskills tested by instruments reviewed here are abstracted from any reasonably
constructed communication context. These subskills. while critical to communicative listening,
are s¢ narrow that they mmht better be considered rcccpuv.. language skills. Such receptive
language skills include: most prontinently: vocabulary (1:2; 3:4: 6. 8 15: 31. 38, 40), syntax
(31). and phonenie recognition and discrimination (3: 13, 15 29: 327 33: 36. 39; 40). Phonemic

(lmrlmm mun and 1dcnt|t|u|tmn is \'xcwud as essential for reading readiness. but shouid not

pcrmn lrLc orl mlcrch.mac [CR l() 18) thcxc tests appro‘c' JilE inferactive communication.

Other instruments mcasure interactive llxtcmng skill more indirectly by mcludmg conversational
speech among their listening passages (21, 25. 26). In general: however, interactive listening
is an arca calling for vigorous test dcvdopmcnl efforts.

dLsILnLd 10r non-native spmkcr\ also rcly on story tdlmg (l I7. 30) For older native

Pn«'h\h speakers, greater variety is evident. The tasks often call for prosltlon in the torm of
extended monologues (13, 20, 38, 43, 43). Other modes ot dlswursc include extended per-
\u‘mw mon()l()éucs or slmulatud pcrsuauw umvcrsduons ( l. .22, Zﬂ) tclcphone conversations

pcrl()rnmmc tiasks. ()l course. students will be aware of the cxahlincr as an ultimate audienee.
However, in the majority of instruments reviewed. the examiner is the sole audience to whom
students speak. Speakers do not lypually conmimunicite in order that their oral prohmcncy may
be evaluated. Indeed. evaluation usually inhibits communication. To the cxtent that assessment
pmudurus offer no prLtcn\c for speaking other than evaluation, these procudurcs yleld inac-
curate samples of communication performance.

A single cxaminer-andience is most natural in interview Situations (H. 23, 33). O pllfall

ot interview situations is that the interviewer may exert ovc:mdmg~ influence on students’ speech
behavior. resulting in considerable unreliabitity (Mullen: 1978: Hitchman:1966: Bazen, 1978).

A single examiner-audience is most anomalous in those situations in which smdenm are called

upon to deliver a speech to that individual (13). The problem of unnatural audicnces is somewhat

relicved by procedures that simulate situdtions involving rcallsuc speakcrldudlencc rclatmns
ic\e proudurcs may ask studcnt\ to slmulatc an emcrz,ency tdephone call tod pohce operator

\Imuldll()h ld\l\s howcvcr. confusc specch proﬁcncncy with role- playmg abnhtv

Group discussion has been accorded great importance as an instructional technique., and
ssment situation

British educators have attenipted to utilize small group peer interaction as ¢
(Barnes. 1980). Of the instruments reviewed here. only two sample naturalistic interaction in

;16 23

iake Sohie provision to assess coniprehension of facial and gestural com-
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" than analytic judgments (28; 38) by d

peer groups (37. 33y Dyadic referential communication tasks (10, 12, 18) also approximate
natural speaker/audience relations

Criteria ES
A finial aspect of oral asses:ment content that requires cxamination is evaluation criteria; Along

whit diimensions of quality do the instruments render judgments? Listening tests are primarily

coricerned with aceursey —accuracy of recall; of following directions. of perceptions about
social relationships, Coniceivibly. tests could be devised that provide information about listening
activity. as well. Such instrunients would indicate what type of listening (critical. aesthetic.
informative) students are engaging in during the course of a stimtlus passage. and the degrec
of concentration or constructive assimilation that charucterizes their listening. processes..
Speech assessment procedures exhibit a fair amount of consistency in their evaluation criteria.
Becker (1962) found that typical speech riting scales reflect only three clusters of judgment
despite the fuct that they may include a larger number of variously lubelled criteria: These
clusters are content. delivery: and language. These criteria, with thie addition of organization;
aceotint for Biost performance rating scales reviewed in this report ( 13, 20. 22, 28. 45). Despite
this consistency in the nature of criteria; rating schemes differ .n the weight accorded cuach
criterion and differ in the maniier in which the criteria are defined. In particular. instrumcnts

- vary in their tréatment of | . Soine instrumients weight language most heavily of the

criteria: while others apportion ciphasis siore equally among dimensions of quality. One rating

seale. for éxample: devotes three of seven items to aspecis of language. while the remainder
concern delivery factors (13): Procedures that result in single, general inipression scores rather
ign provide no guiddnce in how criterin are 0 be
weighted. The definition of language quality adopted by some instruments Stresses conformity
i the conventions of standard American English (13: 45); Other instruments. particularly thosc
designed for non-native speakers, convey more detuiled- information about the types of gram-
matical structures mastered (15,16, 37.39). ,
Just as some listening tests were characterized as S0 nairow as to qualify more as tests of
receptive language: so arc some spenking tests measures of praductive langoage: and not -
communication. This is certainly true of procedures that ask students to iniitate words or
sefiteiices in isolation and then apply eriteria that evaluate articulation or gramimatical inter-
fersnice of 4 first lunguage (29, 39, 42): It s no less true of procedures that incorporite some
communicative context like an interview. and then rate speakers on exclusively linguistic
grounds (Mullen, 1978) Merely cliciting language by means of a communicative-task does
not constitate 4 st of commiunication competence (Carroll: 1980). To repeat an carlicr caution
concerning discourse featdres. it is risky to dssiime untested relitions between linguistic prop-
ertics and overall quality of ¢xpression. - -
A lew speaking instraments that emphasise language quality criteria reflect the contextual
and interactive aspects of communication better than many of tne more conventional rating
Thiese instruments imcasure the degree to which lanyuage is apprepriate or adapted to

scales.

the deimands of the communication task. For example: ratings of a response may depend on
the tvpe of question asked (23). Or a test miy measure the degree of claboration. not just
simple labelling. that is cxpectsd in @ response 0 a narrative task (4: 17. 30). Rating scale
items nay express communication oriented criteria like ““uppropriatcness™ or *intelligibility
pathier than formal linguistic propertics like Sentence structure. standurd usage: or correct pro-

ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY
It icasures of speaking and listening proficiency are to be ddopted for large scale assessinent
programs. they must be adniinistratively feasible. They must not consuiie exeessive amounts
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of pupll time: niost not rcqum unreasonable allocauon ot personncl for ddmmlstrauon nnd
prddtmn Unhkc othier baslc slulls howevcr communication is a complcx mtcmctlvc behavior.
Theretore, tests of commanication conipetence are apt to be more. expensive than many other
large scale assessment procedures.

Many tests of listening ability are. hovsever; amenable to group administration (1. 2. 3, 5,
6. 8; 19: 21: 24, 25, 26; 27, 32; 35). Even skill at following directions can be assessed in

thls manner (1 34; 43). Tape recorded administration instructions and response options (21,
2s ,7_6) not Only rcduu unrclmblllty d contoundmg W]th readmg dblllly but thcy dlso

for *'live’ rating; orby

ssigning two smff members

tdpc rcéordlng performances for subsequent evaluation by two raters: One instrument attempts

to reduce the testing burden by requiring classroom teachers to screen their students based on

thicir typical ¢lassroom communication behavior and to refer only those students **in question™’

tor individual assessmicnt (22). However, there is sonie evidence that Suggests that theSe screen
ratings were Subject to bias, and they are not reliable.

lt 1s powbk to r\ducc ddmmlstmuon costs by usm;, group commumcauon msks smce d

session (h)llard dnd Robcnson 1976): Sxmllarly refcrenual communication tasks (9 l() l8)

may also be adapted to simaltancous administration to several dyads. Workers at the University

of Wisconsin-Muadison Research und Devclopmcm Center for Individualized Schooling ire

prgsgntly experimenting with a promising application of mini-computers which present stimulus

arrays for referential tasks and record accuracy of decoding. The least practical methods of
iiizil LXziiiiih;itiiih atc thiiié ihzii 'r'cq'tii'r'é‘ %‘Ubiéijiiéﬁi i'r‘ihis'c'rihiit)'h 2iﬁd Jhdly%i% iif §péébh %'ziiﬁj:ilé%

turu(7 I() 4’)

TARGET POPULATIONS AND POTENTIAL SOURCES

OF TEST BIAS

Th"c in@t’rumcnt@ rcvicwcd h"c'r'c cover th'c"c'n’ti'r'c k ii age range. uithough thc 'ci'cm'cma'ry g'ra"d'e<

1o, 17, ()) lndccd it appears that sophlsucatcd ddvanccs in communication assessment hdve
emerged from the ficld of sccond language testing (Carroll; 1980). Only a single instrument
18 spccmcdlly dcsxgnatcd as approprlatc for spccml cducrauonr pqpuldtlgns (l l)

Stiggins (1981) disclisses a number of sourceg of bias in communication testing: Instruments
ary Lonsidcrdhly in thur cftorts to mlmmnze group bms cffects Some techmcal manuah

potcmml, bxa;]z()). Othqr manuals tdbuldtcrngrmatlvc ddld sepa(dtcly for bldck and whnc .student.s
{4). 1t should be noted. however, that differences in central tendency are not, themselves.,
evidence of test bias. Rather; a test is biased if it over- or under-predicts scores on some
independently administered criterion measure (Cleary, 1968). In the absence of criterion mea-

sures of communication quality; it is difficult to ascertain test bias: The majority of instruments

reviewed here: however; do not address the issue of potential group biuses: Indeed; some
scoring rubrics assign pamculdr weight to standard Enghsh dialect patterns, a proacdure that
likely places nonstandard dialect speakers at a disadvantage.
. , .
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LOCALLY DEVELOPED INSTRUMENTS

Develoning instruments locally for assessing listening and speaking requires considerable time

and cffort as wellus familiarity with measurement and content concerns: Often it is not feasibie
to suhmlt loc‘wy dudopud instruinents o the same dL;_.rLL of tcchmul review tor rdndbllny
or whdltv as Lomnurcmlly dcvelopud mstrumcnts Howcvur. therL are some \nuatlons where

adept a sct ot speeific pmkm" and hstc mn;__ Lompuighuu and develop an mstrucnonal program
directed tuward bunldlng those compctcncm In order to measure its suceess. the district 1 may

find that it i better to dévelop a test locally that is tailored to its specific competencies than

to use existing tests tht only meustre some of those competunc;cs or that only measure those
competeneies mdmuly The tollowmg hncf step- by step deseriptions of the develo,)mem pro-
cess provide direetion to’local agencies that wish Yo develop their own speaking and listening
instruments.

Listening

Tb d'ct'c'rmi'n'c the liit'cn'i'n'g skills drid type of liit'ening tisks thm are im’p’unam iocai d'eveiop'cm

mstrucuonal nidtérials and tcachlng pr;xctlces They should involve a full range of people'

concerned with the results of the assessment; for example; teachers: curriculum specialists;

administrators, parents. and students. The resulting list may focus on skills that are important
o all listening situations, for cxaniple, understanding main ideas and details. These skills may
be similar to reading comprehensiop skills. The list may a,l,.so focus on .speclfc listening tasks
that are considered important, for example, listening to ditections, listening to a lecture, or
listening on the telephone. 1t is eritical that the skills and tasks listed be as specific as possible
so that they may be objectively measured.

The next stcp in dcvcl()pmg hstenmg assessment instruments is to assemble stimuli that the

studcnts wnll hstm to in the assessment; Thc'se sumuh should rcﬂcct the hstemng tasks ldenuﬁcd ,

ch as pubhc Service announiceients, comiierci ls, o niews stories make pdnkularly
;__ood miaterial. 1t is also possible to write material that particularly reflects the tasks identified
in the first step. Care should be taken to use material that is relatively short, is interesting to

> students. and does npt refleet a bias toward a particular sex, racial/ethnic, socioeconomic, or

geu;,rdphlc group
The actual production of stimulus material may take two forms: The material may be written

m scnpt Iorm 80 that it may hL redd Jloud by the test ddmmlstrator or n may be rccordcd on

ministration and atlow for variety in stlm_ulu.s material, .such ds virious voices, conversations,

or sound effeets.
chml posslbrc typus of hstcmn;__ ncms may be dcveloped Thc most typlcal ls mulnplc-

response opuon% Anolhcr typc is short-answer nemk that ask a qucsnon and rcqulrc thc studcnt

to write 1 short response: A third type: used for following dircction tasks, prcsents graphic

mdlLTldl ULh us 4 mdp and asks thc studcm to completc a cenain tilsk hkc dmwmg a route

dl‘dw the obju:t or to. sclect lhe approprlatc object from a set of plcturcs In all ‘cases, nem
development should follow established standards for item construction that may be found in
measurcement textbooks.
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It is Imp()sslhlL to |dcntlly all th pusslhlc u)nlusmg or problumdm aspucts of stimulus
material or items until they have been field tested with a sample of students who are similar

to those who will be assessed. The results of fiald testing may be used to pick the best stimuli

dnd items. Mm\urcmcnt textbooks provide some simple techniques for reviewing field test
duta Iti addltmn. ficld tcxtmg provndcs information about the amount of time it takes most
students to complete the items. This information should be used to estzblish the time limits for
the finalized test.

S’ii'ciikiiig

spc‘ll\mg tasks that arc lﬁif)éﬁﬁﬁt local dcvelopcrs must first dchnc the tprs of spu[\mL skllls
and tasks gtudents should be able to perform. The steps in this process are the same as they
.xrc lor hstcnmg Thc rcsultmg llst may focus on schmc skllls |mp0nant m all spcal\mg
also lm.us on spcuhc tasks tht are cnnsldcrcd lmportam for anmplc giving dm.ctlons gii)iﬁg
a spccch or asking qucsuons As with listening. it is critical that the speaking skills and tasks
listed be as spccmc as possible so that thcy nmy be obscrved and measured.

Two typcs of approachcs are Uscd m assessing speaking behaviors. First. in an obscrvanonal

Aapproiich, the student’s bLhJVIOI‘ nmy be obscrvcd and assessed unnb\trusnvcly Second., in a

structured assessmient approach, the student may be asked to perform one or more structured
spe aklng tasks; and his or her performance on the tasks is then assessed.
H an. obscrvauonal approach 15 taken thc dcvclopcr must dcudc what spcukmg hchdvmrs

uhscrvcd .md Ior how long The observer may be the rcgular classroom tuchcr or Someone

froni outside the elassroom, such as a teacher from anothcr grade level, a chairperson, or a

Lounsclor

mlght bc askcd to pcrlorm certain tasks in Iront ol thc entire daxs ina small goup scmng
O in 4 one-on-one sitogtion with the assessor. Again. the assessor may be the classroom teacher

" OF §uiicont {from outslde the classroom:

Next. d scoring system that describes acccptablc and undcuptablc levels of perlormanuc for

the speaking skills or tasks alrcady ldcntlhud in the first step must be dcvclopcd The scoring
system may involve a two-point determination: the behavior of interest is cither pruscnt or

absent. the student can be heard or cannot be heard. Alternatively: the scoring system may
define a continuum of behaviors that range from lowest to highest: the student is very disor-
Hmlud while speaking: somewhat dlsorgam/cd fairly well vrganized. or very well organwed
However. whcn 4 Lontinbdm is used. it is nccessary to describe cach level of the scale in terms

of specific | hchavnors that rcprcsem that point in the scale. The resulting scoring systcm will

be used cither for observation ratings or struclurcd ratings: as determined previously in the

segond step.

Onee the basic approach is cstabhshcd and the scormg system is dcvclopcd it is ncccssdry’

to tram raters in the use of the system. Training should include thorough mstrucuon in the

categorics in the scoring system, provmon of examples of performance that represent the various

citegories. and oppdnhnitics for the raters to pl‘i?thE rating student performance. Raters should
have ample opportunity to ask questlons about the categorles and discuss their practice ratings.
Often training will lead to alterations in the scoring systcm It is posslhlc that some initial

dlstinéti()ns made in the scoring system will prove impossible to observe in actual pcrlornmnce
Onice the systcm is finalized and raters are comfortable in their ability to make ratings: raters
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should be tested for interrater reliability. They should be given several samples of performance
and asked to rate them without discussion: The degree of agreement among the raters is a
meusure of interrater rclmhllnv Raters should also hg trained in test administration procedures—
uthcr for Uh\Ll\dllUn\ or for xtruuural assessments,

The final steps in conducting the tssessnient are data collection and scoring. These activities
may happen simualtancously Or in Stages. Ratings niay be made on the spot. or the speaking
performance of students may be audiotaped or videotuped and scored at a later time. The
advantage of recording performance is that it allows for scoring in a more controlfed eaviron-
ment:

In addition to testing interrater reliability at the end of training: the reliability of the ratings
dlso should be LhLLl\L(l during the assessmient, If mtlm_s are umduuud on the spot: it is necessury
to hitve more thii one person simultincously rate students. If ratings are conducted later. it is
necessary to have more than one person rate the recordings, Checking the reliability does not
have to vceur for every rating but should be conducted at random for at least 10 pereent of the
ratings.

SELECTED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES

What Should be Tested?

