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definitioas, taxonomies of skills, issues in validity and
reliability, the current state-of-the-art in assessing speaking and
listening, and what to consider when selecting an assessment tool.
The second section contains descriptions and reviews of assessment
tools, providing longer reviews for instruments that are readily
accessible, that measure some aspect of "communication competence,"
and that have some technical information available. These longer
reviews are evaluative and include descriptioms of the purpose(s) the
author sees for the assessmeit instrument; content (tasks, response
modes, ancd scoring procedures); reliability; validity studies; amount
of help with interpretation and use; and source. The seconé section
also presents short reviews of research instruments, achievement test
series, instruments developed Ly educational agencies and instruments
lacking technical investigation. The final section lists additionai
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professional organizations. The guide also includes a summary table
of all instruments reviewed, a 64-item bibliography, a glos-~iry, and
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INTRODUCTION

Purpose For The Guide

Speaking and listening are important both in school and In everyday Iife. Studies during the last 70 years
have shown that students spend anywhere from 45% to 70% of their school day speaking and listening and
that in daily activities people spend anywhere from 30% to 65% of their time in communication activities of
which a large portion is listening. Listening is the first language skill we develop (followed by speaking),
and our ability to read, write and learn from discussion contexts is directly related to our ability to listen and
speak. Adequate oral communication frequently determines an Individual's educational, social and
vocational success. (Carbol, 1986; Ohio Department of Education, 1985; Plattor, 1988; Rubin and Mead,
1984; Wolvin, 1985)

Currently, many educational agencles are attempting to improve their attention to speaking and listening in
curriculum and instruction. The purpose of this Guide is to assist educators to become more
knowledgeable about tools for assessing speaking and listening. The Guide is designed for those
somewhat knowledgeable In the areas of assessmert and language arts instruction.

Content Of The Guide

This Consume~ Guide has three major sections. The first is a short discussion of assessing speaking and
listening. It includes information about definitions, taxonomies of skiils, Issues in validity and reliability, the
curmrent state-of-the-art in assessing speaking and listening, and what to consider when selecting an
assessment tool.

The second section contains descriptions and reviews of assessment tools. Longer reviews are provided
for instruments that are readily accessible, that measure some aspect 2t “communication competence”
(defined below), and that have some technicai information available. These longer reviews include
descriptions of the purpose(s) the author sees for the assessment Instrument; content (tasks, response
modes and scoring procedurss); reliability; validity studias; amount of help with interpretation and use; and
source. These reviews are evaluative and attempt to relate each Instrument to the issues and taxonomy
framework discussed In the first section of the Guide.

Short reviews are prasented for research instruments, achievement test series, Instruments developed by
educational agencies and instruments lacking technical investigation.

The final section lists additional resources available to the user such as print resources and professional
organizations.

The Guide also includes a summary table of all Instruments reviewed and an index so that instruments can
be easlly located.

Types Of Instruments Included

The primary focus of this Gulde is published assessment tools designed for use In formal assessment
settings. However, we have also included Information about mora informal ;nstruments ti.at could be used
at the classroom level.

There are examples of assessment tools In various formats - muitiple-choice, observation, self-evaluation,
peer-evaluation, and perfor.nance.
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The emphasis is on instruments designed to measure some aspect of communication competence,
defined as the abllity to use communication to achieve a goal within a social context (Larson, 1978; Reed,
1984; Rubin, 1982; Wilkinson, et al., 1979). Less emphasis is given to instruments designed primarily to
look at other aspects of speaking and listening such as physiological integrity (auditory acuity, speech
defects, etc.), and linguistic competence, defined as the tacit knowledge required to form correct language,
e.g., syntax, grammar and vocabulary (Larson, 1978). Accordingly, because of their emphasis on
physiology and linguistic competence, we have excluded many instruments designed primarily for special
education populations and ESL students.

Sources Searched

A complete list of sources searched to find instruments is providec :n Appendix A. Briefly, these included
ERIC, Rubin and Mead (1984), and Fagan, et al. (1985); publications of various professional organizations;
all government-funded Labs and Centers; all state departments of education in the U.S. and Canada;
listings from Buros Institute (Conoley and Kramer, 1989; Conoley et al., 1988; Mitchell, 1985; Buros, 1978),
ETS test collection, and test publishers' catalogs; professional journals; and experts at a number of
colleges and universities.
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ISSUES iN ASSESSING SPEAKING AND LISTENING

Both developers and users of assessment tools have a role In ensuring good and fair assessment (Joint
Committee On Testing Practices, 1988). Developers need to conduct the studies and provide the
Information needed to enable users to select appropriate tests and interpret scores correctly. Users need
3 to know their own putposes for assessment, select instruments that satisfy these purposes and are

< appropriate for the intended population, and interpret and use results properly.

w The reliability, validity and usability Issues that need to be considered when developing, selecting and using
o assessment instruments in speaking and listening will be addressed in the following broad areas:
- A Issues relating to the skills to be measured
B Issues relating to the task presented to the student during the assessment
C. Issues relating to the responses that students make to the task
D Issues relating to how responses are rated/scored
E Issues in ccistruct validity
F. Issues in how assessment tools relate to use
G. Reliability

The discussion is intended to describe the type of information in each area that developers should provide
to enable users to judge whether the instrument is appropriate to their purpose and situation. These
considerations are also used in the appendices of this Guide to describe and discuss the instruments
reviewed. Thus, as we discuss the issues we will also indicate how this information will be used to
describe, categorize and evaluate instruments in this Guide.

A. What Skills Are To 8e Measured?

1. Level Of Skills. The skills necessary for effective listening and speaking are described differently
by different people. Effective listening and speaking skills could include everything from the ability
to articulate and hear properly to the ability to accomplish a purpose within a social context
(Lundsteen, 1979; Barker, 1984; Wolvin, 1985). For ease in describing the different types of
instruments available, we place them In three categories or levels:

a. Physiological. These Instruments measure the person's ability to hear and speak, e.g.,
auditory acuity and articulation. These instruments are outside the scope of this review.

b. Linguistic Competence. These assessment tools tend to look at the sophistication of
students with respect to the complexity of language they can produce and understand.
These irstruments cover such things as receptive and expressive vocabulary, the
complexity of grammatical constructions used by the student, the length of student
senteices, the complexity of sentences that students can understand, etc. Since people
tend to use language of increasing difficulty as they get older, these types of measures are
often used to tell how sophisticated a student is for his or her age in order to place
students In various programs or to plan instruction.




c. Communication Competence. At this level, we are intereste d in how well students can
use aural and oral skills to accomplish a goal within a sociai context. This Is wiat we
usuaily think of when we consider someone's ability to communicate. Although a certain
degre# of linguistic competence is required to do this, other skilis are aiso required; for
example, altering the level of language used to fit the audience and setting.

Communication competence is what we are trying to create in students. Physiological and
linguistic competence are enabling skills, but are not the goal, just as decoding skills in reading are
important, but do not constitute ability to read. Therefore, measures that cover only linguistic
competence are not measures of “general oral language ability.”

This Guide focuses on tools for assessing communication competence. However, in some cases
there is not a clear distinction between what skiiis wouid be assessed to demonstrate
communication competence and those assessed to look at linguistic competence. For exampie,
the abllity to follow orally given directions, a communication competence, involves understanding
messages of var.ous levels of complexity, a linguistic competence. Also, at the lower grade levels,
listening comprehension involves both linguistic and communication competence. Thus, aithough
some Instruments can be categorized as primarily emphasizing linguistic or primarily emphasizing
communication competence, many have aspects of both, especially in the area of iistening
comprehension.

In the reviews, we will describe the degree to which each instrument emphasizes communication
competence. With respect to listening comprehension, we will describe items that cover
vocabuiary and decoding the meaning of sentences as measuring linguistic compstence, and
items that require recall of important facts and making inferences about longer passages as
measuring communication competence.

Although our primary focus is communication com)etence, a few short reviews of instruments
primarily dealing with iinguistic competence have been included for comparison purposes.

2 Skills Taxonomies. Even within communication competence not ali instruments cover the same
things. For example, some focus on individual skills such as identifying the main idea, organizing
ideas, and distinguishing fact from opinion, while others attempt to measure more global abilities
such as whether students know how and when to apply various skills.

In the reviews we describe the skilis that each instrument attempts to measure so the user can
determine which might correspond most ciosely to what he or she might want to measure.

3. Sampling. No assessment instrument can cover all the skills and processes of interest. One
needs to sample from the skill dornains. The trick is to sample in such a way that the resuits are an
adequate indication of student perfformance and the use of resuits does not contribute to
restricting curricuium or instruction. In the reviews this will be discussed as part of validity.

B. Issues Involving Tasks

Introduction. Every assessment requires that the student do some task. Tasks have implicit or explicit
settings, audiences, purposes, and content. Communication competence cannot be assessed outside the
context in which it occurs, because what may be effective in orie context may not be effective in another.
For example, it Is not always appropriate or most effective to use long, complex sentences, big words, or
formai language. Likewise, what might be most effective for a discussion with the teacher on a grade you
wouid like to have, might not be the most effective in a group discussion with peers, or in a casual
conversation with friends.
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In the reviews, we describe the setting, audience, purposes and content for communication stated or
implied by each instrument. The categories used are a distillation of the points of view of several sources,
especially Backiund (1982), Hutchingon, et al. (1987), Rubin and Mead (1984), Ohio Department of
Education (1985), lowa Departnient of Education (1986, 1989), University of the Stat> of New York (1988),
Backiund (1985), Barker (1984), and Wolvin (1985).

1.

Purposes. Purposes for speaking and listening include such things as providing informationto a
person, expressing an opinlon, describing an event, carrying out required social pleasantries, and
recreation. Although these purposes have baen categorized differently by different authors, we wili
use the scheme proposed by the University of the State of New York (1988). They propose that
speaking and listening are used for the following purposes In school and everyday |ife:

a. Social interaction. This includes soclal conversations, soclal rituals, functional
communication (e.g., taking messages, describing incidents), etc.

b. Transmitting Information and Understanding. This covers acquiring, Interpreting,
applying and transmitting information; for example, following Instructions, comprehending
what is heard, speaking so that others understand and communicating nonverbally.

c Analyzing and Evaluating Messages. This includes listening critically to the messages of
others and expressing one’s own opinion.

d. Appreciation and Entertainment. This Involves listening and speaking for recreation and
expressing oneself.

The communication context Implied in an assessment Is not always entirely clear. For example,
should the context be described from the developer's perspective or the perspective of the student
taking the test? For example, in listening coinprehension, should the context be that o. the test
taking situation or that of the individual listening passage? If the former, then the context is one-
way communication with the audience being the teacher for the purpose of being evaluated. [fthe
latter, then the context could be whatever the passage covers; for example, a simulated
conversation In which the purpose is soclal Interaction, the audience Is the participants Inthe
conversation and communication is two-way. In our reviews we try to take whichever perspective
seems most reasonable.

(Possible purposes for communication should not be confused with the purposes for assessment
described above. Possible purposes for doing an assessment include selection of students,
accountability, planning .nstructlon, and recording student progress. This Is how the resuits will be
used. The purpose for communication Implled by the test Is an aspect of test content -- from the
student's point of view, what purpose does the communication within the test serve? The student
could be trying to convince someone of something, exchanging information, socializing, etc.)

Setting. The setting for a communication inciudes such things as (Rubin and Mead, 1984; Ohio,
1985):

a. Group size -- one-to-one, smali group, large group, mass medla.

b. Formality of the occasion - more formal setlings are prasentations, lectures, and
classrooms; less formal settings are discussions with friends and playground
conversations.

c. Format -- Interactive communication in which speakers ard listeners interact with each

other (e.g., discussion, interview, debate, social conversation) versus one-way
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communication in which the speakers and listeners have much less opportunity to interact
(e.g., speeches, listening comprehension, drama).

d. Preparation -- impromptu or repared.

Audience. The audience for a communication is the person or persons with whom one is
interacting or toward whom the communication is directes. Audiences for students could include
peers, paren's, teachers, employers, younger children, siblings, etc.

Content. The >ontent of a communication is that which participants communicate about. This
could include cooking, politics, commerclals, emergencies, interviews, directions, etc.

Assessment Issues. With respect to tasks, things that can get in the way of accurate measurement
inciude situations that don't mirror real-life tasks, do not elicit true student reactions, o that introduce task
requirements that are extraneous to the competencies being assessed, or don't reflect the range of skills
involved ir communication competence. Some important issues (Backiund, et al., 1980; Booth-Butterfield,
1986; Bosi.rum and Waldhard, 1238; Carbo!, 1988;Faires, 1980; Mead, 1978; Phillips, 1980; Fubin and
Mead, 1984; Stiggins, 1981) are listed below. In the reviews, instruments will be examined for their
attention to these issues.

1.

Sampling From Ail Possible Contexts. If the intent is to assess communication competence,
tt.en the tasks need to sample from the entire domain of speaking/listening purposes, settings,
audiences and content that are relevant to students at various grade levels. For example, one
cannot infer competence in the entire domain of ability to communicate from a listening
comprehensicn test in which short passages are read to the student, students cannot take notes
and cannot asn clarifying questions. and in which responses are only identified and not produced.

Most current instruments do not attempt to sample from the entire domain, but only focus on a few
component skilis. Therefore, in the reviews, instruments are described with respect to whatever
aspect of communication competence Is covered.

Artificial Tasks. Assessment tasks are often artificial to ane degree or another. For example,
some speech exercises require students to present a three minute persuasive taik on an assigned
topic. From the student's perspective, the audience may be the evaluator and the purpose may be
to evaluate speech competence. Would students feel the same personal relevance they would If
presenting such a speech out of personal commitment? Would the same skilis be exhibited?

Similarly, how well can listening to tapes refiect real-life activities? Listening to tapes for
information restricts interaction, and eliminates the visual aspect of communication.

Another example is that many tec’ing sitaations require some degree of role-playing, as ina
simulated interview. The lack of abiiity to role-play may be mistaken for the lack of ability to
communicate effectively.

A final example is the degree to which objective format tests (e.g., multiple-cheice) simulate real
contexts and require the same skills.

Developers of instruments should demonstrate that the situation presented to the student is, an
adequate substitute for a real-life situation, and that the responsaes elicited are an adequate
representation of the real behavior. As situations become more artificial, the need for such proof
pecomes greater. Even tasks that are performance-based (such as a simulated interview or a set-
up discussion) should have such documentation.



Skills In isolation. The task environment can determine whether cne is assessing skiils in
isolation or cbserving how skilis are used in concert to achieve a goal. An exambple of assessing
skilis in isolation is a listening test in which students listen to a short passage and then pick or state
the main idea. An exampie of a listening exercise in which skilis are used in concert to achieve a
goal is when students have to take notes on a lecture. This requires students to not only identity
the malin idea, but also choose the most important information, make inferences and write things
down so that they can facilitate later recall. It may also require students to monitor their own
comprehension 80 that they know when to ask questior:s.

Tasks That Require Speaking And Listening. Speaking and listening assessments need to
reflect the unique aspects of speaking and listening rather than just being made paraliel to reading
and writing assessments. Speaking and listening are different from reading and writing in that
(Lundsteen, 1979; Backiund, et al., 1980: Rubin and Rafoth, 1986; McCroskey, 1986):

a. They are real time -- fisteners don't have much control over the rate of presentation of
material; the speaker has to come up with tne most appropriate language quickly: the
ability to go back ovar information is more limited; and the speech record is more
impermanent.

b. ‘They have an extra visual anrd aural component - there are non-verbal cues and cues
based on how something i5 said.

c. They involve different social relationships - speaking and listening are face to face
activities, and thus are different in style (more concrete .nd personal ianguage, more
awareness of time, jlace and occasion); language {simpler vocabulary, greater density of
ideas); and the need for soclal interaction.

d. They are less linear than reading and writing in the sense that there are pauses, incomplete
sentences, repetition, etc.

Thus, tasks used in assessing speaking and listening need to be structured differently from those
for reading and writing, and must emphasize sets of skilis that are somewhat differemt. For
example, Rubin and Rafoth (1986) propose that material to be presented and listened to orally
must have certain charactaristics i it is to be effective. They call these characteristics “listenability.
Materlal is listenable when, for examble, sentence structure is simple, passages contain  high
degree of redundancy, thematic units are resolved quickly, and the language used Is that of face-
to-face interaction. Therefore, passages to be used in listening comprehensi~ tests shouid not
just he any written item presented orally, but must be listenable. Likewise, speakers could be rated
on the extent to which their oral presentation is iistenable.

It assessment tasks are artificially set up so that these features are not present, the developer
needs to provide proof that performance can be generaiized to those situations in which these
features are present.