Ideally we should test what we teach. But in most cases adoption of oral communication
competeneies by state and local educational agencies is a new phenomenon. Moreover. even
when such competencies are adopted. the extent and fidelity with which they filter down to
classroom practice is unknown. Therefore a major research priority in assessment is to deter-
mine current classroom practices in speech communication: While educators periodicalty con-
duct status surveys of classes designated as “*Specch™ (e g Brown: et al:; 1979: Rubin;
l‘)x()h) the necd here is l()l‘d more u)mpruhcn\lvc survey of all [:n;_.IISh languagce an\ instruction.
~ Most probably, we woutd discover that deliberate tuuhlm_ of oral comnunication skills is
largely neglected in American public schools. Even in Great Britain. wherd “oriacy™ has cnjoycd
greater emphasis in curriculum documents. little explicit speech communication instruction
takes place (Barnes, 1980). Therefore. the content domain of communication assessment prob-
.lhly cannot be defined by what is taught: but by what ought to be taught. As Barnes (1980,

p. 125) observes of the British schools: " Any monlmrlng ()l uracy during secondary schooling
will be proposing a wider range of curricular concerns in oracy than schools presently undertake:

. Thus. in secondary schools at least. the monitoring of oracy is likely to be lcadm;_. practice
in \Lh()()l\ rather than responding to it.” We return in a ldtcr section on Lduuanonal utility to
the issue of what Wilkinson (1968) terms ** washback.” . :

The specification of a content domain for testing. then. exerts lmpau()nm\tru‘tmn Wleann
and Backlund (1980) describe some of the divergent attempts to define **communication com-
petence:”" Larson (1978) notes that the definitional problem is the greatest impediment to
assessing specch communication: Testers’ who have accepted the definition of the. National
Specch Communication Competency Project (Allen and Brown: 1976) in constructing measures
of listening and speaking skill were unable to devise \ultablc items for all of the components
specified (MceCaleb, 1979: Mead. 1977). Furthermore., al! components Qt communication com-
petence may not be within the proper purview of the public schools. For example. Weimiann
(l‘)77) inClUdL‘\‘ s‘élf distlii\‘uré as umbn" communiCutibn compt:icncc hchai/io'ri but public

Fhux it mdy n(it be feasible or advnxahlc to test the entire de.:nain of communication mmpuuncc
(assuming it can be dchncd ina satistactory fashion): However: no principles or methods exist

for sampling from the content domain.
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An especially troublesome issue pertaining to the validity of oral communication tests con-
cernis the role of language knowledge and general verbal ability. Functional communication
competence. it is generally agreed: is the ability to use codes (verbal and nonverbil) appro-
priately in situations (e g.. Lirson. et al;. 1978): Instruments that measure knowledge of the
conventions of standard English are not tests of communication eompetence. although proce-

dures calling for use of standard English in particular contexts may be appropriate {Rubin.
1980): Some tests of oral expression utilize communication contexts like story-telling or
intervicws: but assign scores by emphasizing isolated lunguage skills such as articulation:
stindard gramniar (14): or vocabulary and sentence expansion (34). Some commercially avail-
able tests of listening comprehension appear to be linle more than measures of general verbil
ability (Kelly. 1965). - ,

In sSummary. we propose the following rescarch and development prioritics relating to what
should be tested in micasures of speaking and listening proficiency:

Conduct compreliensive sarveys of classroom practices in oral language arts instruction.
Define the content domain of communication competence. ,
Delineate components in the content dontain that are not appropriate for public school
instruction. , o 7

Devise principles for sampling from the content domain.
® Develop measures that distinguish between communication competence and general verbal
ability:

How Can Critérion Reference Validity Be Determined?
In gene-al. existing instrunients for testing communication competence have not been subjected
{0 studics of concurrent or predictive validity. One reason for this may be the rapidity with
which state and local education agencies have needed to sct up assessment programs. The lack
of accepted criteria against which tests may be validated constitutes another reason. Ability
test Scores are one source of information about concurrent validity: but they are not satistactory
us the only criteria. Holistic teacher ratings of general communication skills such as those
envisioned as the first phase in the Massachusetts Assessment of Speuking Skills (22) might
prove suitable for this purpose. However. initial data from this project indicated that holistie
ratings might be subject to bias and unreliability. Sociometric analyses using peer interaction
ditar couild also serve as eriteria for concurrent validity. Criteria for studies of predictive validity
could include reacher or job ratings at some later point in time. o
Establishing criterion referenced validity seems particularly crucial in assessment tasks that
are obviously contrived solely for the purpose of evaluation: Several assessment procedures
require students to communicate in role-playing situations (Massachusetts Listening and Speak-
ing Assessiment: 1980: Rubin: 1980a). While such procedures permit evaluation of *life role™
communication skills: the relationship between role-playing performance and natural com-
munication performance is unknown: Other procedurcs require interviews or conversations with

an assessor (e.8.. 13). However. Barnes (1980) notes that in British Certificate of Sccondary
Fducation examinations. students display different communication behaviors in peer groups
than in private interviews. - o

in sammary ; wé proposc the following research and development priorities relating to criterion

referenced validity in measures of speaking and listening proficiency:

Extablish criterion measures for measuring concurrent and predictive validity.
fixplore naturalistic criterion measures for these purposes.

Investigate criterion referenced validity of contrived communication tasks.
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Are Measures Reliable?

Researchers in written composition have recognized for some time the multitudinous Sources
of inconsistency in writing evaluition (Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Shoer, 1963), and refine:
ments in scoring procedures have continued to be a major focus of research and dcvclopmcnt
in that ficld (e.g.. Cooper and Odell, 1977). The field of specch communication; in contrast;
scems to have pursued investigations of test reliability less vigorously in the past fifteen years
{Rubin; 1981).

Some attention has been glVCﬂ to mtcrnal consnstcncy or dlmmslondlny in studics ot \pLLLh
rating scales (Bcckcr. 1967) and it appedrs to be common practice for cominercial tests of
hstcan sklll to report lhl\ aspect of reliability. But othcr rdatcd issues hiave not been addressed,
For exaniple, choice of topic in assessments of writing Skill is a significant factor in students’
scores (Rosen, 1969). Yet several locally developed measures of speaking proficiency offer
students a choice of topics (e.g., 14, Rubin, 1980a) with no apparent evidence of cqunvalcncc
between topics. Recently dcvclupcd tests of listening ability utilize tape recorded stimuli to
avoid variation in administration (e:g:; Mead; 1977); and Wilkinson (1968) observes that
interviewer-assessor idiosyncracies can alter performance in sp cakmt_ asse§sments: Several
writers have commented that single samples of speech are not reliable indicators of commu-
niciation competence, 4nd that several samples ranging over a_variety of speech functions and
situations should be taken for a fair assessment (Barnes, 1980; Hitchman, 1966). At present,
though, we lack the sort of precise information concerning the requisite size of a reliable sample
that rescarchers in written syntacm Lomplexny have obtatned (¢ §:35 Crowhurst; 1977): Virtually
no information is available concerning test- retest reliabilities of spmkmg and ll\anlng, ussess-
ment instruments: Although individual test developers have no doubt done considerable work
in csmhhshm;_. training procedures to cn;,cndcr integrater consisteney, these proudurcs have
niv been shared in the literidture like the corresponding rater training program in written com-
munication {c¢.g., Diederich, 1974).

In summary, we propose the following rescarch and development priorities relating to reli-
ability in measures of speaking and listening proficiency:

] D'ctc'r'minc L"quival'cncc ot' vilrying to'pici and ci)mmunicutiim uiiki

® Dectermine size and leLr\lly of \pLLL‘h samplc quurrLd for rdmhlc indication of com-
petence. i

® Ascertain test-retest reliabilities of existing mstrumcnts

® Refine and publish methods of enhancing interrater reliability.
What Measurement Techniques Are Presently Available?
Clearly the commitiee wishes o encourage the development of new measurement technigues
or the ‘i'd‘ip'tati(i'n of research ‘riilthiidiiliigiéﬁ for purposes of evaluation. However, it is worth-
while examining some of the strcngths and weaknesses of those already available: The most
optimal assessment procedures are those that are least intrusive: Natoralistic observation; and
even classroom teacher ratings: however, introduce problems of rater hms and problems of
consistency in lasks and interactiants.

Indireet tests of spLdng ability would alleviate many sources ot mconslstcncy In one
notable effort (2()). it proved quite difficult to construct suitable items. Moreover; indirect tests

may be contaminated by extrancous factors like reading ability and *test-wiseness.”” Also.
such indirect tests are likely tolexert deleterious **washback™* cffects on speech communication

instructional prﬁctlccs and thi$ can lcad to a focus on rote knowlcdge rather than internalized
skill (Rubin, 1980a).
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Dicct tests nt listening dbllll\’ prucm Icwcr prublum mvolvm& wnxlslcnw paruculdrly

when test stimmiili dre tape recorded. Even so. measures ()I listening in conversation are clusive.
Interactive listening— where thc ll\anL‘r is an quml convers.tional pdrtncr who responds and

is evbr ready to switeh into the role of \pukcr—~prnbdbly calls on different skills than procedures
in which test-takers listen to a tape recorded conversation, and yet different skills from pro-
cedures in which test-takers demonstrate their understanding of oral commands. 1t is possible

tlmt rclcrcmml u)mmumcatmn dCC[ll‘dCy ld\l\\ (Dld\\()ﬂ and Pdtter\()n 1979) coild be d(ldplLd

Somc swrmt. prmulurcs adopt obmnw metrics lhdl are ml\cn as indicitors of communication
quulltv Frequently these objective metrics are linguistic variables: McCaleb (1979): for in-
stance, suggests the use of T-unit lengih. an index of syntactic complexity: as one of scveral
measures of speaking proficicncy. Other Vriters, however. huve pointed out that syntactic
mmplunv varies with cach communication task. and it is not dlrLLlly l‘L‘ldlLd to quality of
Conre -l ((‘r(mhur\t 1979). In addition to linguistic variables. other objective metrics ure
mea oS of various ICdlUl‘C\ of mcssdgc content. such as narrative clements not explicitly
depicicd in a stimulus picture. Little is known of the criterion referenced validity of such
objective message variables.

In tests of speaking ability. use uI rating stales prLdOl‘I‘ImJIL‘ valcally ratlng scales are
applied to either extended talks or interview situdtions. In British Certificate of Sccondary
Education examinations. oral reading and conversation aic the most common speaking situations
to \\lmh riting sullcs arc dppllLd (llltuhnmn 1%8) lt m»uld bc u\ctul to d(ldpl thc use ol

ently d\dlldblc mcasurcmcnt tuhmquc.

l—nhdmc reliability of naturalistic ob\crmtmn procudurcx

Develop measures ol ll\anlnL in mtcmulvc situations:

Establish criterion referenced validity of ubwcuvc lmgulsnc and mcssdgc content features.
Extend performance rating Scales to less intrusive. more interactive communication situ-
ations hke small-group discussion.

Are Instruments Susceptible to Group Biases?

( onsistent group differences in test scores are not, in and of ihemselves. evidence ()I test bms
Ruther. test bias can only be ascertained by determining if an instrument over- or under-predicts
a pdl‘(lLLlLll‘ group’s performance on some criterion measare: As discussed in a previous section,

hnwucr. wc prcscmly lack any umvcrsdlly aceepted standards for criterion referenced validity

‘mnlhgr Such nmtcﬁdls may include culture bound u)mmum(.atmn COntexts (c.g.. rolc -playing
a buxmcs\ cKLLLlllVC) cvalualmn criteria (c.g.. standard English pronunciation and syntiax).

and test *simuli (e.g.. “Point to the grandfather clock™).
A less obvious source of potential bias ag.un\t particular cultural groups is the very notion
of an ordl communication assessnient. Gay and Abrahams (1973) claim that black youngsters

generally construe the requirements of direct questioning by adults differently thar do white

middle-class children. Similarly, Philips (1970) describes sociatization patterns among Native

Amcrlcan lndlans that rendér an oral communication assessiient as an anomalous’ Commum-
cation contest: In addition to biases agamst particular cultural groups. | lt is pos\lblc that com-

munication assessment prbccdurcs may treat particular individuals dlIIcrcmmlly analnly
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individaals with organic speech defects will not be subjected to the same testing prowdurcx as

others: ] B S
l‘k)wcvcr ccnuin p'crs‘i)’hiility traits 'ma'y liRcwi@c cause ciinmmhic;iti()h 'di'si)"r'dé'rk M'o'kt WLIL

be made for u)mmumunon apprghcn\mn or, lt not. will the pubhu \Lh()Ol\ be commmcd to

““remediating”” this condition as a part of their responsibility to prepare students for comnu-
nication Lompucngy dsscxxmcm"

In summary: we proposc the following research and development priorities relating to test
bias in procedures for evaluating speaking and h\tenmg proficiency:

Develop criterion mcasurcx with Wthh te\t hm\ nmy be determined.
ldcnnty culturc hound Lommummtlon LO“ICXI\ Lvaluanon errm and snmulus matermlx

panuular Lulturdl groups.
Clarify the status of personality traits vis-a-vis test bias.

An()thu reason for assessment; however; is to encourhge and gunde the mnovanon of s’p’e'c’ch
communication instraction: Tc#tlné tends to legmmlze a teachmg field. and test speeifications
may *washback™’ (Wlll\mson 1968) to 1nstruct|onal practice. Thus, important questions pertain
to effeets of communication asSessmient on teachiers’ and administrators’ attitudes toward the
lcyumagy,gt speech communication, effects on curricular innovation. and effects on classroom -
practices. These questions concern the utility of measurement cfforts.

One negative effect of any testing program is the deterioration of student attitudes: Partly

this is a function of the ends to which test results are put: Given the generally dubious psy-

chometric adequacy of most present speaking and listening instruments, it would seem rash to

use them for decisions of great consequence. In any event, it is worthwhile investigating whether
any potential benefits of evaluating communication skills dre off-set by negative attitudinal
outcomes.

chusc larl_c SLdlC ai%c%smcm of spcak'ng and hstcmng sklll\ 1\ not mdesprcad lmle

of oral communication testing in terms of lnstructlonal hours lost: pcrkohncl hours expcnded

and dollars spent? 1t is indeed likely that many admmlstrators do not cncourage largc scale
direct measurement of speech communication competency because they fear it will be too
costly. We lack cost- cmuwcncs\ studies such as those that have been conducted in conjunction
with direet cva!uanon of writing ability {c.g.. Hudson and Veal. 1979). Again. such cost
cﬁiin’iai'c\i m"u&t be WL‘ighcd zigzii'nit 'pre%’cn’tly 'uh'(juuntifiahl'c utility ,

utllny and advmhlhty of proudurcs for assessing speaking and hstemng prohcnéric&

® Asacnam whuhcr nicasures are sensitive for purposes of assessing instruction impact.

L Ducrmmc cmus ot axsu\mcm programs on teachers” and administrators” attitudes toward
® Determine the curricular dnd instructional rcxults ot asSeSSMER( programs.

® Identify the ends toward which test results are put.

® Ascertain cffeets of evaluation of students’ attitudes toward communication.
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II. Reviews of Oral Communication Assessnient
Instruments

This chapter provides individual reviews of forty-five testing instruments that assess oral com-
munication skills. In some cases, the primary purp - of an instrument is to assess a particular
oral communicatioi skill. In other cases, an instru -sesses some facets of oral commu-
nication in conjunction with other skills.

1. Brown-Carlson Listening Test
AGE RANGE: Secondary, college; and adult.

SKILLS TESTED: .__ Speaking
_X Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
— Visual Decoding
—— Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not specified:
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Fifty minutes.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORING: The test assesses:
(1) immediate recall; (2) following directions; (3) recognizing transitions; (4). recognizing
word meanings; and (5) lecture comprehension. The test administration is oral” Two forms
are available (Am and Bm). Each form inclides seventy-six multiple-choice items.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The test was normed on a sample of approximately 8,000
secondary level students and 300 college freshis.i: The high school sample was fairly

representative of the national population with re ;vect to age and ability level.
VALIDITY

Predictive: The fest correlated .21 and .28 with high school rank and .41 with honor point



Concurrent: Correlations with tests of mental ability ranged from .69 to .78 among high |

school. students and from :22 to :55 among college students. Correlations with “reading

tests ranged from .47 to :66 among high school students and from 31 to .38 among
college students.

€ontent and Item Selection: Test content was based on professional criteria; research;

and cxpert judgment. A large sample of items was originally created and the best items
were selected based on the results of a series of field tests.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.
RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: Alternate forms reliability yielded a median estimate of :78.

Test-Retest: No information provided.

Scoring: Not applicable. \

Internal éaﬁsis@cy: Split-half correlations ranged from :84 to 90
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

3!

Practlcality The test is snmple to administer, it provndes useful subscales, and seems

prictical for both classroom and research use:

Vahdnty For Specnf‘ ic Purposes and Populations: The test has been used with a large
number of different cultural, ethiic, educational, and social groups: Its subscales provide
specific information about component skills.

Reliability: Evidence indicates test reliability is good.