Individual Diffsrences and Bias. Ths task itself can preduce inaccurate resuits for certain
individuals or groups.

a. Some topics might be mcre famillar tc some studente than others. This might, for
example, enable one student to do better on an impremptu speech than another.

b. Differences in communication anxiety between students might interazt with the task to
provide over- or underestimates of performe* ce avllity. For example, 2ne study (Booth-
Butterfieid, 1986) showed that high anxiety s. idents uid better with more iask structure,
while low anxiety students did better with less task structure. McCroskey anc Daly (+987)
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includes several articles on how communication anxiety and other personality variables
influence communication competence.

c Presenting listening stimuli on tape (versus having the teacher read the material) may
affect some students more than others (accent, ar:xiety, etc.)

d. Students may be differentially Interesteu in passages to be listened to or topics to be
spoken about. Also, some cultural groups mighit be more tolerant of materials they
consider boring. Ting-Toomey and Korcsiiny (1989) present a wide-ranging treatment of
language, communication and cultural relationships.

e. Some cultural groups may be less willing than others to speak orally, express opinions,
and offer Information unless they consider thems_.ves expert. Similary, children in various
cultural groups respond differently to aduit questioning.

f. Some people have better memories than others. Students who have compensated for this
by learning to take notes, ask questions, etc., may be penalized by listening tests that
require a high memory load.

9. How the task is presented to the student can affect performance. The student may
misunderstand the task, the way the task Is presented may not stimulate the retrieval of
relevant skills, or the way the task is presented may stimulate anxiety on the pan of the
student.

Instruments should discuss these Issues and provide information on the extent to which these
things may be expected to occur.

C. Issues Involving Responses

Introduction. The types of responses required from students can have an effect on the assessment of
thelr communication competence. Response requiraments that are not realistic or that introduce the need
for skills that are extraneous to the ones being assessed can get in the way of accurate assessment.

Students can demonstrate knowledge or skill by responding to written multiple-choice questions, pointing
to pictures, making a presentation, having a discussion, evaluating themselves, evaluating peers, physirally
foliowing an instruction, etc. In general, these activities can be placed in two categories -- objective format
and performance. Objective format responses involve the identification of a vorrect answer. Performance
responses include any format that requires the production of a response, for example, a short answer, a
speech, or performance of some task.

Issues. Some issues with respect to responses are (Hoh! and Cheney-Edwards, 1976; Rubin and Mead,
1984, Spandel, 1989; Stiggins, 1981):

1. Objective Formats. The advantages of objective formats are that they are very easy to give and
score. (The argument that they are also easy to construct does not apply to assessing
communication ccmpetence because adeguate measurement of this area can be very tricky In an
objective format.)

Drawbacks are that they only have one right answer, they tend to assess skills in isolation, they are
identification rather than production tasks, and they often do not present information in a manner
that is seen by teachers as belng useful In classroom situations.
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D.

it Is possible to construct an objective format test that measures communication competence.
However, the developer needs to provide evidence that performance on the test is an adequate
represe, itation of performance in real-life settings.

Performance Formats. The advantages of performance assessments are that the context and
task often can be made more realistic; for exampla. actually giving a speech, participating ina
discussion or taking notes while listening to a lecture. This can help to put responses in a context,
promote skilis working in concert, allow for more than one right answer, promote thinking skills,
allow one to assess more types of skilis, and assess how students actually usJ skills. Additionally,
teachers often view the results as bearing more directly on what they do in the classroom.

Disadvantages of performance assessments are that they are often more costly to give and score
(in time, money and need for expertise and training); it is difficuit and costly to sample an
appropriate range of contexts and performance; and they are not immune from being artificial. if
the latter is the case, then, as with objective-format tests, validity studies need to be done to show
that results mirror performance in real-life.

Extraneous Response Requirements. Extraneous response requirements are those skills the
students must use in order to respot«d in an assessment, but that have nothing to do with the skills
being assessed. Some examples are the need to demonstrate speaking and listening competence
through responses that require reading and writing; emphasis on standard English usage
regardless of the purpose and context; the need to role-play; and test-wiseness. tnability in one of
these areas might be mistaken for lack of communication competence.

Issues Invoiving Scoring And Rating

Issues. The issues discussed in this section relate mainly to performance assessments. Each
performance must be judged by someone using some set of criteria. issues include:

1.

Correspondence Between Criteria and Task. The dimensions rated and the criteria for rating
have to correspond to the task. For example, you would allocate more importance to “provides
adequate support for an opinion® if the student were making a persuasive speech than if he or she
were giving directions to someone younger.

Some rating dimensions might hold across contexts. For example, in speaking, one might always
include the general categories of language use, mechanics of delivery, content arid organization.
Even so, the specifics in each area to be considered when rating a performance wili iikely be
different depending on the purpose, setting, audience and task.

Subjective v. Objective Judgments. Subjective approaches require someone's judgment as to
the quality of a performance. Judgments can be holistic (overall impression), primary trait/focused
holistic (whether the performance accomplishes its purpose), analytical (how the performance
iooks along various dimensions) or dichotomous (which specific things are present or absent).

Objective approaches attempt to bypass subjectiveness in scoring. For example, in a persuasive
speech one might look at how many iisteners change their minds as the resuit of the speech. Or,
to judge descriptive ability, one might have a speaker describe something to an audience and then
see how well the audience can reproduce it. The problem with stuch approaches is that the
outcome is as dependent on the abiiities of the audience as it is on the abilities of the speaker.
Currently, it seems that more direct assessments by trained raters are better for getting at the
desired performance




3. Rater Effects. Raters can produce inconsistent ratings for a number of reasons. They may have a
different understanding of the criteria to be used, dislike of specific things such as behaviors or
word choices, blas toward various groups, etc. Raters need to be carefully trained. instruments
requiring ratings of student performance should include procedures for training, detailed
descriptions of scoring rubrics, and sample student “anchor performances” that illustrate the
various ratings.

4, Rating From Memory. Some procedures may require that teachers rate students bascd on their
memory of general student performance in the classroom. These ratings can be very unreliable
(Massachusetts, 1982; Arter, et al. 1986). Memory ratings can be useful for informal, classroom
assessment, but when used for formal purposes, they shouid be done with proper training, and
even then with great care.

E. Construct Validity

Many of the issues discussed above relate to the need to demonstrate construct validity - that an
instrument measur3s what is claimed. This can be difficult because of the lack of independent criteria for
establishing communication competence. In establishing, for example, how weil an artificlal pe.formance
task elicits a “real” behavior, the only way to discover what that “real” behavior is is to make further
observations and judgments. No outside, objective procedure exists. Therefore, the only way to establish
validity is through a series of studies in which the instrument provides resuits that support the inferences to
be made from the test scores.

Such studies typically address such things as whether performance on a task improves with age and/or
training; whether performance reflects expected differences between existing known groups; the degree of
correlation between the instrument being tested and other instruments that purport to measure the same
thing; the relationship between test results and other assessments of classroom work (e.g., teacher
judgmnnts, grades, detailed observations); subjective judgments by experts and teachers that the
instrument measures what is claimed; how differences in student background knowledge, communication
anxiety, interest, gender, ethnic group and memory affects performance; how differences in task
presentation or response requirements affects performance; student perceptions of the realism of the task;
and whether content is based on a model or theory of communication.

In our reviews, instruments will be rated on the quality of validity studies.
F. Ecological Validity
Aninstrument is ecologically valid when (Tittle, 1989):

1. The assessment tool is used and interpreted properly. This means that users understand *he
scores and do not use the assessment tool for purposes not supported by available validity
information. If relevant evidence is not supplied by the developers, users should obtain it
themselves.

2. The results are perceived as being useiul and are actually used. Assessment results can be used
and interpreted properly and still not be perceived as being useful. Likewise, assessment resuilts
can be perceived as being usefi.. and not be used.

3. Use of the tool does not promote negative effects such as restricting the curriculum or
¢ .couraging students to focus on certaln skills to the exclusion of others. Assessment instruments
assess a subset of skills from a broad domain. Problems can occur when so much importance is
placed on test restuits that only the subset of skills assessed by the instrument is included in
instruction.




Such restriction can occur with both ubjective-forrmat tests and performance assessments. In the
area of performance assessment, for example, if the assessment only requires students to speak
persuasively, teachers might focus on thcee sets of tasks to the exclusion of group discussion,
interactive communicationr, persar:il expression and speaking for other purposes.

4, There are direct linV’s to instruction.

Assessment materials should provide information that allows users to select instruments that meet their
needs and that help with proper interpretation and use of resuits (Joint Committee On Testing Practices,
1988). Itis also desirable that the other aspects of ecological vaiidity discussed above be addressed. In
th-2 reviews, each instrument 1s rated on these criteria.

G. Reliability

The reliability of an assessment tool includes the degree to which results are accurate or replicable across
forms (alternative form reliability), occasions (test-retest reliabiity), and raters (interrater reliability). 1n
addition, internal consistency reliability refers to how well the test samples from a single dimension.

In instruments that use ratings, interrater and test-retest reliability are the most important types. Extensive
training uf raters is often required to obtain ratings that are consistent both across raters and within the
same rater over time.

For objective format tests, test-retest and internal consistency reliability are the most frequently used.
Alternate-form reliability applies to both performance and objective format tests when there is more than
one form.

The degree of reliability required varies with the Intended use of the test. Tests to be used for very
important and difficult to reverse decisions about students (such as promotion and graduation) r.zed to
have reliabilities above .95. Tests to be used i formaily for easy to reverse decisions don't need to have
such high reliability (although good reliability is always an asset.) For such tests, reliabilities in the range of
.70 and above may be adequate.

When evaluating reliability it is also important to consider the group on which the reliability coefficient was
calculated. Reliabilities need to be calcuiated on the same types of students under the same
circumstances as those of the user.

The specific criteria used in this Guide to rate the reliability of instruments is presented in the next chapter.

MUY
D

11




CRITERIA FOR DESCRIBING, SELECTING AND REVIEWING
ASSESSMENT TOOLS ’l'i E\%KHEAAIRI{YJNG AND LISTENING --
S

This section summarizes the consideratio:.s presented In the previous chapter and provides the criteria
used In this Guide for rating assessment t00ls.

To use this guide effectively, it is paramount that the user know the purposes for which his or her
assessmient results will be used, for these affect the qualities one must ook for in an instrument. The two
examples below Hlustrate this point.

1. in general, the more important (and less raversible) the decision made about the student, the
greater the requirements in terms of formal development, training, and proof of technical quality.
When the purpose is classroom assessment, * example, there is not as great a requirement for .
proof of technical rigor as s the case with a | -ge-scale, high stakes assessment. This is because <
for classroom assessment une might be more interested in a broad array of approaches and their :
relationship to instruction than in proof of technical rigor; because there are many pleces of
information availabl2 to modify the conclusion drawn from any single plece; and because, for
instruction, it is sometimes better to have information that is broader but less accurate than
information that is highly accurate but restricted in scope.

2. The desired content of the assessment can vary according to purpose. For example, a minimum
competency test would focus more narrowly on skills that are defined as essential and would
measure at the level of difficulty that is considered minimum for effective functioning. An
achievement test would require broad coverage and enough ceiling and floor to effectively
measure students at various levels of achievement. A diagnostic test might have thorough
coverage of a narrower range of skills and prerequisite subskills.

To be of service to users with a broad range of needs, we will be as descriptive as possible about the
content, tasks, contexts and technical attributes of instruments so that the user can decide the extent to
which an instrument will match their purpose. The criteria presented below for rating instruments are
meant to be suggestive of typical criteria for looking at instruments. The user might alter these criteria, or
the weight given any one, depending on his or her purpose for assessment.

Criterion 1: Content

We will describe:
1. The purposes/uses the author planned for the instrument.
2. General information about the instrument such as the grade levels intended for use, number of

levels, forms and items, test iength, and administration requirements (training, equipment, etc.).

3. The task presented to the student, including the purpose, setting and audience for the
communication, as well as the specific content presented to students and the skills the assessment
istrying to cover. With respect to skills, we will indicate both the extent to which the assessment
tool emphasizes linguistic versus communication competence and the specific skills covered.

4, The responses by which the student demonstrates his or her level of skill.

5. Who scores the responses or performances and the criteria by which they are scored.
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The rating in this area will depend on how well materials accompanying the instrument provide the
Information necessary for users to match the instrument to their needs.

Excelient The developer includes information on purposes, the population
recommended for use, and limitations of the instrument for the use
suggested; describes how the instrument could be used with atypical
populations; defines measurement terms and uses language appropriate
for the user; lists specialized skills needed to administer the instrument;
describes the test development process; provides information on
reliability and validity; and provides samples of questions, directions,
answer sheets, manuals and score reports (Joint Committee On Testing

Practices, 1988).
Good Much of the information above is provided.
Fair Some of the information above is provided.
Poor Little of the information above is provided.

Criterion 2: Reliability

We will '1ce the following critesia for judging the general adequacy of the reliablility of instruments:

Excellent Reliability of total test score .95 or above; reliabiiities of subtest scores .90
or above.

Good Reliability of total test score .85-.94; reliabllities of subtest scores .80 and
above.

Fair Reliability of total test score .75-.84; reliabilities of subtest scores .65 and
above.

Poor Reliability of total test score .74 or below; retiabilities of some subtest

scores below .64.

Unknown No inforination Is {.rovided.

Criterion 3: Validity

In the reviews of instruments, we describe the typas of validity considerations and studies carried out by
the author(s). This includes discussions of centent, criterion and construct validity. Because they relate
most directly to speaking and listening, we will pay particular attention to the validity issues discussed in
the previous chapter: extent of sampling from contexts, artificial v. naturalistic tasks, assessing skills in
isolation or in concent, tasks that require extraneous skills, sources of bias, degree of realism in the task
and response, extraneous skilis required for responding, correspondence between the task and scoring
criteria, rater effects, and ecological validity.

A8
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For purposes of this Guide, ratings in the area of validity will be:

Excellent There are many iinas of evidence presented that the instrument measures
N what is claimed ana can be used for the purposes proposed.
Good Severai lines of evidence are presented and these provide convincing
g evidence.
< Fair At least one study was completed and this provides conv’acing evidence.
— Poor Evidence that is provided Is not convincing.
Unknown No evidence Is provided.

Criterion 4° Help With Interpretation and Use
Ratings In the area are:

. Excellent There are norms that are based on a large, representative sampie of an
.. appropriate reference group of students or there are other useful

Co standards for comparison (e.g., performance of various groups or
judgments of mastery); there is help in how to use the resuits in
instruction; there is a discussion of the possible uses and misuses of
resuits; there are good score reports and they serve the intended use.

Good There are appropriate norms and/or other standards of comparison.
There is discussion in at ieast one other area mentioned above.

Fair There is good assistance in at least one of the areas mentioned above.

Poor The assistance that is provided is judged seriously lacking.

Unknown No information is provided.
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CURRENT STATE-OF-THE-ART AND
FUTURE TRENDS

Current State-Of-The-Art

Currently, many of the assessment devices labelled “oral language.” “language," "listening comprehension,"
“language abillity,” “oral communication," etc. measure linguistic competence. These tend to cover such
things as receptive and expressive vocabulary, understanding or producing sentences of increasing
complexity, understanding the referents of pronouns, etc. They also tend to measure isolated skills that are
largely without specified or implied contexts.

In addition, many of the instruments that claim to measure “language abllity" do not define what is meant,
and it Is therefore easy to infer more from the results of these instruments than is warranted. Thus, from the
titles, one cannot necessarily differentiate those which focus on linguistic competence and those which
cover some aspect of cornmunication competence. Even the instruments calling themselves “listening
comprehension” cover anything from auditory discrimination to finding the main idea. There seems to be
no common consensus on what should be included on an oral/aural language instrumenrt even though
most developers claim to have consuited experts, reviewed the research literature and/or reviewed the
most common curricuium materials.

Of the assessment devices that measure some aspect of communication competence in listening, most
emphasize listening comprehension - a mix of lingulstic competence and communication competence.
These typically entai! listening to passages of varying lengths and discourse modes, and answering a
variety of multiple-choice questions about the passages. In most achievement test series, bo* the
passages and questions are read to the student by the teacher. In many state assessments and other
individually prepared assessments, the passages and questions are provided on tape. The tests usually
measure isolated skills, aithough there is sometimes an attempt to put them in context. The testing
situation usually entails short passages, use of formal English, one-way communication (students cannot
ask questions), and varying amounts of memory load (students almost always cannot take notes or listen
to the passages again).