Overall Adequacy: The test may be tapping more into general mtelhgence than it is into

listening. It is posslble to view the two constructs as mdependcnl This test does not do
that. :
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2. California Achievement Test; Listening for
Information; Level 10

AGE RANGE: Kirdergatten. e
SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Encodmg

_— Visual Decoding
—-- Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not specified.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Twenty-five ninutes:

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING The test miedsires
(1) school vocabulary, (2) terms related to Space, direction, and location, and (3) the rela-
tionship betwccn facts and concepts. It contains sixteen multiple-choice items. The examiner
reads a short story to the students. The students are asked to pick the picture out of three
choices that answers a question about the story.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The test wus normed on 4 national sample of public and

Cathohc school studcms About 200,000 students were mvolved overall. Norming was
condiicted in both fall and spring.
VALIDITY
_Pf'éaiéiﬁéi No information provided. , |
Concurrent: No information provided. o
Content and Item Selection: No information providcd, ‘
Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No iﬁféfﬁiéﬁ()ﬁ E)Eé’v’i&é{i;:
RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided:
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.
Scoring: Not applicablc:

Internal Consistency: No infor tation provided:

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test is group administered. Easy to follow instructions are provided.
Numerous scoring procedures are available.

Vahdnty For Specnfic Purposes and Populatlons inadequate information to Judge Ad-
ditional information may be available or. forthcoming: -

Reliability: Inadequate information o judge Reliability information is pubhshed in a
_technical manual but was not available to the reviewer.

Overall Adequacy: Listening is a small priority in this achievement series, and is only

assessed in the first level as a prereading skill:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Cahforma Achievement Tests. Monterey. CA: GTB/McGraw-
Hill, 1977.

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: J. €. McCrosky

LY
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3. CIRCUS Llstenmg Test
AGE RANGE: Kiﬁdéigéﬁéﬁ-gfﬁde 3

SKILLS TESTED: ___ Speaking
© X Listening
— - Interaction
— Visual Encoding
Viétjéi Dé'c'é’ding’

lncludes thlrty -five booklets, teachcr s edition; and user’s gulde _

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Forty minutes:

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS SCORING: The test measures abil-

ity to listen to a story, understand and interpret events in it, remem"er sequence of events,

amd understand vocabulary All items are drawn from a story read by the teacherfapﬁotxtia

circus. The story is presented in parts and the child marks one of four pictures in response
to a question. Two forms of the listening test are available (C and D)

NORM/ERITERION DATA: - A sample of over 15,000 children was used for normmg Form
C. Over 14,000 children were assessed for norming Form D. Data used for normmg were
weighted according to variables by which the sample was stratified: region, size of com-

munity, socioeconomic status, and proportion of minority population:

VALIDITY

Predictive: _Samples of children who took one level of the test in the fall were administered

a higher level test the following spring: The correlation was .75.

Concurrent: Teacher ratings were collected through the Child Competency and Learning
Inventory as an independent measure of the same abllmes measured by the test. Correlations
between teacher ratings and the listening test were .47 on Form C and .43 on Form D.

Content and Item Selection: Item selection was based on the Judgment of early childhood
experts with a view toward assessing domains which are of interest to teachers and which

can be effected by curricula: Each form went through two pretest examinations. Final
items were selected based on rigorous evaluation:
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Construct and Other Empirical Studies: The authors point to the relationship among
various forms 1 the test as evidence of construct validity. Correlation between Forms C
and D was [75:
RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: The correlation between Forms C and D was 75.

Test-Retest: Children were administered separate forms of the test in fall and spring. The
correlation was :75:

gcoﬁng: Not a'p'piicubie.

Internal ébhéiéténcy: The average inter-item correlations for Form C were .85, .80, .79
and for Form D were .79, .78, .81.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: Group administration and optional machine scoring makes this test practical

for large scale assessment. lnstrucnons are clear and the test can be easily administered

by teachers. B
z

Vafidity For Specific Purposes and Populations: _Evidence indicates that tést validity is

good. However, this test does not provide an opportunity for children to listen and respond
in a conversational way.

liéiia’bﬁity: Evidence indicateé that test rciiinbiiity is very good.

Overall Adequacy: This is a well designed test with a rigorous research base; for assessing

gencral school readiness. It is not a test of speech communication ability; but a paper and
pencil test. Listening measured in this manner correlates with reading ability. The rela-
tionship to the ability to talk with or inform others i$ unknown.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Educational Testing Service. CIRCUS Listening Test. Rcadmg.
MA: Addison- Wulcy Publishing Co:: 1979:

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Janice Patterson
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4. CIRCUS Say and Tell
AGE RANGE: Preschool-grade 3:

SKILLS TESTED: X Spgakm Y
— Listening
___'Interaction
__ Visual Encoding

—_ Visual Decoding : .
__ Subskill or Attitude

COST: $5:50 for ten booklets:

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Not specified.

DESERIPTION OF TEST PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test measures Dro-
ductive language: There are four levels. Level A is appropriate for preschool and kindergérten.

Levels B through D are identical and appropriate for kindergarten through grade 3. Each

levgl has three parts. The test is individually administered. For Part 1 the child describes two

objects: one in a structured response situation and one in a free response situation. In Part
11./the child is:Shown pictures and is asked 10 generate responses that require the correct use
offplurals. verb tenses. prepositions. subject-verb agreement. compiratives. possessives. and
u'njunulons tfor levels B. C. and D). Responses_to Parts | and Il dre scored as correct.
partially correct, or incorrect based on protocols. For Part [l the child is shown a picture
and asked to describe it. Responses to Part 1l are scored in terms of number of words,
mbcr of different works and presence of several qualitative criteria: such as **naming at

Idast four objects or characters.™

NORM/CRITERION DATA: Level A was normed with a simple of 227 preschoolers and
b4l I\indérg;mén stu'd'ém's Lévél B wd% ndrméd with a sample of 805 students mostly ages

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent: No information provided.
C?nieni and Item Selection: No informaiibn provided: 7
ééhStrud an'd Other Empi'ri'cai Studies: No mformatnon +vided. (
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RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: Not applicable:

Test-Retest: No information provided:

Sébring: ) No informition provjdcd.

Internal Consistency: Average ,i,'?‘ér'i‘ém correlations range from .49 t0.90 for the various
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test must be mdlwdually administered.: However, clear directions are

provided. Sédring is somewhat cumberson.

Validity For Specific ?i;fﬁéiéé and Populations: Inadequate information to judge.

Reliability: Evidence indicates test réiiaiiiiiiy is adequate:

Overall Adequacy: The test provides an adequate sample of children’s productive lan-

guage.

o
MATERI. LS REVIEWED: Educational Testing Service, CIRCUS Say and Tell. Reading,
MA: Addison-Wesley, 1979.

reagy |

OTHER REFERENCES: Nonc.

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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5. Cloze Listen g Test

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
—— Visual Decoding
___ Subskill or Attitude

€OST: Tapes cost $25 per set. Test forms cost $1.50 per form.
TiMfs REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Twenty minutes:

DESCRIPTION OF TEST,; PROCEDURES, lTEMS, SCORING: The test measures:

(1) recall of specific information, (2) ability to grasp the thought of the passage as a whole,

(3) ability to apply the limited number of contrastive units which identify the word patterns,

and (4) grammatical structures of spoken American English: A short fictional episode is read

aloud (about ten minutes in length). Then several excerpts are read aloud by the same narrator.

Within each excerpt several words (nouns and main verbs) are replaced by a chime. Students

write the missing words on their response sheets. Aboiit 40 percent of the selection is included

in each excerpt. The test includes two forms (Lisbon and Waco).
NORM/CRITERION DATA: The test was normed on 636 students in tén runs.

VALIDITY : , °

Predictive: No information provided.
,
) Concurrent Wlth 107 students; the Lisbon form correlated 7l with the Brown-Carlson , 7
Listening test, Form Am, Part E; Lecture Comprehension. /

Content and Item Seléction: The test was reviewed by ten curriculum specialists wl?o
judged that the test measures the content it intends to measure.

i
,J

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: With forty -six subjects, the Lisbon form, cor-
related .79 with the Termiin McNemar Test of Mental Ability, Fori C. R
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RELIABIEITY
Alternate Forms: With eighty-three students, the two forms correlated .92. Wlth 130
students the two forms correlated .87. :

Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: Not applicable:
i‘niernairbonsisiencyi For the ten norming runs, average inter-item correlations range'd
from .83 to .96. .
EVALUATIVE REAETIONS
Practicality: The test is easy to administer and score.

Vaiidiiy For Sp’eciﬁc iiurpos'es and iiopuiatidnsz Evidence indicates test vaiidity is ad-
equate. ' )

Reliability: Evidence indicates test reliability is very good:

Overall Adequacy: The test only measures exact recall. It does not measure higher level

listening comprehension skills.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Bowdidge,J. S. €{o‘.e tmemng Test. Springfield, MO: Drury
College: 1967: (FRlG Document Reproducuon Serv1ce No: ED 091 761)

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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6. Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills,
Tests 2, 3, and 4

AGE RANGE: Early clementary.

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X_ Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
X_ Visual Decoding .
X_ Subskill or Attitude: dudnory dmrlmmauon

COST: Not specified.

—_— 7 -
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMlN!bTRATlON Test 2 , twenty-one minutes; Test 3 nine-
teen minutes; Test 4, twenty-one minutes.

BESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORlNG Test 2, Sound Rec-
ognition; measures sound _recognition in three ways: (l) by saying two words (e.g., lake

. lake or cap . . . cup) and asking the student if the words are the same or différent,

(’) by askmg which word (stated and shown in pictures) begins with the same sound as the
stated word, or (3) by asking which word (stated and shown in picures) rhymes with the
stated word. In Test 3, Reading Vocabulary, the student is given an oral definition and has

to match it with a pxcture or a word: In Test 4, Readlng Oral €oniprehen<1on the student

hears a story and has to answer a question about it by picking the correct picture.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information ﬁ?é&jaé&;
Concurrénii No information provided.
Co'ntfeni and Item Sélection: No information 'prbv’idéd.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided:
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RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided:
Scoring: Not applicable.

Internal Consistency:: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is easy to administer and uses machine scoreable answer booklets.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Validity studies are in process but at

this time information is inadequate to judge.
Reliability: Reliability studies are in process but at this time information is inadequate to
Jjudge. ' ’

Overall Adequacy: The test is designed as a reading readiness test. It is less useful as an
oral communication test. ©

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Monterey, CA: CTBY
McGraw Hill. :

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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Infancy to Flve Years o
‘ xes RANGE: iﬁfﬁﬁt—'kiﬁaiéfgéﬁéﬁ:

SKILLS TESTED: X_Speaking

T X Listening
/ X_ Interaction '
: —- Visual Encoding

—_ Visual Decoding
X Subskill or Attitude: physical development and visual-motor-

perceptual skills
COST: Not specified.
A
TIME REQUiREB FOR ADMINISTRATION: Not specified.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST; PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING:  The test is divided ifito
two parts: IdngUdge use and physical development. The purpose of the test is to determine
quickly if a child should be referred to a specialist for further testing, therapy: or education.
Items that assess language focus on (1) coordination of the speech musculature; (2) development
of hearing-acuity and auditory perception. (3) acquisition of vowels and consonants, and

(4 growth of reéepuve and expressnve languagc The test admmlstratdr indicates + if the

skill is present; — if not present, = if it fluctuates: Numerous minus or fluctuation markings
indicate further evaluation may be necessary.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No iiiformation provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent: No information provided.
ébmém éﬁqwlgem é'eié'cti'on édmé items were coﬁ{piiéa frdm sources su'cii as Gesell,

dlagnostlcally sngmﬁcant in working wnth young children:

~ Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.

39

1oy
Ut




RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable:
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: No information provided.

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test requires no training to administer. It is inappropriate for large scale
assessment because it calls for individual evaluation. -

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequate information to judge.
Reliability: lna'd'éq"uat'e information to judge:
Overall Adequacy: The test is judged to be poor because there is no explanation of item

development; validity, reliability, norming; and score interpretation:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Anderson, R: M.; Miles, M.; and Matheny, P. A. Commu-
nicative Evaluation Chart from Infancy to Five Years. Cambridge, MA: Educators Publishing
Services, Inc., 1963. ’ ' :

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: - Janice Patterson




8. Durrell Listening-Reading Series: Primary,
Intermediate, Advanced Levels

AGE RANGE: Primary, grades 1-3; Intermediate, grades 4=6; Advanced, grades 7=9.

SKILLS TESTED: — Speaking
X Listening
___ Interaction
— Visual Encoding
—=: Visual Decoding
—— Subskill or Attitude

COST: $15.75 to $19.65 for thirty=five copies.

TlMEREQU}i{EBFGR&!)M!MS;I‘RATION Primary, seveuty minutes; Intermediate,
eighty-five minutes; Advanced; eighty minutes:

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING:  The test measures com-
prehension in both the listening and reading modes. The test has three levels: primary,
intermediate; and advanced. Each level is available in two forms (DE and EF). Each level
has four parts: (1) Eistening vocabulary; (2) listening comprehension of sentences {primary)

or of paragraphs (other levels); (3) reading vocabulary, and (4) reading comprehension of
sentences (primary) or of paragraphs (other levels): The listening and readisg tests are parallel

in content and difficulty to allow for comparisons. The listening tests do not require reading
or writing ability for responses. ' -

NORM/CRITERION DATA: Each level was standardized and normed on a population of
students with normal intelligence and population from average socioeconomic and educational
backgrounds: The sample consisted of 22;247 students.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent:  No information provided:
Content and Item Selection: - Vocabulary words were selected to represent categories in

Roget's Thesaris and assignied to levels based on word lists and field test results: Standard
item statistics were used in selecting items.
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Construct and Other Emplrlcal Studies: The hstemng subtests correlated 47 and .52

with the Metropolitan Reading Readiness test in grade 1, from . 15 to .65 with the word

knowledge and reading subtests of the Metropolitan Achieverient tests in grade: 2 through
6. and from .48 to .76 with the lowa Test of Basic Skills in grades 3 through 6. The

mmlatlons between the readmg subtestq and the other reading teqts listed above were

RELIABILITY | N
<
Alternate Forms: Listening and reading tests were equated and then teyersed to create the

alternate forrn. However, no specific alternate ferms studies weré cite
Test-Retest: No inforimation provided.
Scoring: Not applicable.

Internal Consistency: Split-half correlations ranged from .92 to .97 for total listening in
grades | through 8.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS '

Practicality: The test is group administered. The manual gives speclﬁc instructions:

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populatlons Evidence indicates that listening is

somewhat different from reading which suggests that the listening score might not be & .

good measure of reading potenitial—a use that is promoted by the authors.
Reliability: Evidéhee indicates test 'relia'b'ility is very good;

Overall Adequacy: The test is limited in its coverage of listeniing skills. The test emphasizes

tasks that are similar in listening and reading and does not address tasks that are more

typical of just the listening mode:
Series. New York: Harcourt Brace, Jovanovnch 1970.
OTHER REFERENCES: None:

REVIEWER: . C. McCrosky



SKILLS TESTED: X_ Speakirig .-
—— Listening
— Interaction
~._ Visual Encoding
—_ Visual Decoding
— Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not specitied.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Not specified.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS; SCORING: The test is 4 proficiency

test for non-native English speakers: Students are paired. One student is given a task and

the other student must respond: Individuals are tested with several partners. Responses are
tape recorded. Tasks include requests, manipulative instructions, and descriptions. In general;
criteria for evaluation are (1) time and accuracy and (2) comparison with native speakers.

Tasks are describ"e'd“aqd graded by difficulty. Some specific scoring criteria are provided.
NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.
VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent: No information provided.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No inforation provided.

RELIABILITY
Alternate Forins: No information provided:
Test-Retest: No information provided.

Scoring: No information provided.”



Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is practical for use in a classroom setting.
Validity For Specific Purposes aiid Populations: ‘inadequate information to judge.
Reliability: Inadequate information to judge.
Overall Adequacy: This type of test could be ased with native speakers also. Tasks would
 have to be harder and criteria made more difficult.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: None.

OTHER REFERENCES: Findley; C. A. Dyadic Task-oriented Communication: Exercises

for Teaching and Testing in the Elementary ESE Class; 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 145 629) |

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead



10. DYCOMM: Dyadic Communication
AGE RANGE: Not specified.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
" X Listening
X Interaction
X Visual Encadmg
X Visual Decoding
— Subskill or Attitude

COST: User ploduces materlals and scores:

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Described below.
3

DESCRIPT ION OF TEST PROCEDURES ITEMS, SCORING: The test measures com-

munication skills in five areas: (l) word identification; (2) sentence processmg, (3) giving-

receiving directions (referential or informing skills), (4) interpreting affect, and (5) problem
solving: For each task a group of ten or more people work in dyads. After each task, they
rotate to a new partnier. |

The test for word identification skills is a paper and pencil task in which the dyad com-

mumcates 50 that each may correctly 1dent|fy the target word. Correct responses r recerve one

has a l' ive second trial as speaker and five seconds as listener before rotatmg to anew partner.
The tester selects words accordmg to populatlon characteristics.

and decide if they are similar or different. Each dyadﬁcon_s_rders twelve |tems (for a total of

twenty Seconds) prior to rotating to a new partner. The score is the number of sentencés

marked correctly.