There are only a few listening instruments that attempt to look at interactive speaking/listening, other
purposes for listening besides transfer of information, interpreting nonverbal cues, using Inflection and
intonation to interpret meaning, or listening In naturallstic settings. There are only a few that incorporate
assessment approaches other than multiple-choice. We found almost nc assessment devices for looking
at how well students use various strategies for listening effectively. Most studies of validity do not entail
attempts to see how performance on the test relates to ability to communicate in daily life.

In speaking, most of the instruments that attempt to look at some aspect of communication competence
focus on extended monologues (simulated speeches) in various modes (narrative, persuasive, expository,
etc.) with analytical ratings done by the classroom teacher. There are also a number of informal teacher
checklists, peer-ratings, and self-ratings for speaking. There are a few rating forms for looking at group
discussions and social interactions. Most speaking assessment tools are appropriate mainly for informal
classroom use, although there are a few examples of standardized performance assessments similar to
those developed for writing. Most speaking instruments entall artificial (versts naturalistic) tasks.

There is still much lacking in the area of assessing communicatior competence. The /lls and contexts
covered by most current assessment devices are restricted to those easiest to measure. in addition,
validity studies typically do not attempt to see how performance on the instrument relates to everyday
ability to communicate.




The best overall instruments we reviewed were the English Language Skills Profile (speaking and listening),
the PONS (nonverbal communication), the Communication Competency Assessment Instrument (speaking
and listening) and the College Outcomes Measures Project (speaking and listening).

In the area of standardized, multiple-choice instruments of listening comprehension, the better tests were
the CAT/CTBS listening supplement (see Listening Test), the ITBS/TAP listening supplements (see ITBS
and TAP Listening Supplement), the SAT, the National Achievement Test and the Survey of Basic Skills.
Please remember, however, that many of these could benefit from additional theoretical justification and
study of validity.

Advice To Consumers
Based on our review of current instruments, our advice to consumers includes:

1. Consumers should be clear on what they want to measure so that they can find an
adequate match with an assessmer.. tool. Clarity includes definitions, theoretical position,
and how various student skills could manifest themselves. Consumers need some
expertise,in the area of speaking and listening so that they can adequately decide how well
an assessment tool covers material desirable for their own purposes. There is some good
materlal avallable, but it nscds to match with user needs.

2. Consumers should be clear on their purposes for assessment.

3. Don't trust titles. Look at the actual content of the test in addition to the author's
descriptions of what the test measures and w*

4. If results are to be used for formal purposes, consumers should be prepared to assess the
validity of instruments for these uses.

Future Trends

There are several trznds in the current literature on how to best assess speaking and listening. These
includa:

1. More emphasis on communication competence in ad: 'ition to linguistic competence

2, Attempt: "o identify a broader array of communication contexts and sample from this array so that
results are more comprehensive and representative

3. Attempts to assess interactive communication rather than just one-way communication

4, The advocacy of integrating speaking and listening skills with other communication skills and with
content areas

5. More consciousness of the eifects of task and cultural context on performance and the need to
match rating with context

6. The advocacy of the use of portfolios in order to gat"er a variety of information from a variety of
sources

7. More awareness of the things that can make an assessment invalid -- task conditions, response
conditions, scoring, previous knowledge, etc.

8. More attention to the effect of personality on communication competence

18
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Assessment devices designed around these considerations will provide an advance In the field. They wiil,
however, have to be accompanled by appropriate validity studies to show that they do provide an
adequate estimate of general “oral language proficiency” in real life.

19




APPENDIX A

Sources Searched

Oy
O v




Bibliographies

Brody, C. (1986) A guide to published tests of writing proficiency (Second edition). Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory, 101 S.W. Main St., Portland, Oregon, 97204,

ETS Test Collection (1984). Composition and writing skills. Educational Testing Service, Princeton, NJ.

Fagan, W.T., Cooper, C.R., and Jensen, J.M. (1985) Measures for research and evaluation in the Fylish
language arts, Volume 2. National Councll of Teachers of English, 1111 Kenyon Road, urbana,
lllinols 61801.

Goodman, K.S., Goodman, Y.M., and Hood, W.J. (1989) The whole language evaluation book.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann Press.

Hammilll, D.D., Brown, L., and Bryant, B.R. (1989) A consumer's guide to tests in print. Austin, Texas:
Pro-Ed.

Hepner, J.C. (1988) ETC Test collection cumulative Index te tests in microfiche, 1975-1987. Princeton,
NJ: Educational Testing Service.

Mitchell, J.V. (1985) The ninth mental measurements y. .rbook (Buros). Lincoln, Nebraska: The
University of Nebraska Press.

Rubin, D.L. and Mead, N. A. (1984) Large scale assessment of oral communication skills: Kindergarten
through grade 12. ERIC 245 293. Also Speech Communication Association, 5105 Backlick Road,
Annandale, Virginia 22003.

Test Collection, Educational Testing Service. (1986) The ETS test collection catalog, Volume 1:
Achievement tests and measurement devices, Phoenix, Arizona: Oryx Press.

Publisher's Catalogs

Academic Therapy

American College Testing Program

American Testronics

CTB-Mcgraw Hill

Curriculum Associates

Emporia State University

Educational Records Bureau

Educational Testing Service

GED

Instructional Objectives Exchange

Institute for Personality; and Ability Testing (IPAT)
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
New Zealand Center For Education Research
NFER-Nelson (England)

Psychological Assessment Resources (PAR)
Pro-Ed

Psychological Corporation

Pubiisher's Test Service

Riverside

23

e\
FaN




Science Research Associates (SRA)
Scholastic Testing Service

Slosson

Spectra

United Educational Services

Educational Agencies

Letters were sent to all state departments of education, U.S. territories and Canadian provinces. We have
materials from 36 states, five provinces and one territory. These are: Arizona, California,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgla, Hawall, lllinols, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland,
Massachussetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York,
North Carolina, Ohlo, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Vermont, Virglnia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, Puerto Ricc Alberta, British
Columbia, Manitoba, Northwest Territories, Ontario and Saskatchewan.

We also sent speclal request [etters to some educational agencies when we knew about something in
particular they were working on. Special letters were sent to California, New Hampshire, 1llinois,
Vermont, Connecticut, Michigan, British Columbla, Rochester Public Schools (NY), Salem-Keiser
School District (OR), and Valley Education Consortium (OR).

Professional Organizations

American Speech, Language, Hearing Assoclation
International Listening Association

International Reading Assoclation

Conference or: College Composttion and Curriculum
Naticnal Councll of Teachers of English

Speech Communication Association

Spacific Individuals

Behnke, R., Texas “hristian

Breadloaf School of English at Middlebury College, VT

Cooper, C., U. CA, San Diego

Sraves, D. H., Writing Process Lab, U. of NH

Haas, C., Carnegie-Meiion

Hamp-Lyons, E., English Composition Board, U of MI, Ann Arbor
Lucas, C., San Francisco State

Murphy, S., San Francisco State

Quellmalz, E., RMC Reserach Corp., Mountain View, CA

Smith, M.A., Bay Area Writing Project

24

a5




\
l

Labs &nd Centers

Appalachia Lab, Charleston, WV

Far Wegt Lab, San Francisco, CA
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INTRODUCTION

Long reviews are provided for instruments that:

1. Are readily available

2. Are Intended for commercial use

3 Have some feature of interest, stich as extra technical information, speaking subtests or
good content coverage

The best instruments in terms of a' allable technical information and content coverage are included in this
section, althoug : not all the instruments in this section are rated as being the best.
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Title:

CIRCUS, 1976.
Author(s):

Scarvia Anderson and Gerry Ann Bogatz
Source:

CTB/McGraw-Hill, 2500 Garden Road, Monterey, Califomia 93940, (800) 538-9547.
Authors' Description of Purposes:

*The CIRCUS program is based on the premise that a child's developm.ent has many dimensions
and to truly understand his other educational needs, a variety of different abilities and skills needs
to be evaluated. CIRCUS may be used in several ways, including program evaluation... individual
assessment... and pretesting and postesting.” (Manual, p. 4)

Authors' Description of Subtests:
(Note: Only the subtests relating to speaking and listening skills are included.)

Listen To The Story: Level A measure simple comprehension of what is said and more
complex interpretations. Level B assesses children's ability to
comprehend and interpret oral language, but also incorporates receptive
vocabulary and aspects of functional language.