The giving-receiving directions task calls for the dyad to be seated in a circle facing a partner

as they work to identify abstract figures. The drawings are on a score sheet which is vertically

divided into two parts. On the left side of the sheet; target pictures are presented which each
. 'pérs'o'h' iri the speékEr role Will describe. On the right:side of the shéét Liv several sets of

and the listener responds by naming the number of that picture on his sheet; botlr speaker

and listener record this number on their papers. The members of the dyad alternate roles
every thirty seconds: After each dyad has had a turn as both speaker and listener, they rotate
to new partners. The dyad scores a point for each correctly identified picture. Prcturcs used
for this activity are tc be selected by the DYCOMM user to insure their appropriateness to

the population using the activity. Sample drawings are included in the description.

The fourth task, affects; again ca) alis for children to work with dyads. They discuss a work

sheet in a way which sends an a Tective as well as a cognitive message. The task is for the
o . a5
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listéncr to identify the correct affective tone: Scoring is simply the number of correct re-

sponses. Separate scores are tallied for speake - and listener.

The problem solving task requires the dyad to discuss rules about numbers <y they can

correctly identify numbers on a worksheet. An example of a rule is **The first digit times
' the third digit must be more than 10, There are four rules for each task; with two of the

rules on the speaker’s sheet and two on the listener’s. The dyad works forty-five seconds

‘on euch item and then rotates to new partners. The dyad scores one point for each comect
choice. ‘

. NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent: No information provided.
Content and Item Sglegglop'f’he tester is instructed to select specific words, sentences,
emotions, tasks; and problems appropriate to the target population.

RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided:
Scoring: Not a'p'piicabie.

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS =~ "~

Practicality: This test is inappropriate for large scale administration due to a lack of
available materials. :

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequate information to judge.

Reliability: Inadequate information to judge.

Overall Adequacy: This test is a poor mneasure of communication accuracy due to a lack

 of systematic evaluation. The test provides good instructional techniques because students.
are encouraged to talk with each other. The activities will appeal to many age levels.
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MATERIALS REVIEWED Byers, B. H. DYCOMM Dyadic Communication. Honolulu,

HI: Umvcrsity of Hawaii,. l973.

" OTHER REFER ENCESE None.:

ﬁEViEWEi‘iS Janice Patterson
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11. The Fullerton Language Test for Adolescents
AGE RANGE: Ages 11-184normal and speech impaired.

SKILLS TESTED: ___ Speaking
X_ Listening
—— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
__ Visual Decoding _ o
X_ Subskill or Attitude: auditory synthesis, morphological
competence, homonyms, enumerating members of classes,
* syllabification, understanding idioms; gf&iﬁ%ﬁétiééi judgments

" COST: Not specified:

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Forty-five minutes per subject.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: Subtest 3 relates to
listening and requires the student to receive, retain, interpret, and demonstrate an under-

standing of oral commands: The entire test is individually administered. The twenty items
range along a dimension of increasingly complex syntactic constructions and logical oper-

ations. Commands concern manipulations of colored geometric shapes, included in the testing
kit. Responses are scored dichotomously. ’
i .

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The test was normed with 762 subjects aged: 11-18 from
regular classrooms in California and Oregon. Based on this sample, a “competence level,”
“instructional level;"* and *‘frustration level’ is defined in térms of standard deviations from
the mean on each subtest.

VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: The scores on the test distinguished between a normal population (N = 489)
and a special education’ population (N = 73).

Content and Item Selection: Content validity was established by theoretical rationale and
by comparison with similar instruments. :

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: The test discriminates between normal and
special edycation populations: Correlations between oral commands and other subtests
ranged from .37 to .55. -
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|
RELIABILITY ' : "\
Alternate Forms: Not applicable: :
|

Test-Retest: |

The test-retest correlations exceeded .80 for all subtests.

Scoring: Not applicable.
Internal €onsistency: The average inter-item correlation:. exceeded 70 for all subtests:

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS §
Practicality: The oral commands subtest is casily scored, administered, and is not too time
consuming, however, it requires individual administration. The entire Fullerton battery

\

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations:  The test appears useful for distinguishing
between normal and abnormal langudge developiient among adolescents. Little justifi-
cation i§ given for interpretations of test Scores {e.g., competence level).

Reliability: The reliability of the test is quite adequate; assuming trained administrators
are consistent in conducting the test:

Overall Adequacy: The test assesses only a limited type of listening ability using contrived
and artificial speech stimuli.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Thorum. A. R. The Fullerton Language Test for Adolescents

OTHFR REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Don Rabin
\
\
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12. Fundamenta! Achievement Series, Verbal
AGE RANGE: Adoléscents and adults, with limited educational opportunities:

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X_ Listening
— Intefaction
__ Visual Encoding

— Subskill or Attitude

COST: No information provided.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Thirty minutes.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORING: The verbal test mea-
sures a variety of language skills necded for employment, including vocabulary. reading
comprehension. listening comprehension study skills, copying; and spelling. The test has
two forms (A and B). The entire test is preserited orally but only ten items directly measure
listening comprehension. Thesc items are liieral comprehension questions about three brief
announcements: :

NORM/CRITERION DATA: . The test was normed with groups of between 100 and 200
individuals. Groups included whites and blacks in grades 6, 8, 10, and 12 and numerous
industrial and anti-poverty program groups.

VALIDITY ‘

Predictive:  No information provided.

Concurrent: A number of small coricurrent validity studies using criteria such as super-
visors’; researchers’, and counselors’ ratings indicated statistically significant correlations
with the verbal test: \

Content and Item Selection: No information provided.

- = - _- L Y . il et ell L i i

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: The verbal test correlated with various tests of

general mental ability .36 to .94 indicating that the- =st is operating in the same general
area of measurement. '



RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: In one study of thirty-nine anti-poverty program participants, the verbal
test forms A and B correlated .74 with two weeks intervening.
Test-Retest: Scores from two administrations corrclated .62 to .95 for five groups of
industrial and anti-poverty program participants with three months intervening: However,

Scoring: Not applicable.

Internal Consistency: Average inter-item correlations for the verbal test ranged from .70

to .96 for varions groups:
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test is group administered. The entire test is presented on a tape recording,
making it very casy to administer.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test is in an experimental stage:
However, nunierous smill validity studies indicate that it is a good measure of basic skills
and that it works well with disadvantaged populations.

Reliability: Evidence indicates reliability for the total test is good.

Overall Adequacy: The iest only measures a small domain of listening skills and this

section would not stund on its own as a unique measure:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Fuidaineiital Achievement Series. New York: The Psycholog-
ical Corporation, 1964. ' .

OTHER REFERENCES: Nonc:

REVIEWER: Nipcy Meid
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



13. Gary, Indiana Oral Profici "fney Examination

AGE RANGE: Grade 10.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speuaking

__ Listening

___ Interaction
-— Visual Encodm;,
— Visual Decoding
__ Subskill or Attitude

COST: No inaterials required; only record keeping costs.

TI

ME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION:  Variable; probably no more than five min-
utes per student.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORING: Two weeks prior to

testing students select one of four test formats: (1) the interview format, (2) the topic format,

(3) the question format; or (4) the prepared format. The interview format' may pertam to

personal interests, educauon or blographlcal data and includes such questlons as; "*Do vou

plan to marry? If so, specny * and **Where was your father born?”" The topic format includes
five subjects_such as, ‘*How can_a person help to improve his or her school, community,
or country?'”, one of which students are assigned at the time of testing. In the question
format; students may choose to answer one of five queries such as, **Why are ‘rules’ made
in our homes, schools; or country?’” For the prepared format, students prepare an original
two-minute speech about a subject of their choice, and deliver it ** without notes or crutches. ™
Multlplc raters use @ holistic scale with four-mterval items ranging from *'s ‘verely deficient™

to **moderate to high proﬁcnency " The scoring categories are: (1) amculauon (2) pronunciation,
(3) verbal utterances (e.g., **you know''), (4) rate, (5) standard word usage, (6) voice qual-

ity, and (7) volume.

NORM/ERITERION DATA: No information provided. However, raters were apparently

trained by means of samples which exemplify each score/level.

VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: No information provided.

Content and Item Selection: The criteria dircctly reflect the program’s oral proficiency
performance objectives.
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Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.

RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: Not applicable.

Test-Retest: No information provided:

Scoring: No information provided. However, raters are apparemly chiecked frequent‘y for
wide dlscrepancm

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: Testing should progress rapidly. especially since stidenits have opportunity
to prepire long in advance of testing. Interview formats allow little opportunity for spon-
taneous elaboration or interaction which might be time consuming.

Vaiidity For Specnﬁc Puljppsg{and Populatlons Grnerm are well suned to objecnves

particularly as they are realized in forn:al; pressured contexts: Criteria seem to be biased
against speakers of nonstandard dialects.

Reliability: The major problem i$ the unknown equivalence between formats and topics.
Some provision seems to have been made for establishing and maintaining rater reliability.

Overall Adequacy: The contexts are highly artificial and nonmotivating, despite choice

" accorded to ="udents: Criteria reflect a narrow range of cempetencies restricted to elements
of elocution:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Gary Community School Corporation. Oral Proficieiicy Pro-
graim. Gary. IN: iuthor, 1977-1978.

OTHER REFERENCES: Noric.
REVIEWER: Don R “in /
. /

/
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Exan ..atlon
AGE RANGE: Sccondary.

SKILLS TESTED: X Spéékihg

— Vlsual Decodmg ]
—_ Subskill or Attitude

COST: No coriiercial materials fieeded.

TIME REQU!‘REB FOR ADMINISTRATION: Approx:mately orie’ hour per 'wenty sti-
dents. S

]

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: Using scripted instruc-
tions; the tes: «dministrator sets up a situation that simulates a public hearing before a county
board of education: Students are provided with an agenda that includes some background
information about three selected issues. Students present persuasive speeches individually.
Two raters score enher Vldeotapes or live pérformances with discrepancies resolved by a
third rater. Rating scales specify four skill level indicators for each of the following dimen-
sions: (1) introdiictior, (2) purpose, (3) reasons, (4) organization; (5) objections; (6) conclusion;
{7) language style, (8) oral expression, and ) gestures.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No .rformation provided.
Concurrent: For a sample of thirty ninth graders, scores on this test correlated .70 with
a parallel form of the test which involved performance on a job interview task rated by

slightly different criteria:

Coiitent and. Item Selection: The task and rating criteria conform to locally stated objec-
tives. :
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Construct and Other Empirical Studies: R@iﬁtiriig}idfilii% test correlated -88 with classroom

teachers” judgments of students’ typical communication competence: There was also a

highly significant rélatldnshlp between passing performance on this instrument and stu-

dents” placement in ability level tracks by the school system.

RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicatlie
Test-Retest: No informaticn provided.
Scoring: Inter-rater reliability was .82 when using videotaped performances and .72 when
scoring live performances. When considering passing versus nonpassing scores; 15 percent
of the students were cross-classified by two raters and required a third rating for resolution:

Internal Consistency: Average inter-item correlations ranged from .82 to .88.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test i rcldtlvcly time consumln;= in both administration and rating. The

duthors estimate .2 personnel hours per student. Also the test consumes a large amount
**down time"" for students. -

Vahdlty Por Specnf ic Purposes and Populatmns Whlle rating cntcna appedr well tallored
to the speaking tusk . this nicaseie sumples only a limitcd range of speaking competencies.
The cultural bias of the test is unknown.

iiéiiaisiiity Rafers must be trained to achieve 'r'c'ii‘ib'iiity dhd 4 'st;ihi];i'rdizéd regimen of

msl;,mhdnt Tcst retest reliability is unkn0wn but hkely a troublcsomc pomt

Overall Adequacy: The test represents strong effort at specch performiance assessiient.
The nicasure attempts to credte a sense of context. However, a single speech sample
representing just one communication situation is not representative of general speaking
skills.

for Hwh ?chooi S‘mdwm Brunswr I\ GA: Glynn County School, 1981
OTHER REFERENCES: ' Noic.
REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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AGE RANGE: Grades 1-5:

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
X !:iéiéﬁiﬁg
—_ Interaction
__ Visual Encoding
X Visual Decoding
___ Subskill or Attitude

COST: $56.50.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; iTEMS; SCORING: The test includes five
subscales assessing linguistic proficiency in either Spanish or English: The phonemic dis--
crimination subscalé has thirty items. Subjects determine if two words in which a phoneme
or allophone is embedded sound the same or different. The phoneme production subscale

has thirty-six items. Subjects imitate words or short sentences in which a sound is embedded.
Both are scored right or wrong: One lexical ability subscale, with twenty items, has children
identify words for objects presented in pictures: The oral production stbscale has children
orally retell a story that is ciied with pictures. It is scored with a five-point rating scale.

Finally; vocabulary is assessed. Procedures for this subscale are unclear in the manual.
NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: The test predicted language achievement better than cognitive style/develop-
iment variables: The test accounted for 40 percent of the variance in language achievement

scores.

" Concurrent: No information provided:

Content and Item Selection: No information provided:

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: In a factor analysis the subscales of the test
were contributed to the same factor. -
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RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: Scores for two administrations with about onc week intervening correlated
88 in English and .97 in Spanish.
Scoring: The inter-rater reliability, where used. is very high.

Internal Consistency: The internal consistenicy reliability is quite high.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is useful for bilingual progiams.
Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequate informaiion fo judge:
iiei.‘ai#iii:y: Evidence indicates test reliability is very good.

Overall sdequacy: The test is narrow in what it assesses. It is very adequate for the
dimensions it does assess:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: DeAvila. E. A.; Ulibarri. D. M.; Durcan: S. E.: Fleming,
J.S.: Costa. M. Perry J.: and Wainwright. C. Predicting the Academic Success of Language
Minority Students from Developmental. Cognitive Style. Linguistic #nd Teacher Perception
Measures, 1979.

OTHER REFERENCES: Noric.

REVIEWER: Johii Daly




AGE RANGE: Kindergarten—grade 12.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
X Listeninng
— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
— Visual Decoding
—_ Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not specified:
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Not specified.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test measures stu-
dents’ abilities to: (1) understand and comply with stated commands and (2) communicate
with acceptable morphology and syntax. Itis designed to identify children who need bilingual
education. Consequently, both English and Spanish is used in the test.

NORM/ERITERION DATA: The manual indigptes that students scoring 12ss than 50 per .;nt
correct shouid be placed in a bilingual prografii. Justification for this recommendation iS fiot

provided in the report.

VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: No information p"r'dVi'déti.

Contenit anid Item Selection: No information provided.

Consruct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.
RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: Not applicable:

Té;csi-ilété’st: No information provided.

Scoring: No information provided.
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internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality:  This test is practical for identifying students who should be placed in bilingual
clisses.
validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: [nadequate information to judge.

Reliability: Inadequate information to judge:

Overall Adequuacy: The test is limited to very busic lunguage skills.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Burt, M. K., and Dulay. H. C. Lanigiudge Dominarice Survey.
Berkeley, CA: BCDEL/Lau Multilingual Center, 1974-1975.

OTHER REFERENCES: None.




17. Language Facility Test
AGE RANGE: Ages 3-15, normal populations:

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking

__ Interaction

—_ Visual Encoding
_ Visual Decoding
__ Subskill or Attitude

- COST: $20.00.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST; PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The child is given three

pictures, one at a time;, and asked to tell a story about each one. Each response is scored on
4 0=9 scale with O being no response; 1 being a one word response, 2 being a multiple word
response, 3 being a complete sentence, and so forth. The highest response; 9; 15 an organized,

complete story. The studeiit is given several probes if necessary: The score is the sum of
the ratings on the-three pictures. Three alternate forms of pictures are available—phc ographs;
line drawings, and reproductions of Spanish art masterworks. The test may be given in the
student’s native language, sign language, or English. Success is based on elaboration of

languuge, not on standard grammar or vocabulary.

' NORM/CRITERION DATA: The test was niormed on 4000 students ages 3 to 20. Smaller

stidies were conducted or specidFgroups, including low achievers, mentally retarded; hand- - -

icapped. and rural Spanish speakers. : :

VALIDITY o _ -
Predictive: No information provided. ,
Concurrent: No information provided.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: The fest correlated slightly with intelligerice,

reading readiness, achievement; and teacher ratings of schoiastic performance.




RELIABILITY
> Alternate Forms:  The forms correlated .46 to .90 (with intervening instructional activity).
Test-Retest: Sce¢ dbove.

iiiié?ﬁél Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE ﬁEAéﬁéNs

Practlcallty The test requires one-on-one idministration and tramed scorers. The test is
straight forward and does not take lonig to administer.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Evidence indicates that est validity is _
adequate.
Reliability: Evidence indicates that test reliubility is adequate.

-

Overall Adequacy: The test fociises on language and cognmve developmem It does not
measure functional communication competence.