Listening: The listening tests (Levels C and D) measure the child's ability to listen to
a narrative, understand and interpret events in it, remember the sequence
of events, and understand vocabulary.

Say and Tell: Say and Tell attempts to provide a reasonable sampie of the richness of
the child's oral language. Say and Tell has three parts -- A description of
an object, ability to use different forms of words and a narrative.

Description:

The CIRCUS has four levels covering grades PreK-3. There is one form at each level. (A few of the
subtests have two forms per level.) Subtests include both listening and speaking.

The listening subtests (called "Listen to the Story” at Levels A and B, and "Listening” at Levels C
anc ) require matching a picture to a sentence and marking a picture that answers questions
about a narrative passage -- sequence of events, inferences, recall of information, and vocabulary.
These questions tap both lingulstic and communication competence. The passage at each level is
an ongoing narrative about a circus. The narrative is stopped each sentence or two to ask a
question. The teacher reads all passages and questions. This is a group test. Numbers of items
are: Level A (25), B (36), C (40) and D (40). The publisher estimates that the test takes 30-40
minutes to giva, depending on level.

Say and Tell (Levels B-D) has three parts, administered individually. Part 1 requires children to
describe objects. The first object is described through oral responses to questions posed by the
teacher, e.g., "What color Is this?" This Is scored on a three point scale depending on accuracy of
the response. The second object requires a free response to the question "Tell me about what you
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have in your hand.” The teacher rates the description in terms of whether or not the following were
irsluded - label, color, shape, material, primary function, design and sensory aspects.

Part 2 in Say and Tell assesses the child's ability to uise plurals, verb tenses, prepositions, subject-
verb agreement, comparatives, and possessives. The exact coverage depends on level. An
example of the type of items Is: A statement Is made about one of two drawings and the child is
asked to complete a statement about the other, e.g. "Here s a tree. Herearetwo ___ .*
Sometimes students also provide a short answer to what is happening in a picture or complete a
sentence about a picture. Child:en receive a score of 1 to 3 depending on the correctness of their
response.

In Pant 3, children describe a picture. The child’s story is written verbatim and then scored for total
number of words used, number of different words used, the complexity of sentences used and
some aspects of the quality of the response.

The publishers estimate that Say and Tell takes about 20 minutes per student to administer and
score. Say and Tell seems to measure mostly linguistic competence (e.g., vocabulary, complexity
of sentences and knowledge of grammar), with some aspects of communication competence
(e.g.. quality of responses and inferences). Scoring is assisted by detailed charts of various
responses and the ratings assigned to each.

Level A has three extra listening subtests: What Words Mean (receptive vocabulary -- 40 items,
taking about 30 minutes), How Words Work (understanding sentences that emphasize syntax,
word order and vocabulary -- 26 items, taking about 25 minutes), and Noises (identifying real-life
sounds presented on tape - 24 items, taking about 30 minutes).

Purposes: Transmitting information

Setting: Classroom, one-to-one, formal, one-way communication

Audience: Teacher

Responses: Muttiple-choice, short answer, performance, impromptu, skills in isolation
and skills in concert

Level: Linguistic and communication competence

We rate the manual as “fair” - "good” in terms of the information necessary tc select a test. The
main problem is the lack of description of the theoretical basis for what the listening and speaking
subtests are trying to accomplish, and therefore what inferences can really be made about the
results.

Reliability:

Internal consistency reliabllities for the speaking and listening subtests range from .49 to .90. Most
are in the upper .70's and .80's. These are rated as “fair* to "good."

Validity:

The CIRCUS was originally developed by ETS. Development was based on:
1. Sampling from those aspects of siudent performance In the early school years that were
important for teachers to understand about children, and that could be most readily

affected by instruction. This was determined by a survey of educational practices and
curriculum materials.

2. Pilot-testing items. Item statistics are available.
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3. Bias studies for ethniclty and gender.

4. A factor analysis to see how the various subtests refate to each other. The iistening
subtests tended to show a considerable effect due to a single underlying factor, proposed
to be general ability. This raises the question of how well the listening test measures
features unique to listening. The speaking subtests correlated less highly with the other
subtests, indicating that it measures something somewhat different, as expected.

5. Relationships between listening and te “ers’ ratings is moderate. Such relationships with
the speaking subtest are much lower. ¢ne publishers propose that this might be dueto a
ceiling on the test or teacher inconsistencies in rating oral language production.

This evidence of validity is rated as "fair".
Help With Interpretatlon:

There are several types of information provided to assist with interpreting scores. There are norms
based on a large national population. Other standards of comparison are average scores of
various groups of students in the norming sample, the percent of children in the norming sample
getting each item right, and group norms tables. This information was originally developed
berween 1972 and 1977 and has not been updated. There are no plans at this point to update the
test or norms. Therefore, these standards of comparison are somewhat outdated.

There Is also assistance with interpreting resuits including how to develop local norms, profiling
student and group proficiency, tracing progress over time, what the different scores mean,
expected growth for students at various score levels, and appropriate cautions. However, this
assistance relates to all the subtests in general. Specific assistance with interpretation and use of
the oral language subtests is lacking.

The rating is “fair” mainly because of the age of the norms and lack of special help with oral
language. The other assistance is good.

Comments:

The CIRCUS covers some aspects of listening and speaking in the lower grades. Itincludes
performance measures. It's major drawhack is the age of the norms (and other statistical
information). There should also be additional validity work to show how well performance on the
test reiates to real-life communication success.

The CIRCUS received two moderately positive reviews in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook
(Mitcheil, 1985, 9:224). Rubin and Mead (1984) concluded that the listening test *is a well designed
test with a rigorous research base for assessing general school readiness. It is not a test of speech
communication ability but a paper and jpencil test. Listening measured in this way correlates with
reading ability. The relationship to the ability to talk with or inform others is unknown® (p-32). Tney
judged the speaking subtest to be "an adequate sample of children’s productive language” (p. 34).




Title:

Author:

Source:

The Communication Competency Assessment Instrument (CCAI), 1982

Rebecca Rublin

Speech Communication Assoclation, 5105 Backlick Rd., Annandale, VA 22003.

(Note: The description below is based on several studies using the test. We were not aware of the
published source until just before publication. However, the information below has been reviewed
by the author.)

Author's Description of Purpose:

"The CCA!l was daveloped as a comprehensive college-level communication competency measure.
The goal of the instrument was to identify students who may have difficulties with both sending and
recelving communicatien in an educational setting” (Rubin and Roberts, 1987).

Author's Description Of Subtests:

The CCAI provides ratings on 19 communication competencles: pronunciation, facial
expression/tone of voice, articulation, persuasiveness, and clarity cf ideas; ability to express and
defend a viewpoint, recognize misunderstanding, distinguish fact from opinion, understand
suggestions for improvement, identify instructions, summarize, introduce self to others, obtain
information, answer questions, express feelings, organize messages, give accurate directions,
describe another person's viewpoint, and describe differences in opinion.

Description:

The CCA! was developed for use with college students but could also be used in high school.
There is one form and one level. The assessment has three parts. The first task aske the student
to present a three-minute extemporaneous persuasive talk on a toplc of interest to the student.
The performance is scored analytically on pronunciation, facial expression/tone of voice, speech
clarity, informative/persuasive distinction, clarity of ideas, and ability to express and defend a point
of view. An additional question assesses the student's ability to recognize a lack of understanding
inthe audience.

The second task requires students to watch a videotaped seven minute, forty second class lecture
in which the instructor explains course requirements, explains factors that affect listening, gives
suggestions for improvement and gives the fitst class assignment. The student ther: responds
verbally to four questions about the lecture. These assess the ability to differentiate between fact
and opinion, understand suggestions, identify the work needed to complete an assignment and
summarize.

The final task requires students to respond verbally to statements about experiences he/she has
had in an educational environment. Responses are evaluated in terms of ability to introduce
oneself, ask questions, answer questions, express feelings, use a topical order, give accurate
directions, describe another's viewpoint and describe differences in opinion.
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The test is individually administered and all responses are verbal and open-ended. The CCAI takes
about 30 minutes per student to administer. Ratings that would be considered "passing" are
included.

Using our descriptive scheme, the CCAI can be described as:

Purposes: Social interaction, transmitting information, analyzing messages

Setting: One-to-one, formal and informal language, interactive and one-way
communication

Content: Artificial, persuasive, expository

Audience: Assessor

Responses: Ferformance, skills in concert, impromptu

Level: Communication competence

It is not possible for us to rate the manual in terms of the information provided, because at the time
of publication we had not obtained the manual.