MATERJALS REVIEWED: Language Facility Test. Alexandria, VA: Allington Corpora-
tion,

OTHER REFERENCES: None:

©
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AGE RANGE: Kindergarten—grade 2.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking ;
X_ Listening
X_ Interaction
X_ Visual Encoding
X- Visial Decoding
—_. Subskill or Attitude

COST: User prodices materials and scores.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: No time limit.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS; SCORING: The test is composed

of-two tasks designed to assess the child's: ability to get meaning and ideas from conversation,
respond to the language of others; transmit ideas to others; and adapt his or her conversation
to achieye effective communication. These are referential or informing tasks. In each instance,
two children are seated on opposite sides of a picture board which is the same on both sides.
O child is designated speaker and the other listener. The task is for the speaker to tell the
listener where fo place the pictures scattered loosely in front of the listener on the board.
The goal is for the listencr's picture to match the speaker's. The children are not permitted

1o see ciach other's boirds or to make gestares: The listener can ask for more information.
Thé communication accuracy is scored both individually and as a dyad: The speaker receives
one point in cich of three areas by supplying specific verbal .instructions for: (1) object -
dentification. (2) object placement, and (3) object positioning. The listener’s score is de-
terntincd by (1) selection of correct object; (2) placement of the object, and (3) Juestioning
when insufficient information is giverf.

Mean scores dre calculated for each task t0 assess dyadic communication. This score is based
on the average of the six subscores earngd by speaker and listener. The listener's success ifi
placing the object correctly is also a measure of the dyad's communication effectiveness.
Childreri's responses are recorded: these data are used for analysis.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

v ’ R
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VALIDITY

Predictive: Children’s performance on individual subtests predlcted their suiccess in placmg

the object correctly Other resultsiliqdlcated that correct object was correlated significantly

with grade (:32). math achievement (:43); and reading achievement (:37). Sex and intel-
ligence were not significantly correlated with object placement:

Concurrent: No irformation provided.

Content and Item selection: Nc information provided.
Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided:

e

. RELIABILITY -
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.

Test-Retest: Twclvc first grade children were given the test twice; a week apart. Children
were randomly paired and ranidorily assigned to play the same role for both sessions: The
mean percentge of agreement for the task was 89.3 percent, with 4 range from 78.5 percent
to 100 percent. '

Scoring: No information provided.

Internal Consistency: Split-half correlation was :73 for the first task and .76 for the second.

The scores of twelve firs. grdders were used to determine this measure «©f internal con-

sistency. .
\

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test is inappropriate for large scale administration due to testing proce-

diire, i.e.. assessing children in pairs. No special training is. necessary for test adminis-
tration.

-Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: By the author’s own admission, more
work must be completed to establish validity of the test.

Reliability: Current reliability measures are inadequate.

Overall A diqij’a’i:v’: Siven ihe similzrity in the test demgn to other measures of referential

dcciiracy. s test inay pros - useful -'ata. However, more rigorous; systematic evaluation
is fi-.cded vefore test tsire ra k. assired of adequate validity and relmblhty in the

instrumeant.

83
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MATERIALS RthhWhD Wang, M C Rose S.; and Maxwe'l, J. The queiopmgn{ of
the Language Communication Skills Test. Pittsbuirgh: The University of Plttsburgh Learning

Research and Development Center; l973
' !

OTHER REFERENCES: Dickson; W: P:; and Patterson, J. H. Commumcanon qucanon,

’

REVIEWER: Janice Patterson 1_
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19. teiu{ig Comprehension Tests
AGE RANGE: Buttcryx,'agcs 10=11; Battery B, ages 13-14; Battery C, ages 17-18:

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking

X Listening
Interaction
Visual Encoding
Visual Décoding
___ Subskill or Attitude

COST:  Approximately $75.00.

ViME RrOUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATIGN:  Approximately two thirty-minute sessions,
with a short break.
- - _ » !
DESERIPTION OF TFST, PRGCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test includes five
differcut subtesiv: (1) content— Basi: comprehension, (2) contextual constraints—infer miss-

ing parts of conversation; (%) l)honnlogy—undcrslund differerices in meaning brought about
()% dltterem inflections, exci; (d) icgister—detect inappropriate uses of language, and
(5 rdunonshms»—»ducct kinds of - =t momhxps exxstmg between people from language used.
Students lister o tape recorded suimuli and answer multiple choice questions about what

they heard.
NORM/CRITERION DATA: The tést was normed on a sample of 1,152 individuals:

VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: No information provided.

Content and Item Selection: The test design was based on a thicoretical description of
listeniing.

[ *;,

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: The test correlated from .45 to .60 with Simplex

Junior Intelligence Scale and AH4 Group Test of General Intelligence. The test correlated

from .41 to .75 with Schonell Silent Reading Test, Secondary Reading Test, and Senior
Reading Test.
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RELIABIEITY
4iternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retést: No information 'p’?o’vided.
Scoring: Not applicable.
Internal Consistency: Average inter-item correlations ranged from .78 to .84.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is very easy to administer in group. Instructions and iterns are all
provided on a tape recording.
Validity For Speci™ Purposes and Populations: Evidence indicates tha: test validity is
good.

Reliability: Evidence indicates that test reliability is good.
Overall Adequacy: British accents would be difficult fo: American children. A larger
problem is the fact that words and topics would be upiamiliar:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Wilkinson. A., Stratta, L.; and Dudley, P. Listening Com-
prehension Tests. London: Macmillan Educatic.. Ltd.; 1974

OTHER REFERENCES: Wilkiison, A.; S*-atta, L.; and Dudley, P: The Quality of Lis-
tening. London: Macmilian Education, Ltd., 1974.

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead




20. MACOSA Listening and Speaking Tests
AGE RANGE: Grades 3, 6, 9, and 12:

SKILLS TESTED: X Speakii.g
X Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Ijﬁbbdihg
Vismi‘ Dét:bdiiig

COST: Not comumercially available.

TlME RFQU[RED bOR ADM[N[STRAT[ON Llstenmg. srxt) to seventy minutes; Speak-

mg (written), forty minutes; and Speaking (oral); thirty-five 10 sixty-two minutes for groups
of six.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: For the listening tests.
students listen to tape recordings of various formal and ir..¢rmal listening material and answer °
multiple-choice questions about what they heard. Questions measure voice production factors;
Imgurstrc tdctors (words and sentences); and organizational factors (literal, mterpretatwe

The speakmg tests include ,bfo’ti. written and oral components. The written tests include
_multiple-choice questions which measure knowledge of how voice production, nonverbal,

"and linguistic factors can convey meaning and (at grades 9 and 12) knowledge of speech

organization. The oral tests assess articulation (at grhde 3 only) spontaneous speech; and

spontaneous prepared speech (at grades 9 and I2) Third grade students are asked to name
objects in pictures for the articulation test. Students-are asked to talk about a pictiire or a
scrambled outlme Students are asked to read aloud. Their responses are rated along five-

3 and 6) and Personal Report of Communication Anxiety (grades 9 and 12).

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The instrumenis were field tested on 168 to 25! students per
grade.




VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
" Concurrent: No information provided. }

Content and Item Selection: Content was based on province developed objectives/ De-
velopers used standard procedures to identify difficulty and discrimination power ofymul-
tiple choice items. f

1

Construct and Other Empirical Studies:  Factor analysis was used to substantiate stcucture
of content domain. Results were used to revise the tests slightly.
\
RELIABILITY
* Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring:  Inter-rater reliability ranged from .75 to .83 using a 0-1 rating scale during pilot
test:
Internal Consistency: Average inter-item correlations for listening tests ranged from .43

fo .65. Average inter-item correlations for speaking (written) tests ranged from .39 to .64.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality:  Written tests are very easy to administer: The oral speaking test requires small
group administration and trained raters.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Evidence indicates that validity is ad-
equate. '

Reliability: Evidence iidicates test reliability is fair:

Overall Adequacy: The iests cover 4 very broad range of skills: The tests need further

development of inter-rater reliability.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Plattor; E:; Unruh, W. R.; Muit, L.; and Loose, K. D. Test
Developmetit for Assessing Achievement in Listening and Speaking. Edmonton, Alberta:

Alberta Education, 1978.
OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Nancy Ficud
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21. Massachusetts Assessment of Basic Skills
Listening Test

AGE RANGE: Grades 7-12:

SKILLS TESTED: __ Sp’eaking

— lmemcnon

— Visual Encoding
Visual Decoding
Subskil! or Attitude

COST: Not commercially available. .
\

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Approximately thirty mintites.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: This fest mcasures eleven
basic listening skills that encompass understanding and using what is heard: It includes six

stimuli: a new study; a commercial; a telephone conversation; a teacher’s announcement a

public service announcement; and a conversation that takes place during an emergency. Each
passage is brief; uses simple vocabulary and reflects commion listening experienices. The test
is Composed of 4 total of twenty-two muluple chonce items. All materials including instruc-
tions and all response opuons dre tape recorded. -

NORM/CRITERION DATA: Deiermination of mastery level performance is not stated: A

statewide survey was conducted involving 2;207 students from forty-nine schools in Mas-
sachusetts:

VALIDITY .
Predictive: No information provided.
€oncurrent: No information provided:
Content and Item Selection: ltems were reviewed by a panel of judges. Item difficulties
and discrimination are reported.
Constriict and Other Empirical Studies: Field testing suggested that the test is not biased
with respect to ethnic minorities.




RELIABILITY

Alternaté Forms: Four alternate forms were developed. Difficulty levels are approximately
equal. Mastery certification decisions (for assumed cut-off scores) agreed 85~90 percent.

Test-Retest: No information provided.

Scoring: Not applicable.
Interiial Consistenicy: Average inter “tem correlations ranged from .64 to .86 for the four

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test is easily administered, particularly since all materials are tape re-
corded. Test booklets are well formatted: :

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test appears to be highly valid for
stated objectives, with the exception that conversational listening is only obliquely re-
flected: The test is superior to most listening tests for assessment of life-role minimum
competencies.

Reliability: The test is relutively short (twenty-two items), and this may limit reliability.
A major advantage is the availability of equivalent forms for purposes of retesting those
who are remediated following unsatisfactory iiitial testing. '

Overall Adequacy: 'The test samiples a variety of important listening situations and sklls.

It is not confounded with reading ability. The only significant drawback is the failure to

test listening in an interactive context.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Massachusetts Department of Education, Bureau of Research
and Asscssment. Massachusens Assessment of Basic Skills 1979-80 Development Report:

Listening/Speaking. Boston: author. 1980.

OTHERREF ERENCES: Massachusetts Department of Educatian, Assessment of Listening
Skills State Test {Secondary Level). Boston: author. 1979.

REVIEWER: Don Rubin



22, Massachusetts Assessment of Basic SklllS

AGE RANGE: Grades 7-12.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking

1nteract|on o
_ Visual Encodlng
__ Visual Decoding

__ Subskill or Attitude
COST: No materials; only record keeping costs.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Initial sieening based on typical perfor-
mance. One-on-oné asscssment less than twenty minutes per student.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS; SCORING: For initial screening,
two classroom tcachers rate a student s typlcal communication behavior along four dimensors:
(1) delivery, (2) organization, (3) content, ahd {4) language. Each criterion is rated on a
four-interval scale ranging from inadequate to superior. Those who do not pass the initial
screemng engage in four communication tasks with a single administrator/rater. The tasks
are describing an activity, srmulatrng an emergency telephone call; explaining a cookmg

procedure and srmulatuﬁa persuasive conversation wrth a school prrncrpal The rater scores
students’ performances &% the four tasks in the manner used for initial screening.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The manner of determining mastery and pe'rfc'rmanc'e level
‘was not explarned A statewide survey was conducted involving 691 students in forty-nine
schools in Massachusetts.

VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: Scores derived from initial teacher screenings were compared with second
phase communication task performarice scores. Means for the two types of assessment
were equal. Ratings on individual criteria were almost always within one point of each
other:

Content and Item Selection: Criteria and tasks were reviewed by a panel of experts.

7T




Constriict and Othier Empirical Studies:  Survey data indicate some possibility of racial/
ethnic bias. ' 7
RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Four forms of the one-on-onie communication tasks were developed.. All
forms displayed ncarly equal means. For probable cut-off scores, mastery certificacion
decisions agreed over 90 percent; excep' for a narrow middle range of scores.

K

Test-Retest: No information provided.

Scoring: Approximately 95 percent of teacher ratings of typical communication were either
equal or adjacent. Language aits and content area teachers did npt differ: A subsample of
onc-on-one ratings were rescored with 75 percent identical rating: Some evidence of
differential leniency emerged.

J

liternal Consistenicy: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS § s

Practicality: Initial teachier screering considerably reduces the biirden of more focused
assessiment. The use of a single rater7administrator in second phase testing also limits
personnel demands. '

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test samples varied communication
contexts. It includes naturalistic observation. It uses broad evaluation criteria that encom-
pass 4 broad range of skills: The question of racial/ethnic bias is undergoing additional
inguiry.

Reliability: Teacher expectations are likely to play a role in initial screening, perhaps
contaminating ratings with general ability. The use of only one rater in second phase also
seems problematic. This issue is undergoing additional inquiry: Equivalent forms of the
communication tasks are a major advantage.

Overall Adequacy: There is no guarantee that teacher ratings do, in fact, reflect only
comimunication skills. Rubrics for criteria identify functional skills, but criteria names

appear formal and absolute. The one-on-one communication tasks are fairly artificial.
MATERIALS REVIEWED: Massachiisetts Department of Education, Bﬁé@,?ﬂi@é‘éﬁ
and Assessment. Massachusetts Assessment of Basic Skills 1 979-1980 Development Report:

Listening, Speaking: Boston: author, 1930. :

DTHEK REFERENCES: Massachusetts Departirient of Education: Assessment of Speaking
Sxills State Test (Secondary Level). Boston: author, 1979.
REVIEWER: Don Rubin :
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23.. Measure of Cﬁ/mmunieation Competence
AGE RANGE: Ages 24 1o 4.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
—— Listzning
— Interaction
— Visual Encoding |
—— Visual Decoding '
— Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not commercially available.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Approximately fificen minutes.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PRGEEEURES; iTEMS, SCORING: Children are given a
series of fourteen probes which form an informal interview. Responses are judged as ap-
propriate o inappropriate: The probes and scoring guides are provided. There are two probes
forcach of seven modes or furictions of communication. The nwodes are (1) contactive,
(2) conversative, (3) descriptive, (4) directive, (5) explanative; (6) narrative, and (7) persuasive. .

These niodes represeiit a developmental continuam of communicaticn competencies.
NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No inforiation provided.
Concurrent: No information provided: 4
Content and Item Selection: 0 information provided.
Consiruct and Other Empirical Studies: Modes were validated by F. Williams and R,
Niremore, On the Functional Analysis of Social Class Differences in Codes of Speech- -
Speecii Monographs, 1969 36, 77-102.




"RELléﬁiLiﬁ
* Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: Inter-rater zigfééﬁiéﬁi.was 78 percent and 81 percent.

Internal Consistericy: No information provided.

' EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicaiity: This approach is feasible but requires one-on-one assessment and trained
SCOTLTS. : ,
Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: ™ Evidence indicates that test validity is
g'o't)"d.

Reliability: Evidence indicates that test reliability is good.

Overall Adequacy: This type of assessment measures hasic, furictional communication
cqmpg;cqéﬁés. It could be adapted for older children. However; it would: be harder to
identify a continuum of higher level competencies. ' s

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Riccillo, S. C. **Children’s Speech and Communicative Com-

petence.” Unpublished doctuial dissertation; University of Denver, 1974.

[
OTHER REFERENCES: Nore.
i

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead



24. Metropolitan Achievement Tests; Listening

Comprehension
AGZ RANéEi Kindergarteri—grade 4.

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X Listening -
__ Interaction
__ Visual Encoding
__ Visual Decoding -
__ Subskill or Attitude

" COST: $16.25 per thirty-five copies.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION:  Approximately twenty to twenty~fi e ifiii
ites.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: There 1s a iiéiéﬁiﬁg
comprehension componenit i the language subtest in four levels of the test battery: Primer,
Primary |, Primary 2, aiid Elementary. Each subtest has two forms: There are twerity-ofie
to thirty listening items in the language subtest. The student is asked to pick the picture, otit
of four choices, that answers a question about a sentence or several sentenices that the
administrator then reads aloud:

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The test was normec with a stratified national sample of
students: Over 550,000 studen's participated. Data was collected iv; the fall and spring.

VALIDITY
Predictive: * No information provided.

Concurrent: No information provided. : kS

Content and Item Selection: Test items are based on ttbooks and curriculum objectives
that are commonly used. Items were reviewed for bias by experts. Standard item analysis
were condiicted. \.

Constriict and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.

’ 5 : |
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RELIABILITY
#"ernate Forms: No information provided.
Te:t-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: Not applicable: .
Internal Cansistenicy: Average inter-item correlations are available for the language subtest
as a whole, which inicludes the listening comprehension component. For example; the
reliability of the language subtest at grade 6 was .92.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test is group administered: The test requires that the administrator dictate_

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations:  Although little validity related evidence
is provided, the test covers standard areas of the school curriculum.

Reliability: The overall battery and major subtests are highly reliable. No evidence is given
regarding the listening comprehension component. .

he <

Overall Adequacy: The test covers the basic elem-ats of listening comprehension. How-

ever, it does not represent a breadth of listening material.
MATERIALS REVIEWED: Prescott, G: A:: Balow; 1. H.; Hogan, T. P.; and Farr, R. C.
Metropolitan Achieverient Tesis. New York: The Psychological Corporation, 1978.

OTHER REFERENC: " None.

REViiEWER Nancy Meud
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Llstenmg Test
AGE RANGE: Grudes 4. 7. and 10.

SKILLS TESTE!n. __ S'péakihg

__ Interaction \
— Visuul bncodm;_.
VlsUdl Decoding

. Subskill or Attitude

RN

COST: Not specified:

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Approximately forty-five minutes.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS; SCORING: Thc tcst measures sev-
erl ohjecuves ot crmcal hstcnmg mcludmg main ldea summary purpose recall of detalls

oplnmn story lme or sequerice. Several stories are read aloud from a tape recordmg After
cach story several mulnple choice questions and response options are read aloud. The student

has the questions and response opuons in a test booklet and marks the best answer on an
answer sheet.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.
VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: No information provided.

Content and Item Selection: No information provided.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided:

RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: Not applicable.




Test-Retest: No infarmation . provided: \
Scoring: Nui applicable. \

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REAETIONS
Practicality: No manual is included. Tests are casy to administer.
Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations:  Inadequate information to judse.
Reliability: lnadequate information to judge. |
Overall Adequacy: The test measures a variety of listening skills.

MAIERIALS REVIEWED: Mlchlgan Department of Education. Listening Test, Grades 4,
7. 10, booklets and scripts: Lansing: author, 1978-1979.

o

OlHER REFVREN(‘ES MlChlgdn Department of Ediicationi. Minimal Performance Ob-

REVIEWER: Nuncy Mead |
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Pilot Test of Speaking and Llstmmg

AGE Roa.- . Age 17.

SKILLS TFSTED: _K Spéiikiﬁg
X Listening
— ih_téfii(:ibh
.z Visual Encoding
== Visnal Decodis:
X subskill or A sitwe’s: -ommunication

€OST: Not compacre:ally available.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMIN;'- TRATION: Flﬂy minutes per booklet, five booklets.
None of the booklets encompasses all of the objecnves.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDUKES; ITEMS, 8CORING: The test includes in-
dlrcu measures of speuking skills in the ares of mtormmg controlllng, and cxpfe ,.ng
feclings. The test uses a miultiple-Choice format to query appropriate responses to brief
scenarios. Mu,luprlc -choice questions about ritualizing cover beth speaking and listening skn!ls
Tape recorded stimuli, instriictions, and multiple-choice questions are uged *o measiire lis-

tening: recognizing in the inform.ing, controlling, and expressing feclings fun & ins. Attitudes
toward communication are measured by Likert scales.

NORM/CRIT™ 210N DATA: Test charactevistics were analyzed using 693 swdents rep-
reseriting @ vaiiety of geographic regions. types of communities, and ethnic and socioeco-
nomic backgrounds.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No informztion provided:
Concurrent: No information provided.
Content éiid ltem Selecllon Item generating matrix and objectives were based on a theory
of functional cemmunication competence. OFjectives anu items were developed Sy panel.
of \cpcns and were reviewcd by a minority review panel. Methrd of administration avoided

contiimination with reading abili'y and pricr knowledge of subiec; matter:



Constru.  aad Ofher Empirical Studies: No significant correlations beiween listening
and speaking subtests were reported. Inconsistent ‘correlations between subtests within
speaking and llstcnmg were reportec. The rclatlonshlps within speaking were stronger than

within hstcnmb Inconsistent correlations between communication knowledge and attitudes
weit Teported.

RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Reétest:  No information provided.

bcormg Scormg is objccnvc however. iten: Jnalyscs revealed a lack of consistent response

patterns for some items and some distractors.

Internal C(iiisistency- Avcragc inter-item correlations were .78 for mtormmg/speakmg

items, 72 tor nt .78 tor communlcauon atmudcs 66 for controllmg/

l(m for spcakmg
no measares of ov .mll test rclwmllty.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicaiity: The cntire test battery would rcqunre lengiby adm:-
instructions and multiple-choice response furmat eascs admmnstm\.\ sand s g

Vahdlty For bpeciﬁc Purposes a'wd Populations:  There 15 no ev:dence that the mdnrect

test of speaking. knowledgc oredicts speaking perfornic .ce. Factor analysis of communi-
st depressed, though not nec-

essarilv biased. pei.ormance for minoii - students: The content validity is high.

cation attiteles i~ difficult to interpret. Some resalts s gg

Reliability: The l‘Clldhlllty varied conslderably among content areas. Results of item anal-
ysis may be used to improve both reliability and validity.

Overall Adequacy Thc test stems from a strong conceptual framework. lndlrect testmg
of communication skill§ may be dn untcnable techmque however: since it is difficult to

adequately define comminication contexts arid associated contingencies: Listening subtests

show promise since they utilize oral language and are constricted 1o be uncontaminated
by cxtraneous factors like reading ability and prior subject matter knowledse:

scssmg Functional Commumcauon Competcnce of Seventeen- Year-C ds.” Unpubhshed dis-
sertation; Yniversity of Denver. 1977.

OTHzR REFERENCES  None.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



27. New York State Regents Comprehensive

Examination in English; Listening Sectic:
AGE RANGE: Grade 12.

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speuking
X_ Listening
— lnteraction
Visual Enco '
__ Visual Decang
subskill -+ Atitude

COST: Not commercially availble.
TIME REQUIRED ¥OR ADMINISTRATION: Approximately fifteen minutes,

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEL RES, ITEMS; SCORING: A singic pussage is
read aloud twice: The test inciudes tci inultiple-choice items emphusizing reczli; purpose;
and some inference:

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided:

VALIB i v

Prediv-ive: No information provided.

Concurrent: No infurmmioﬁ provided:

Content and Item Selection: No information provided.

Construct and Other Empiriial Studies: No information provided.
RELIABILITY

Aliernate Forms: Not applicib:

Test-Retest:  No information piovid. d.

Scoritigs Mo applicable:
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Internal Consistency:  No information provided:

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is easily administered and scored.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test samples a restricted range cof
commiunication contexts. The responses are confounded with reading ability:

Reliability: A single, short passage with a ten-item test is niot likely to yield reliable scores.
Morcover; inconsistencies in administration due to reading of passage contribite to miea-
surement error.

Overall Adequacy: There is little basis for interpreting-scores as indices of listening

achicvement. The test may, however, have some value as a component of a comprehensive
English test. .

MATERIALS REVIEWED: ‘'niversity of the Staie of New York. Regeiiis High School
Examination: Comprehensive Examination in English. Albany, NY: author, 1580.

OTHER F .“ERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Don Rubin



AGE RANGE: Gmde 12:

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
X Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Ercoding
— Visual Decoding
. Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not commercially available:

TIME iiiiéﬁiiiiéij F(iii ADMINISTRATION: Speaking: four minutes per student; lis-

DESCRIPTION OF TFST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: For the speakmg test;

students present a three minate monologue on one of three sipplied topics: 1 .'0 minutes are

"”(\W&.d for prcparatlon Asseqsment takca place in Class A smgle rater dwgns a general

m\.IudmL statement of toplc Focus and support, (2) or?amzatlon ncludmg coherenLe and
clarity. and (3) voice and articulation ir:luding volume but excliding regxo,n,al;sm,an,d accent.
For the listening test, a passage is reac; aloud. The test iicludes ted multiple-choice items

emphasiziug recall and inference.
NORMI/CRITERION DATA: The test is intended tor non-academically track:7 -adzrts:

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided:
Concurrent: No information provided.
Content &~ i {tem Selection: No information provided.

Constrizst and Other Empirica! Studies: No information provided.




RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicavle:

Test-Retest: No iiformaion provided.
Scoring: Not applicable.
Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practiczlity: The test is relatively easy to adininister and score. It requires little time.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test measures a limited range oY

speaking skills: The speaking task is highly artificial, lacking context for communication.

The criteria seek to avoid bias against nonstandard dialect speaicers, but the task may be
inhercntly biased.

Reliakility: A slngle rater, presumably a classroom teacher, is likely to introduce rating
error Howvever, a scoring guide with sample grade transcripts i< supplied. Sofiie provision
is r:ofe for consistency of admiuistrationi. Topics may affect scores

Overall Adequacy: The test is not funciionally orientcd because it lacks context for com-
minication. Speakirig task and criteriz taps a limited range of skills:

MATE! WED: University of the State of New York. Statewide Achievement
Frax. caglish. Albany. NY: : athor, 198G

OTHER REFEREMCES: None!

REVIEWER: Don Riibin



. COST:  Not \pL(.l“Ld

23, OIlphdnt Tests; Auditory Synthesnzmg Test

SGE RANGL:  Agen 7 14

SKILLS TESTED: ___ j'pmaing
_ lnlt.l‘d(.ll()n
—— Visual Encoding
= Visoal Decoding 7
X Subskill or Atitude: auditory memon

TIME REQUIRE [) FOR ADMINISTRATION: Nt spumcd.

;”DESCRIPTION OF 7EST, PROCEDURES, IYEMS, SCORING: in the auditory syn-

thesizing test. children are presented with individual sounds which they must hold in memiory
to form words composed of lh()\L sounds: In the disc rimination test. chlldrcn hear two words
that sound alike: Onc the two words is spoken again by the test administrator. Children

must select which word was spol\cn twice. '

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent: No information provided.

Conteist and ltem Selection: No information provided:

Construct and Other Empirical Stucies: No information provided.
RELIAB "TY

Alternate Forms: Noi applicable.

Test-Retest:  No information provided:
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Scoring: Not applicable:

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is useful for children suffering from auditory problems.
Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequate information to judge:
Reliability: Inadequate information to judge.

Overall Adequacy: The test is quite narrow in its focus: Ti e manual does not provide
sufficic °t instruction for the test admiinistrator.

,,,,,

OTHER REFERENCES: Noiic.

REVIEWER: John Daly

&
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30. Oral Language Evaluation
AGE RANGE:  Not specified. but appears appropriate for clementary levei.
SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking

i

3

Y i Encoding

- wal Decoding o ,

X_ Subskill or Attitude: assesses child's piifitary language, ideniiics
c"dien who need training in English

COST: Not specificd. !

TIME REQVIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Purt 1 ot specified; part 2. two minutes
per child: part 3; ten minutes per child.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test is designed to
identify. assess. diagnose, and prescribe the oral language ability of English and Spanish
speaking children. Part 1 identifies children who may neea training in a second language.
Tnis is 1ssessed by teacher observation and information from school records. The child is
judged to need English as a second lariguage (ESL) training if the primary language in the
home is not English. if the student most often Speaks a language other than English, or if
this child's first acquired language is not English. Part 2 assesses the child's primary language

. und deteriines i additional testing in oral language ability is necessary. The test administrator
presents four dicturcs and encourages the child to discuss them: The tesi 'dministratot use

@ "Six Level Lar;uage Continuum’" to determine if further testing is 1 - ..ssaiy. Exanipic
of responses at various levels are provided: The szme procedure is followe * - ® 3 cepl
the child’s discussion of the pictares is tape recorded. Transcripts of these L.7es a, : analyzed

using the *Six Leve! Language Continuurn.™ Part 4 srovides instriction .. -advities for
children at ear!- level on ine continuumi.

NORM/CRIi ERION DATA: No iniormation provided.
VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

_Concurrent: No information inovided.

Content and ).ém Selection: No infoination provided:
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- astract and Other Empirical Studies:  No information provided.

RELIABILITY
Alfernate Forms: Not upplicallc.
Test-Retest: NO it b an pre hied.

Scoring: No information proviaed.
Iiiiei iai Consistency:  No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS ' : /-

Practicality: The test is administered by teacher; no training is necessary. Materials ire
provided in the tew lier’s manual.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Although ro validity information is

provided. thie test may give a reasonable vstimate of the child’s **primary™ language skulls

Re'bility: Iradcquate information to judge: ’

QOveral: Adequacy: These activities would be helpful to teachers working withi English as

a second language cix!dren; but they do not coristitute a test of communication skill. There

is A serious lack of rigorous evaluation. -

MATFRIALS REVIEWED: Siivaroli; N: J.; Skinner, J. T.; and Maynes, Jr., J: O: Oraf
Language Evaluation. Si. Paul, MN: EMC Corporition; 1977.

REVIFWER: Janice Patierson

. EE-T



31. Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity
AGE RANGE: Secondary.

SKILES TESTED: __ Spcakmg
— Listening
= Interaction
— Visual Encoding
X Visual Decoding

___ Siibskill or Attitude
COST: Videotape und 16mm film not coinmercially available:

TIME. REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION:  Approximately forty-five minutes for full
220w test: short versions are available.
: i

_ DE“! 'l‘lPT)ON OF TEST; PROCEDURES; ITEMS; SCORING: The full test includes
items comp ssed of eleven channels. The channels include facial expression; body:; face
¢ body, electtonically altered voice (free of language content), and vanous combmauons

rf‘of Stimuli -are presented on film or videotape with pauses for ldenufymg items and

..... ponding. Answer sheet is a two, option multiple- cho."c format. Rcsponse _options arc

- kehavioral descriptions such as ““asking forgiveness'* or ““taiking about one's divorce.’

N

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The i,ham standardization group was composcd of 497 high

school students of average mtclhgcncc from three 5eograph|cal regions. Other norming studics
were based on various adult, international and impaired populaiions

1

VALIDITY ' :

Predictive: No information providéd:

Concurrent:  For high schoul smd’c%ns. test scores were slightly correlated with intelligence
and SAT scores. Mnderate correlations were found between test scores and various other
tests of nonverbal decoding including Communication of Affect Receiving Ability Test and
Social Interpretations Test. Zero;ylow, or moderate correlations emerged between test
sceres ard several measures of psy& slogical trais such as dogmatism and teacher apmudc

Tt score: : uirrelated strongly wnh ‘other ratings of social competznce and sensitivit
gly PX

Zontent and Item Seiection: No 1bformaiion provided.

/l . I
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Constrict and Other Empirical Studies:
nonverbil imanimiaﬁ iii'dii'dih’i; movement, full body p()s!lh.

sensitivity. Otiter studus lound no ethmc bms bu( some Cross- cultuml bias; favoring
Americans as opposed to other mtlonalltle :

-

RELIABILITY
Alternate l'orms' Vﬁ?i66§ short i‘éﬁﬁ% of iﬁé iii%iiiiiﬁéﬁi hlii/i hf n dév%lépéd A’c’cli’rzi@

or moderatc com,lauons were found for other shortenml versions :md the fulltest—————~
Test-Retest:  For 263 subj'c'ci.’s', both adult and high S'ch'(‘{o’,l,. with second exposure from ten
days to cight weeks after first, pooled reliability was .69.
,,,,, N
Scoring:  Not applicatjle.
Internal Consistency: Average inter-item correlation was :86.
; LF '
\:i; o
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is well packaged 1or case of administration and scoring. It *equires
a full class period.

:

Vahdlty For Spemfic Puroses and Populations:  Stimuli cover 2 wic. range of nonverbal |
 signals. The major threw:s to vaiidity pertaini t© ihe test resporise mode. Students must-be |
able to read behavi: it descnpuons Moreover, the meaning of some of the dcscnplors
may be variable or urfamiliar for many students. With only two options for edch iten,
item difficulty inay be too low for adequate discrimination in: many cases.
Reliability: Use of short versions is juestionable; but reliability is otherwise quite respect-

able for & communication decodmb iask involving the rccognmon of affcct

Overall Adequacy Amlym of children's understanding of the responise terms is necessary
to mturprct test resulls The test sumulus arnears to have high ecologica! validity for the

MATERIALS RFVIEWED: Rosenthal; R:: Hall; 3. A:; DiMatteo, M: R:; Rogers: P: L.;

and . HUNT 10 Nonverbal Ce ommmman(m The PONS Test: Baltlmorc Johns
Haph - ,

OTHER REFERFNCES: Nov..

'REVIEWER: Don Rubin -~

90 o e
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32. PRI Reading Systems; Oral Language Skill
Clusters

AGE RANGE: Kindergarten—grade 3:

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
=X Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
X_ Visual Decoding
—— Subskill or Attitude
COST: Not specified.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Fifty to seventy minutes.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test is composed
of subscales that assess (1) sound segmentation, (2) vocabulary, (3) syntax, (4) literal mean-
ing, and (5) inferred meaning. The test i$ basically a phonetic discrimination and listening
test. There are two levels of the test. Level A covers kindergarten and grade 1. Level B
covers grades 2 and 3. Multiple-choice questions are orally presented by the teacher:

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.
VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided:

Concurrent: No information provided.

Content and Item Selection: No information provided.

€onstruct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided:
RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: Not applicable.

Test-Retest: No information provided.
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Scoring: Not applicable:

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test scems suited to the ciassroom teacher: The success of the test depends
on appropriate administration of the tes: by the teacher.

Vaiidity For Speciﬁc i’urpoSes and i’opuiaﬁons: inadequate information to judge.
Reliability: Inadequate information to judge.
Overall Adequacy: The test is very limited in what it assesses. Results could be confounded
with intclligence, teacher delivery, and other constructs.
MATERIALS REVIEWED: PBI Reading Systems. New York: McGraw Hill, 1980.