Reliability:
Information about reliability is available from a number of sources. In these studies, interrater

reliabilities range from .83 - .97. Internal consistency reiiabilities range from .78 - .86. These are
rated as "fair" to "excellent.”

Validity:

A number of studies have used this instrument. Information includes:

1. The instrument was based on a review of current instruments and guidelines published by
the Speech Communication Association.

2. The instrument was pilot-tested several times and reviewed by the communication faculty
at the university.

3. The listenirig portion was moderately related to other tests of listening comprehension.

4. Correlations with other measures of student functioning -- ACT Ennglish scores, high

school speech cornmunication courses, persuasive speaking grades, credits completed,
GPA, communication courses completed, teacher ratings and speaking experience) are
low to moderate. The patterns of correlations are also as expected; for example, scores
are related to judgment of competence but not to composure.

5. Certain combinations of item scores are highly effective in correctly placing student
teachers in competency groupings.

6. There are moderate negative correlations with communication apprehension which shows
that performance can be affected by student anxiety.

This evidence is rated as *gcod."
Help With Interpretation And Use:

Tuis cannot be rated because the manual was not obtained as of the time of publication.
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Comments:

This instrument is of interest because of it's pe..ormance orientation and it's attempt to sample
from communication contexts needed for effective college classroom functioning. Training would
be needed to adequately rate students.

A review by Spitzberg (1988) concludes that “despite a substantial amount of work done on the
CCAI thare are still questions that need to be addressed....1t still remains to be seen whether or not
these competencies make a ‘real difference’ outside the academic setting....In addition, several of
the stimulus prompts may not be assessing ability to perform so much as the subject's
comprehension of the prompts.”

Other references inciude: Rubin (1982, 1985), Rubin and Graham (1986), Rubin and Feezel (1986),
Rubin and Roberts (1987).




Title:
College Outcome Measures Prograny (COMP), 1983 - 1986
Authors/Source:

College Outcome Maasures Program, Thie Amarican Coliege Testing Program, P.O. Box 168, lowa
City, lowa 52243.

Authors' Description of Purpose:

“The College Outcome Measures Program (COMP) can help you focus on the development of the
knowledge and skills acquired in general education courses...to meet a variety of goals. For
example, you can use COMP to help reshape your curricula or design more effective learning
activities...With COMP you can also help students use existing general education courses and
programs in ways that wili best enable them to achieve their personal and professional goals.
COMP can help you determine whether students are reaching general education goals and
whether they are receiving recognition for doing so. COMP can also assist you in communicating
the value of general education to students, parents and other publics." (COMP brochure, p. 3)

"The COMP...(helps) you assess the extent to which your students are acquiring the knowledge
and skills that characterize broad-based learning.” (COMP brochure, p. 4)

Authors' Description of Content:
The areas measured by the COMP are:
Comn 'nicating: Can send and receive information in a variety of modes (written, graphic,
oral, numeric and symbolic/nonverbal), within a variety of settings (one-

to-one and in small and Iarge groups), and for a variety of purposes (for
example, to inform, to understand, to persuade and to analyze).

Solving Problems: Can analyze a variety of problems (for example, scientific, soclal and
personal); select or create solutions to problems; and implement
solutions.

Clarifying Values: Can identify one’s personal values and the personal values of other

individuals; understand how personal values develop; and analyze the
impiications of decisions made on the basis of personal values.

Functioning Within Can {dentify those activities and Institutions which constitute

Social Institutions: the soclal aspects of a culture (for example, governmental and economic
systems, religion, marhal and family institutions, employment, and civic
volunteer and recreational organizations); understand the impact that
social Institutions have on individuals in a culture; and analyze one's own
and others' personal functioning within social institutions.

Using Science Can identify those activities and products which constitute

and Technology: the scientific/technological aspects of a culture (for example,
transportation, housing, energy, food, clothing, health malntenance,
entertainment and recreation, mood alteration, national defense,
communitation, and data processing); understand the impact of such
activities and products on the individuals and the physical environment in
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a culture; and analyze the uses of technological products in a culture,
including one's personal use of such products.

Using the Arts: Can identify those activities and prodtcts which constitute the artistic
aspects of a culture (for examn!~ graphic art, music, drama, literature,
dance sculptury, flm and archiv  *ure); understand the impact that art, in
its various forms, has on individ.  in a culture; and analyze uses of
works of art within a culture and o0..¢'s personal use of art.

These are assessed through tha various reasoning, speaking and writing subtests described
below. The test also yields scores in two derivative areas -- writing and speaking. Thus, the same
performances appear to be scored for both knowledge of content and writing or speaking skill.

Description:

The COMP is designed for coliege students. There are alternative performance and objective
tests, and an additional self-report of out-of-class activities that are related to the skills measured
by the COMP. There are three secure forms.

The Composite Examination is a series of 15 simulation activities based on TV documentaries,
recent magazine articles, ads, etc. Six of the simulations relate to assessing reasoning and
communicating, three are writing samples, and three are speaking assignments. (The materials do
not make clear what the other three activities consist of.)

Six of these simulations provide information on speaking - three from the
reasoning/communicating subtest and three from the speaking skills subtest. The three reasoning
simulations require communicating about soclal institutions, science and technology and the arts.
Wiritten and audiotaped stimuli are used as a context for role-playing tasks in which participants
speak to a friend, to an informal group, and at a formal meeting. Each task calls for endorsing a
particular point of view and developing several specified points into a persuasive argument. As
part of the reasoning and communication subtests, speaking is rated on the ability of the student tc
make and sustain contact with a ,elevant audience, organize a persuasive message that develops
a number of relevant ideas, and present ideas clearly without hesitation and with energy and
varlety in voice 'ility. The six reasoning tasks (of which only three require spzaking) take two
hours to admiinis..:. The oral activities are usualiy taped in a language lab setting. It takes about
45 minutes per examinee to evaluate the responses.

The speaking skills assessment consists of three 3-minute speaking assignments (one-to-one,
small group and large group) based on print stimulus materlals that are usually given to students a
day in advance. The entire assessment takes about 30 minutes to administer and 12 minutes per
pupil to score. Administration is usually in a language lab setting with groups of students.
Speeches are rated in the same manner as in the reasoning subtests -- appropriateness for the
audience, quality of discourse (organization of ideas) and quality of delivery (vivid language, use of
Nlustrations, etc.).

Scoring is done locally. Sample student performances and detailed scoring instructions are

provided to users although they were not included in the materials we obtained.) ACT will rescore
10% of the writing and speaking samples to make sure that appropriate judgments were made.
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Using our descriptive scheme, the COMP speaking assessments can be described as:

Purposes: Transmitting information, analyzing messages

Setting: One-to-one, small group, large group; formal language; one-way
communication

Audlence: Peers, evaluators

Content: Artificlal, expository, persuasive

Responses: Performance, skills in concert, impromptu and rehearsed

Level: Communication competence

In terms of providing information that would enable one to select an instrument, the materials we
received from COMP are rated as "fair” - "good”. They discuss the populations recommended for
use, the purposes of the instrument, the technical qualities of the test, and note administration and
scoring requirements. They also provide samples of the tasks presented to students. They do not
discuss development, the theoretical perspectives on which the test is based, use with special
populatiuns, or the limits of the test with respect to what it attempts to measure.

Reliability:
Al reliabilities reported below relate only to the speaking scores.

Interrater reliabilities are "good” to "excellent." They range from .87 to .99, with a number of studles
reporting reliabllities above .95.

Parallel form reliabilities from three studies range from .75 to .84. These are “falr" to "good."

Internal consistency reliabilities from several studles range from .88 to .92. These are “good.”
Validity:

Several lines of research have taken place with respect to the COMP. (Many of the results
reported below relate to the total score from the COMP and 1ot to the Individual speaking scores.)

1. Five studies are reported in which scores on the COMP are compared to supervisor
ratings for various groups of adults in a number of employment settings (volunteers. bank
empioyees, business/criminal justice management, practice teachers, student nurses).
Generally, the overall COMP score was moderately related to composites of supervisor
ratings. The speaking scales tended to have lower correlations with supervisor ratings
than other scales in the assessment. These ranged from .16 to .34.

2. One study of 174 college graduates related COMP scores to an index of adult functioning
based on occupational prestige, amount of volunteer activity and education beyond the
baccalaureate degree. The relationships were moderate (.24 to .39). The relationshlp was
about the same for the various ethnic groups in the sample.