OTHER REFERENCES: None:

REVIEWER: John Daly

o
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33. SRA Achievement Series
AGE RANGE: Findergarten—grade 3.

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X Listening

__ Interaction

—_ Visual Encoding
Vrsual Dt,codrng

COST: Not specified.

TIME lifiéi]llifii) FOR ADMINISTRATION: Auditory recognitron. twenty or twenty-
five minutes; listening comprehension, twenty-five minutes:

DESCRIPT ION OF TEST, PROCFDURES ITEMS SCORING There are three levels
of the test: A (krnderganen—grade 1), B (grades 1-2), and C (grades 2=13). Each level has
two forms. For the auditory discrimination test (Levels A=B), the test administrator reads
tWo words and the Student must answér whéthér the WOrds are alike or différént in one of

,,,,,,,,,,,,

and ending ,ounds

In the listening comprehension test (Levels A—C) the student is required to identify the correct
illustration for a word or situation read aloud by the test administrator. Skills include:
(1) dentifying a picturc specified by oral directions, (2) identifying a picture of a detail in

a sentence or story grven orally (3) rdentrfylng a plcture oi the main idea of a sentence or

story given orally, (4) identifying a picture of a relatronshrp among events in a story grven
orally (such as sequence or cause), and (5) rdentrfyrng a picture of a conclusion based on
material given orally.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The tests were normed with at least 3,000 students per grade
per form in the first standardizing:. The tests were standardized a second time with a smaller
group:

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: No information provided:
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Content and Item Selection: Extensive content validity and item selection procedures
were implemented. Items were reviewed for bias. Statistical tests of bias were conducted.

Construct and Other Empiricai Studies: No information 'prov’ided.

RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: No information provided.
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: Not applicable.
Internal Consistency: Based on data from Form 1, average inter-item correlations for the
auditory discrimination test ranged from .79 to .89. Average inter-item correlations for
the listening comprehension test ranged from .55 to .80.
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The tests provide complete; easy to follow directions:

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Evidence indicates the test validity is
good.

Reliability: Evidence indicates the rélfability of the auditory discrimination test is good:
the reliability of the listening comprehension test is fair.

Overall Adequacy: These tests are designed to measure reading readiness. The tests are

not as good for measures of communication.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: SRA Achievement Series. a,icago. IL: Science Research As-
sociates, 1979.

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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34. Sequential Tests of Educational Progress;
Listening

AGE RANGE: Grades 3-12:

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X Listening
— Interaction
__ Visual Encoding
__ Visual Decoding
__. Subskill or Attitude

COST: $I2.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Twenty minutes.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test has six levels;
one for each of six age groups. Each level has two forms (X and Y): The teacher reads a

short passage to students; students then answer multiple-choice questions about the passage.
Direction following is also included in the test. Teachers read instructions to students who
work oi1 the dictated problem using a worksheet.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: _Specific studies were not summarized. Norm, classification,
and percentile values are in the process of being derived:
VALIDITY
Prédictive: No information provided.
€oncurrent: No information provided:
Content and Item Selection: No information provided:
Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.
RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: No information provided:
Test-Retest: No information provided
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Scoring: Not applicable:
Internal Consistency: No information provided:

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test appears to have very good potential.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test meets the specific goals stated
in the justification.

Reliability: Inadéquate information to judge.

Overall Adequacy: Inadequate information to judge. Studies are likely in progress. This

test may become a standard listening test:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Educational Testing Service. Sequential Test of Educational
Progress. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1979.

OTHER REFERENCES: None.
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35. Stanford Achievement Tests; Listening
Comprehension

AGE RANGE: Grades 1-6.

SKILLS TESTED: _ Speaking
X Listening
_ Interaction
—_ Visual Encoding
~— Visual Decoding
— Subskill or Attitude

COST: $20.50 per thirty-five booklets.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Approximately twenty-five to thirty-five

minutes.

DESERIPTION OF TEST; PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: A listening compre-
hension component s included in five levels of the test battery: Primary I, Primary 11 Primary
11, Intermediate 1, and Intermediate 11. Each test has two forms (A and B): There are twenty-
six items in the lowest level and fifty items in all other levels. The student hears a wide
variety of passages dictated by the administrator and picks the picture or answer; out of four
choices, that best answers a question about the passage: The questions measure central focus,
specific meanings, implied meanings; perceptions of concepts and relations, and identification
of inferences:

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The test was normed on a national sample of students that
represented various locations and types of communities. Over 225.000 students were in-
volved. The study included fall and spring administrations.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: Correlations between the listening test and the other tests in the battery and
with the Otis-Lennon Mental ability were generally high; ranging in the .50s to the .80s,

indicating that all tests are operating in the same general domain. Correlations were about

as high with math as with reading:
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Content and Item Selection: The test was based on commonly used textbooks and cur-
riculum objectives. Items were reviewed for bias by experts. Standard item analyses were

performed:

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.

RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: No information provided:
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: Not applicable.
Internal Consistency: Split-half reliabilities ranged from :86 and :88 and average inter-

item correlations ranged from :85 to .89 for three grades about which the reviewer had

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test is group administered: The listening comprehension items must be

dictated by the administrator but the instructions are very clear:

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Although not much evidence of validity
is provided, thie test covers the areas commonly included in cutricula,

Reliability: The evidence indicates the reliability of the listening component is very good.

Overall Adequacy: The test attempts to cover a variety of listening passages and types of

questions. Some questions. however, appear to test thinking skills or vocabulary knowledge
rather than comprehension.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Madden, R.: Gardner. E. F.; Rudman, H. P.; Karlsen, B.;

1973:
OTHER REFERENCES: Nore.

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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36. Stanford Early School Achievement Test
AGE RANGE: Kindergarten—grade 1:

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X Listening
—_ Interaction
— Visual Encoding
- Visual Decoding
—_ Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not specificd.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Approximately ninety minutes.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test is designed to
assess children’s cognitive abilities. The fest consists of four parts: (1) the environment;
(2) mathematics, (3) letters; and (4) sounds and aural comprehension: This is a group ad-

ministered test where children write in answer booklets to-indicate their responses: Subscores

arc available in each of the four parts:

NORM/CRITERION DATA: Norms wer¢ determined from responses of children from
twenty-five states. The final norm sample consisted of 8,310 kindergarten and 11,166 first
graders. Census; *size of city”" data; and intelligence scores were used in selecting these
children:

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: The test correlated .74 with the Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test for 11,106
first graders:

Content and Item Selection: Original questions were given to 3,100 first grade children
in ten school districts. The best items were selected from those forms.

Constrict and Other Empirical Stadies: No information provided.
RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicatle.
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Test-Relest: No information provided.
Scoring: Not applicable.
fnternal Consistenicy: The split-half reliability coefficients ranged from .76 to .85 for
kindergarten and .77 to .89 for first grade.
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: Children are tested in groups of seven to fifteen. The test may be impractical

for large scale testing. No special training is necessary; the test may be administered by

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequate information to judge.

Reliability: Inadequate information to judge:

Overall Adeguacy: This is riot 4 test of speech communication; rather a test of cognitive

abilities. Instruction manual incliudes classroom activities.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Madden; R.; and Gatdner. E. F. Staiford Early School
Achievement Test. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. Inc., 1969.

OTHER REFERENCES: Noiie.

REVIEWER: Janice Patterson
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37. Situational Language Tasks
AGE RANGE: Grades 1-3.

SKILLS TESTED: _X- Speaking
X Listening
X Interaction
—— Visual Encoding
— Visual Decoding
— Subskill or Attituide

COST: User produces materials and scores.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Fifteen minutes per session; three sessions.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORING: The test is divided into
three parts. The first section is designed to assess classroom teacher-child and child-child

interaction. The teacher and the whole class discuss an assortment of common objects: The

teacher is instructed to use these materials to elicit conversation from the children. The
session is tape recorded and lasts fifteen minutes. In the second section, conduicted on a
different day, three children and a teacher discuss cartoon-like pictures. The teachier shows
one picture at a time and asks the children a series of structured questions such as, **What
is happening in this picture?’’ In the second phase cf section 2, the teacher shows two cards
and asks, **What picture comes first?”’ In the final five minute phase of section 2; the teacher

presents three cards and asks; *‘What story does this picture teli?”" All conversations are

tape recorded: The third section of the test occurs immediately following section 2. The
teacher tells the small group of children that she has work to do but that they may stay and
discuss the cards: The tape recorder continiuies to run and the children's resulting conversations
ire rec,o,r,ded for analysis. Transcripts of the children's speech are analyzed in four major
areas: (1) type-token ratio (ratio of the number of different words to the total rumber of

words), (2) verb tense diversity, (3) vocabulary diversity, and (4) average number o: words
per child.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided:

Concurrent: No information provided.
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€ontent and Item Selection:  The tasks were selected to eflect children's natural language

in the classroom:
Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided:

RELIABILITY
Aliernate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided:

Scoring: The consensus method of relinbility was used for the tape transcriptions. Five

rescarchiers coded the transcripts: the reliability ranged from 89 percent to 100 percent:

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Prdctlcallty The test is not prdLIICdl tor large scalc assessment because children work in
small groups and scormg dnd dnalysns are compllcated Resulting data would not be

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequaté information to judge.

Reliability: Inadequate information to judge:

Overall Adequacy The test is a poor aqsessment tool for meusuring communication abllny
Alithough it focuses on children’s speech. the serious issues of leldlly and reliability are

anaddressed. It also seems to tap other skills such as sequencing in session 2. The scoring
system is complicated and cumbersome for teachers.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: The University of Arizona; College of Education. Use of Sit-
uational Language Tasks in an Intra-TEEM and TEEM Versus Comparison Evaluation.
Tucson: AZ: author. 1976.

OTHER REFERENCES: None:

REVIEWER: Janice Pitterson
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38. Speech in the Classroom: Assessment
Instruments of Speaking Skills

AGE RANGE: Grades 1-12:

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
— Listening
—= Interaction
__ Visual Encoding
__ Visual Decoding
_X_ Subskill or Attitude: speakmg expenence and attitudes

COST: Not specified.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Assessment of Speaking; approximately

five minutes; Inventory of Experiences, approximately five minutes; and Summary of At-

titudes; approximately five minutes:

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: The test consists of
three parts. The first is an assessment of speaking skills. This is a one-on-one assessment
of the student with the administrator. The student chooses a picture to tell a story about and

then performance is rated on a 1--4 point scale: The second part is an inventory of classroom

speaking experiences. This is a paper and pencil test: The test has two levels; one for grades
1-6 and one for grades 4-12. The test asks students fifteen or twenty-five questions about
speaking experience in the classroom. The test asks the teacher fifteen to twenty-five related
questions about speaking activities in the classroom. The third part is a survey of attitudes
toward classroom speech situations. This is a paper and pencil test. The test has two levels;
one for grades 1-6 and one for grades 4—12. The test asks the student twelve or twenty
questions about attitudes toward self speaking in class.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided.
VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided:
Concurrent: No information provided:
Content and Item Selection: No information provided.
Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.
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RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: No information provided:
Internal Consistency: No information provided.
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The assessment of speaking sKkills is feasible but the test requires one-on-one
assessntent and trained scorers. The other tests are easy to a.ninister.
Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequate information to judge.
Reliability: Inadequate information to judge.
Overall Adequacy: The test is in the developmental stages. It needs more testing and

documentation.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Kozpol, S., and Cercone. K. Speech in the Classroom: As-

sessment Instruments. Harrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 1980.
OTHER REFERENCES: None:

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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39. Test of Adolescent Language
AGE RANGE: Ages 11-18.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speakmg
X_ Listzning
—— Interaction
—— Visual Encodmg
—— Visual Decoding
— Subskili or Attitude

COST: Approximately $75.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: One to three hours (test is open ended).

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORING: The test is designed to

identify language proficiency, to identify strengths and weaknesses in various dimensions

of language; and to measure progress. It includes elght substates covering reading, wrmng,
speaking, and listening. Four are related to speaking and listening. For Listening/Vocabulary,

a word is read aloud and students identify two pictures which relate to the word. For Listening/

Grammar, three sentences are read aloud and students identify two that express the same
thought. For Speaking/Vocabulary, a word is read aloud and the student uses the word
correctly in a meaningful sentence. For Speaking/Grammar, a sentence is read aloud and

students repeat it aloud.

NORM/GR!TERION DATA: The test was normed on 2,723 students in seventeen states
between ages 11 and 18:

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
€Concurrent: With thirty-two subjects; total composite listening correlated .51 with Pea-

body Picture Vocabulary Test.

Total composne speakmg correlated .60 with memory for related syllables from Detroit
Tests of Learning Aptitude.

Content and Item Selection: Test developers used standard procedures to identify item

difficulty and discrimination power:
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Construct and Other Empirical Studies: Various studies supported hypotheses of age
differentiation; subtest mterrelatlonshlp. group differentiation; and relationship with tests
of intelligence.

RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: Correlations ranged from .74 to .85, with iﬁ'gher correlations for compOSités.
é’c”d’rﬁigi Inter-rater réliability for speaking/vocabulary was .96:

Internal Consistency: Average inter-item correlations for subtests ranged from .60 to .90
with higher concentrations for composites.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The speaking tests require individual administration and trained scorers but

are straightforward. Listening tests are easy to administer.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Evidence indicates test validity is very
gnod.

Reliability: Evidence indicates test reliability is very good.

Overall Adequacy: The measures focus on very narrow subskills.

MATERIALS REVlEWiED Hammlll D D Brown V L Larsen S. C and Wldel‘hOlt
J. L. Test of Adolescent Language. Austin, TX: PRO-ED, 1980.

OTHER REFERENCES: None:

REVIEWER: Nancy Mead
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40. Test of Listening Accuracy in Children
AGE RANGE: kindérganén—grédé 6:

SKILLS TESTED: = Sﬁééking
X Listening
—— Interaction
— Visual Eﬁéb&iﬁé
X Visual Decoding
— Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not s’peciﬁéd.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Not specified.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES ITEMS, SCORING: Two tests are available.
One i§ for indivitual testmg and the other for group testing. Chlldren are presented with
picture pairs and then hear one of the pictures named. They are to identify the appropriate

picture,

NORM/CRITERION DATA: Some norms are reported and quahtatnve classes (average/

superior, etc:) are provided, but no research base for the categorical assignments is provided.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent: No information provided.
Content and Item Selection: No information provided.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.
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RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable:
Test-Rétest: No information provided.
Scoring: Not applicable.
Internal Consistency: Internal consistency correlations ranged t;rorﬁ 75 to .95 depending
on groups and scales.
EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The ability to use thls test with éither groups or individuals makes it attractive.
It seems usable by classroom teachers.
validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: Inadequate information to judge.
ﬁéiiabiiity: Evidence indicate test reliability is good.

Overall Adequacy: The test may be useful for teachers but suffers from insufficient nor-

mative,; empirical; and user-oriented data:
MATERIALS REVIEWED: Mecham, M. J.; Jex; J. L:; and Jones, J. D. Test of Listening

Accuracy in Children, Manuals for Individiial and Group Testing. Salt Lake City: Com-
munication Associates; Inc.

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: John Daly
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41. Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking; Verbal
Test

AGE RANGE: Kindergarten—grade 3.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
—_ Listening
—— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
—_ Visual Decoding
—_ Subskill or Attitude

COST: $8.50 for twenty-five booklets: $i.45 for scoring each student.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Approximately forty-five minates:

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORING: The verbal test miea-
sures creative thinking using words. The test has two forms (A and B). For students from
kindergarten through grade 3; the test is administered individually and students give responses
orally: At older ages the test is group administered and individuals respond in writing: The
test includes seven tasks which require creative responses; for example, listing possible

causes for events shown in a picture. Responses are evaluated in terms of fluency; originality

and in some cases flexibility. The fluency score is primarily the number of relevant responses.

An optional scoring for elaboration is mentioned but no scoring guides are provided.

NORM/CRITEB?Qﬂ DATA: Some norm data are nrovided but the technical manual was
not available for review:
VALIDITY
Predictive: Some predictive data are provided but the technical manual was not available
for review.
Concurrent: No information available.
Content and Item Selection: No information available.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information available.
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RELIABILITY
Aitérnaté EOrmS: No information available.
Test-Retest: No information available.

Scoring: Correlation between scores of trained and untrained scores ranged from .86 to
.96. More information is available in the technical manual:

Internal éons’is’iéncy: No information available.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test requires very lengthy individual testing. Maintaining the attention
span of young children might be difficult. Minimal guidance is given for translating tasks
into language for young children.

Validity For Sbééiﬁé Purposes and i’opuiations’: Inadequate information to judge.

Reliability: Preliminary evidence indicates high scorer reliability.

Overall Adequacy: The only measure of oral ability in this test is one of quantity:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Torrance, E. P. Torrance Tésts of Creative Thinking. Bensen-

ville; IE: Scholastic Testing Service; 1966.

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Nancy Mc.d
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42. Utah Test of Language Development (Direct
Test Version)

AGE RANGE: Preschool-grade 9 (ages 2-14).

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
X Lnstenmg
X Interaction
— Visual Encoding
— Visual Decoding
—— Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not specified.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Twenty to forty minutes.

DESCRIPT ION OF TEST, PROCEDUiIES, lTEMS, SCORING: The test is designed to

assess language production and comprehension skills. Test items include responding to

instructions, naming objects, repeating digital span (forewards and backwards); indicating

receptive vocabulary, drawing simple shapes, writing numbers and letters (both manuscript

and cursive); telling a story; and reading on a primer level. Scoring is for total test performance

and does not provide subtest scores: Two forms are available: the direct-test ver<ion and the

informant-interview version (available through the American Guidarice Association).

NORM/CRITERION DATA: Norms are based on 393 children i in twenty-three states. These

data were combined with a Utah sample of 273 children; judged representative of a normal

population. Later, data were collected on 989 kindergarten children including minorities.

The norms provide language-age equivalents.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No information provided.
Concurrent: The test correlated :72 and .81 with the Verbal Language Developmient Scule,
:53 with the Mean Length of Utterances, and .87 and .91 with the /llinois Test of Psy-
cholinguistic Abilities.
Content and Item Selection: Items were selected from standard sources.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided:
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RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: The two forms; direct test and the informant interview form, correlated
.81 with a time interval of approximately three weeks.

Test-Retest: See above:
Scoring: No information provided.

Internal Consistency: Split-half correlation was .94.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: The test is administered individually, thiis, it is not practical for large scale
testing. No specific training is needed.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The stated purpose of assessing broad

language skills is violated by inclusion of items on reading and small motor skills (writing

and drawing) and items requiring memory of a digital span (often seen on intelligence
tests).

Reliability: Evidence indicates test reliability is very good.

Overall Adequacy: The test is a poor measure of communication because many items call

for proficiencies other than language ability:

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Mecham, M. J., and Jones, J. D. Utah Test of Language
Deévelopnient Maniial of Directions. Salt Lake City: Communication Research Associates,
Inc., 1978.

OTHER REFERENCES: None:

REVIEWER: Janice Patterson
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43. Vermont Basic Competency Program

Speaking and Listening Assessments

AGE Ri. GE: Kindergarten—grade 12

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
X jnﬁer’acijo’n
— Visual Encoding
— Visual Decoding
— Subskill or Attitude

€OST: No costs beyond record keeping.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Highly variable.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES, ITEMS, SCORING: Precise implementation
of this test is determined by local districts, and apparently varies across age levels: Speaking
tasks include (1) giving directions, (2) extended expository, informative; or persuasive talk,

(3) answering telephones anid taking messages, (4) using telephones to get information and

assistance, (5) introducing self and others; (6) interviewing for a job, and (7) participating
in informal discussion. Listening tasks include (1) following directions, (2) retelling a nar-
rative sequence, and (3) summarizing factual material. Several of these tasks involve sim-
ulated tasks. while informal discussion skill is assessed naturalistically over time. Evaluation
criteria are not wholly specified, but apparently iriciude accuracy, use of standard English
organization. clear aiticulation, and other functionally related criteria.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: The percent of 12-. I4-; and I5-year-olds passing each co-
petency are reported. These results apparently summarize scores of several thousand students
throughout Vermont.

VALIDITY
Predictive: No iniformation provided.

Concurrent: No information provided.
Content and lem Selection: The development of competencies (tasks) were based on
input of 1,500 Vermont educators as well as extensive search of literatare.
Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.
13
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RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: No information provided.

Internal Consistency: No information proided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The proceduires place the buirden of testing and record keeping on teachers.
Itis difficult to check on compliarice in implemeritation. The test would require massive

in-service iréinmg, with probable beneficia! effects. ldeally the procedires would include

a second rater which would increase cost:

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test includes a good sampling of
communication siwiations. The lack »f precisely defi ned evaluauon cnterla makes vahduty
difficult to judge. If the procedures are closely tied to instruction it may not be a valid
me~sure of individual ability.

]
Reliability: Use of single classroom teacher rating performance without clearly defined

guidelines is a major problem. Expectations and bias would likely be major factors. Also;

procedures make no provision for consistency of administration.

Overall Adequacy The program seems well motivated by a concern for functional com-
munication competence. Use of contextually diverse tasks is ‘especially admirable. But
Jack of well defined procedures compromise the value of results.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Vermont Department of Education. Basic Comperenues A
Manual of Iu[ormatwn and Guzdehres for TZ’tll herv and Admmmrufors‘ Vermont s Bavu

79, l979—80
OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Don Rubin
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44. Wallner Test of Listening Comprehension
AGE RANGE: Kindergartcn-grade i

SKILLS TESTED: __ Speaking
X Listening
— Interaction
<= Visual Encoding
—— Visual Decoding
- Subskill or Attitude

COST: Not commecially available.

TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Not specified.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS; SCORING: The test hias two foritis
(A and B). Each form consists of six passages of graded readability. Each passage is followed
by seven literal comprehension and seven inferential questions. The test administrator reads
the passages and questions aloud. Students pick the pictire, from three choices, that best

answer the question.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided:

VALIDITY

Predictive: - One year after taking the test, 107 students were given the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test; Primary | Battery, Formi W. Correlations beiween Forms A and B and the

Stanford test was .68 and .64 respectively.

Concurrent: Correlations between forms A and B and the Listening Subtest of the Met-

ropolitan Readiness Tests {(Form B) were :59 and .60 respectively, based ori a sammple of

150 students. Correlations with the Metropolitan Readiness Test total score were .74 and
72,

Content and Item Selection: Passages were composed on the basis of the Dale-Chall and
Spache Readability formulas. A panel of experts in reading verified the skill placement
and content validity of the items.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No information provided.
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RELIABILITY

Alternate Forms: The two forms correlated .89 based on a sample of 140 stidents.

Test-Retest: No information provided.

Scoring: Not applicable.

Internal Consistency: Average inter-item correlations were .95 for Form A and .95 for
Form B; based on a sample of 140 students.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS

Practicality: No information is provided about the length of test administration. However,
administration and scoring procedures are not complicated.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test seems more closely related to
general verbal ability than to listening ability per se. Effects of children’s prior knowledge
about subject matter is unknown.

Reliability: Variation in administration may adversely affect reliability. The test appears
highly reliable in other respects:

Overall Adequacy: The test adopts a non-interactive definition of listening comprehension
based on extended written prose rather than oral language stimuli.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Wallner; N. K. *‘The Development of a Listeiing Coiiipre-
hension Test for Kindergarten and Beginning First Grade." Editcational and Psychological
Measurement 34(1974):391-396:

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Don Rubin
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45. Westside High School Minimum Competency
Test

AGE RANGE: Grade 10.

SKILLS TESTED: X Speaking
— Listening
— Interaction
— Visual Encoding
— Visual Decoding
— Subskill or Attitude

COST: Only record keeping costs.
TIME REQUIRED FOR ADMINISTRATION: Not specified.

DESCRIPTION OF TEST, PROCEDURES; ITEMS, SCORING:  Students choose a topic
and individually present an extended discourse to a group. A planning sheet emphasizing
purpose, development, and organization is provided. The student is encouraged to rehearse
the talk prior to testing. Dichotomously scored criteria include (1) introduction, (2) supporting
material; (3) conclusion; (4) language including grammar and word choice improprieties,

(5) volume; (6) eye contact, and (7) response to questions. Studenits must demonstrate mas-
tery on all criteria for a passing score.

NORM/CRITERION DATA: No information provided:
VALIDITY

Predictive: No information provided.

Concurrent: No ififormation provided:

Content and Item Selection: No information provided.

Construct and Other Empirical Studies: No ififormation provided:
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RELIABILITY
Alternate Forms: Not applicable.
Test-Retest: No information provided.
Scoring: No information provided.

Internal Consistency: No information provided.

EVALUATIVE REACTIONS
Practicality: The test is easily administered and scored.

Validity For Specific Purposes and Populations: The test measures a Very narrow range
of situations: The criteria are more formal than functional. Emphasis on language **efrors”™
may bias the test agairst speakers of nonstandard dialects.

Reliability: Use of a single observer calls reliability into question. Allowing students free
choice of topic may also introduce measurement €rror.

Overall Adequacy: The test fails to sample a spectrum of communication competencies:

No provision is made for simulating a communicative context. Criteria emphasizes me-

chanical aspects of public speaking.

MATERIALS REVIEWED: Westside Community Schools: Minimum €ompetency Packer.
Omaha, NE: author, 1979.

OTHER REFERENCES: None.

REVIEWER: Don Rubin
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APPENDICES

Appendix A

Standards for Effective Oral Communication
Programs

Prepnred hy Anierican Speech Language-Hearing

Association and Speech Communication
Association

Adequate oral communication frequently determines an
individual's educational, social, 4nd vocational success.

Yet, American cducation has typically neglected formal
instruction in the basic skills of speaking and listening.

It is important that state and local educauqn 7agrenc:es

implement the most effective oral communication pro-
grams possible.

The following standards for oral communication were
dcvclopcd by representatives of the Speech Communi-
cation Association and the Aniérican Speech-Langiage-
Hearing Association.

If effective oral commumcauon programs are going
10 be developed; all components of the recommiended
standards must be considered. Implementation of these
standards will facilitate developrient of adequate and
appropriate oral communication necessary for educa-
tional, social, and vocational success.

Definition
Oral Communication: the pracess of interacting through
heard #nd spoken messages in a variety of situations.

Etfccuvc oral commumcauon ls a leamed behavior,

uations: Speaking involves; but is not limited l(),
ngmg ‘md producmg mcsaagcs lhrough the use

verbal cues (c.g., gcsturc facial cxprcs on, vocal
cucs) appropriate to the speaker and listeners.

. Listening in a variety of educational and social sit-
uations: Listening involves, but is not limited to,

ting; interpreting,

synthesizing, evaluating, organizing, and remem-

bering information from verbal and nonverbal mes-

sages.

[°8

Basic Assumptions
ion t bch

jiors of studcms can be

1; Oral communi

|mproved lhri)ugh dlrcc( malrucuon

teractive natore of speakmb and hstenmg
3. Oral communication instruction addresses the cvery-

day communication needs of students and includes
emphasis on the classroom as a practical commu-
. nication environment.
4. There is a wide range of communication competence
among speakers of the same Ianguaggim L

5. Communication competence is not dependent upon
use of a particular form of language.

6. A primary goal of oral communication ms(rucuon is
to increase the students’ repertoire and use of effec-
tive speaking and lisiéning behaviors.

7. Oral communication programs provide instraction
based on a coordinated developmental continuum of

_ skills, preschool throagh adalt:

8. Oral communication skills can be enhanced by using
parents, supportive personnel, and appropriate in-

structional technology.

An Effective Communication Program
Has the Following Characteristics:

Teaching/Learning

I The oral communication program is based on current
(hcory and research in speech and language devel-
opment, psycholinguistics; rhetorical and commu-

ion theory, communication disorders, speech

science; and related fields of study: o
2. Oral communication instruction is a clearly identi-
fiable part of the curriculum.

3. Oral communication_instruction is systematically re-
lated to reading and writing instruction and to in-
struction in the various content areas:

4. The relevant academic, personal, and social expe-
riences of students provide core subject maiter for

the oral communication program.
5. Oral comimunication instruction provides a wide range

of speaking and Ilstcnmg experience, in order to de-

velop effective communieation skills appropriate to:

a, a range of situations; e.g., informal to formal,

_ interpersonal to mass communication;

b. a range of purposes; e.g., informing, leaming,
persuadmg evaluating messages, facilitating so-

cial interaction, sharing feclings; imaginative and
Creative expression.

c. a range of audiences; c.g:; classmates; teachers;
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pecers, meluyus Ianuly. community-

d: a range of communication forms; c.g., conver-

sation, group discussion, interview, drama, de-

bate, public speikin interpretation. 5.

a range of speaking styles: impromptu, extem-

. poraneous, and reading from manuseript.

6. The oral commianication program provides class time
fur systematic instruction in oral comniunication skills, 7

¢.g., critical listening, selecting, amranging, and pre- 6.

senting messages; giving and receiving constructive
fecdback, nonverbal communication, etc.

7. The oral communication program includes devel- 7.
opment of adequate and appropriate language, artic-
ulation, voice, fluency and listening sKills necé
for success in cducational. carcer; and social situa-
tions through regular classroom instruction, cocur-
ricular activitics, and speech-language pathology and i
audiology services.

8. Oral communication program iii%trucuon  encourages
iind provides apprapriate opportunitics for the reti- 3
cent student (e.g., one who is excessively fearful in
speaking situations), to pamupatc more effectively
in oral communication:

oo

Suppori

1. Oral cummumcatmn mstrucnon is provndud by in-

dividaals adequately trained in oral communication
and/or communication disorders, as evidenced by 4.
appropriate certification:

: Individuals responsible for oral communication in-
struction receive continuing ediicition on the

research; and instruction relevant to communication.

3 Individuals responsible for oral communication in- 5.
struction participate actively in conventions, meet-
ings. publications; and other activities of
communication professionals.

4. The oral communicétion program includes sysu,m
for training classroom teachers. o identify and refer

students who do not have adequate listening and

19,

Appendix B

Criteria for Evaluating Instruments and

. Speaking and hstcn;ng needs pf stud

speaking skills, or are reticent, to those qualified
individuals who can best meet the needs of the sto-

dent through further assessment and/or instruction.

Teachers in all curriculum areas receive information

on appropriate. meth'odg for: (a) using oral commu-
nication to facilitate instruction, and (b) using the
subject matter to improve Students® oral comimuni-

cation skills.
Parent and community groups are mfommcd about
and provided with appropriate matérials for effective

iivolvement in the oral communication program._
The oral communication program is facilitated by

availability ard iise of appropriate instructional ma-

terials; equipment; and facilitics.

Assessment and Evaluation

. The oral communication program is bmq on arschool-

wide asséssment of the speaking and listening needs
of students.

g needs its will be de-
termincd by qualified personnel utilizing appropriate
evaluation tools for the skills to be assessed, and
educational levels of students bemg assessed.

. Evaluation of student progress in oral communication

is based upon a varicty of data including observa-
tions, self-evaluations; listeners’ responses to mes-
sages; and formal_tests.

Evaluation of students’ oral communication encour-
ages, rather than discourages, students’ desires to
communicate by emphasizing those behaviors which

stidents can improve, thas enhancing their ability to

do so. .

Evaluation of the ;pg] gral commiunication program
is based on achievement of acceptable levels of oral
communication skill determined by continuous mon-
itoring of student progress in speaking and listening;
usc of standardized and criterion-referenced tests,
audience-based rating scales, and other appropriate

instruments.

Procedures for Assessing Speaking and Listening

The following criteria may be applied to published and
unpublished instruments and procedures for assessing
speaking and listening skills of children and adults: The
criteria are organized around (a) cantent considerations,
which deal primarily with the substances of speaking

id listening instruments and procedures; and (b) technical 3.

considerations, which deal with such matters as relia-
bility, validity. and information on administration:

1. Stimulus materials should require the individual being 4.

tesled to demonstrate skill as a speaker or listener.

2. Asscssment instruments and procedures should clearly i

distinguish speaking and listening performance from 5.

reading and Writing ability: i.é.. inférences of

12r
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speaking and Instgn[ql.icgnpctcncc shuuld not be
made from tests of reading and writing, and direc-
tions and responscs for speaking and/or listening
tests should not be mediated through reading und
writing modes.

Assessment instruments and proccdur(:s should be
fice of sexual: cultural; racial, and ethnic content
and/or stercotyping.

Assessment should confirm (hc presence or absence
of skills; not diagnosc reasons why individuals dem-
onstrate or fail to demonstrate those skills.
Asséssment should emphasize the application_of

speaking and listening skills that relate to familiar
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10.
.

. Ass

situations; i.c., stimulus materials should refer to
situations recognizable to the individual being tested
and should facilitate demonstration of skills rather
than demonstration of conteit mastery;

ssment should test skills that are |mponan( for

various communication \CHII‘ILS (c g .y mtg:rpcr-

sonal, small group, public, and mass communica-
tion settings) rathier than be limited to one setting.

. Assessmcm should permit a range of aweplable

, Asscssmcnt should demonstrate lhat oulcomes are

more than just chance evidence; i.e.; assessmient
shoild be reliable.

. Assessment should provide results that are corisis-

tent with other evidence that might be available.
Assessment should have content validity.
Assessment procedures should be standardized and
detailed enough so that individual responses will

et

not be affected by the administrator's skills in ad-
ministering the procedures,

- Assessment procedures should approximate the rec-

ognized siress level of oral communication; they
should not increase or elimfinate it.

. Assessment procedures should be practical in terms

of cost and timme.

14. % sessment should involve simple equipment.

15,

Assessment should be suitable for the deveiopmen-

tal level of the individual being tested.

Dcveloped by I‘hlhp M. Backlund Kenneth L. Brown,

Joanne Gurry; and Fred E: Janidt acling as a subgroup

of

the Speech Communication Association’s Educa-

tional Policies Board Task Force on Assessment and

Testing. Approved and endorsed by the Educational Pol-
icies Board and the Administrative Committce of the

Speech Communication Association.

[y
o\
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