3. Correlations between reasoning and speaking/writing are moderate (.37 to .52). Thus
these scales are somewhat related, but also measure some things that are independent.

4. Relationship betwsen the COMP speaking score and other measures of achievement
(GPA, ACT and a reading test) are low to moderate (.14 to .37), showing that it does not
simply reflect differing levels of academic achievement.
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5. The instruments appear to differentiate between college freshmen and senlors. This Is due
to the effects of a college education and not due to age maturation becauss a separate
study of the scores of various age groups showed few differences in performance.

Rased on these studies, we rate the COMP as "good" in terms of validity.
Help With Interpretation:
Norms appear to be based on users. Thus, they are not necessarily nationally representative.

However, the norms are based on a number of different institutions, and represent a large number
of students (1600 to 4000) depending on the age (freshmen or seniors) and subtest.

A criterion-referenced stanctard for performance is also suggested. This is the middle level of
performance as defined by the rating scales. Thus, performance can be stated as the percentage
of students that achieve this middie leve! of functioning. There is no rationale provided for this
standard.

ACT also provides on-slte consuitations in assessment, education program development and
improving education.

No other assistance with interpretation and uce of results (or information about vvhat assistance In
this area is avallable) is provided in the rnaterials we obtained. This area is ratec as “falr.”

Comments:
This set of Instruments has very good face validity and reasonatly good validity shown through a
number of studles. Materials sent to potential users could be improved in the amount of
information supplied so that users can determine exactly what Is assessed and how it can be used.

No reviews wet. und in Hammlll, et al. (1989), Keyser and Sweetland (1987) or Buros Mental
Measurement Yearbook (Mitchell, 1985; Conoley and Kramer, 1989).
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Title:

Diagnostic Achievement Battery (DAE), 1984
Author(s):

Phyllis L. Newcomer and Dolores Curtis
Source:

Slosson Educational Publications, P.O. Box 280, East Aurora, New York 14052. Also PRO-ED,
8700 Shoal Creek Bivd., Austin, Texas 78758.

Author's Description Of Purpose:

“The DAB Is a reliable, valid, and nationally standardized individual achievement test that can be
used to assess children's ability in listening, speaking, reading, writing and mathematics.” (Manual,
p.1)

“The DAB Is intended to accomplish four purposes: (1) to identify those students who are
significantly below their peers...and who, as a resuit, may profit from supplemental or remedial
help; (2) to determine the particular kinds of compo: unt strengths and weaknesses that individua!
students possess; (3) to document students’ progress in specific areas as a consequence of
special intervention programs; and (4) to serve as a measurement device In research studies..”
(Manual p. 3)

Author's Description Of Subtests:
(Note: Only the listening and speaking subtests are described hera.)

Story Comprehension- The examiner reads aloud brief stories and asks the student

(SC): to answer certaln questions about them. The items start with a two-
sentence statement requiring the student to answer anly one question and
progress in difficulty to lengthier paragraphs requiring students to answer
five questions. In order to succeed at this task, the student must listen to
and comprehend the story being read.

Characteristics This subtest requires students to listen to a brief statement

(CH): and to decide whether the statement is true or false...The child must
interpret each sentence using knowledge of the characteristics of objects
or events and the cognitive categories to which they belong. For
example, "All trees are oaks."

Synonyms (SY): The examiner says a word and the child must supply a word *hat has the
same meaning. This format requires both receptive and expressive
abilities.

Grammatic This subtest measures the abliity to understand and use

Completion (GC): certain common morphiological forms in Enqlish. The format requires the

examiner to read unfinished sentences and .he student to suppiy the
missing morphological form. Among the items included are those that
require knowledge of plurals, possessives, verb tenses, comparative and
superiative adjectives, and so forth. For example, "Here is one tree.
There are two S
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Description:

The DAB is intended for use with students aged 6.0 to 14.11. Since the test Is individually
administered, it is paced by the teacher. There is one leve! and one form but there is a different
starting point for students aged 6-8 and students aged 9 and above. There are 122 items on the
listening and speaking subtests; not necessarily all tems are gjiven to each student. Al items and
stimu'us materials are read by the teacher. The student is required to provide short, oral answers.
There are no multiple-choice questions.

The Story Comprehension subtest consists of the teacher reading narrative and expository
passages of increasing difficulty followed by one to five questions that require recall of facts, recall
of sequenca, inferring the feelings of a character, identifying the main idea, interpreting figures of
speech, and defining vocabulary. The students cannot take notes. Thetefore, there is a moderate
memory ioad required by the test.

Teachers score answers right or wrong as they are given. There are only short answers, and there
is little interpretation required as to the adequacy of a response.

The instrument can be cha.acterized as:

Purpose: Transmitting information

Setting: One-to-one, one-way communication, formal language, classroom
Audience: Teacher

Content: Artificial, narrative and expository passages

Response: Short answer, skills in isolation, !mproraptu

Level: Linguistic and communication competence

The information needed for a user to select the test is rated =3 “fair” - *good.* There Is a general
lack of description of the theoretical basis for what the listening and speaking subtests are trying to
accomplish, and therefore wtat inferences .an really be made about the resuits.

Aelizbility:

The authors provide both internal consistency (coefficient alpha) and test-retest reliabilities.
Overall, composite listening and speaking internal censistency reliabilities are good (medians
acros< grade levels of .90 and .88, respectively). Sume comiinations of subtests and grade levels
have substantially lower rellabliities; subtest reliabilities range from “poor” to "good.”

Test-retest reliability Is "good" - “excalient,” but it is based on a very small sample.
Validity:

Validity studies included:

1. Contentwa selected to reflect commonly used curriculum and teacher programs.
2 Items were piiot-tested; item statistics are avallable.
3. Assessment formats were developed to match the requirements of each domain and, at

the same time, be easy to use. Formats were reviewed by measurement experts to verify
these considc ations.
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4. Correlations with other, related measures were provided. Each subtest was correlated
with one other test that was identified as measuring the same content. These correlations
(except for SY) were moderate. The correlation for SY was not statistically significant.

5. Scores increase as grades increase.

6. All subtests are highly interrelated. Tnhe authors predicted this because all the subtests
related to communication.

7. Correlations with abllity measures are moderate. This was expected because the
communication skiiis on the test require cognitive processes.

8. There were significant differences in performance between a normal and a learning
disabled population.

In general, the listening and speaking subtasts of this test have been examined in more detali than
those in other achievement test series. This test is probably a reasonably good measure of
linguistic compeience. However, the information presented does not answer the question of
whether performance on this test is an adequate reflection of the daily performance of students in
typical learning situations. Also, the test does not measure communication competence except in
the area of listening comprehension. The number of students involved in many of the studies is
very low. Therefore, we rate vaiidity as “fair."”

Help With Interpretation:

Norms for 12 age groupings are available. However, since only about 1500 students were tested,
this means that norms are based on only about 125 students per grade.

There is other help with interpretation. Cautions with respect to the use of the test are given - the
test is only one piece of information; remediation should not be planned around the subtests
because they are only a sample frem the communication domain. There are some suggestions for
expanding the test to get at student cognitive processes, motivation, etc. The authors provide
some references for further assessment and instruction.

The rating of help with interpretation is *fair* to “good."

Comments:

The test received favorable reviews by Hammill, et al. (1989) and Keyser and Sweetiand (1985)

except with respect to norms. Qna review in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Mitchell, 1985,
9:333) was aiso very positive.

Thare has indeed been more of an attempt to look at validity with this test than with other
achievement test batteries. However, from the perspective of this Guide, the test is limited because
it is more a measure of linguistic competence than communication competence. The range of
skiils assessed Is very limited with respect to contexts, purposes anc! skills.

Orei, open-ended responses are advantageous because they minimize the need to read and
require production rather than identification of the right answer. However, there is some memory
load required on the listening comprehension subtest. A few ques.ions also appear to reguire
general knowledge. Reliabilities are good.
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With respect to the authors' purposes, the test appears adequate for screening. However, | Would
question its use to determine student strengths and weaknesses or to document progress except
as it relates to the limited areas covered by the test.




Title:
The English Languaga Skills Profile (TELS), 1987
Author(s):
Carolyn Hutchinson, Alastair Pollitt and Lillian Munro, University of Edinburgh
Source:
MacMillan Education, Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire RG21 2XS, Great Britain
Author's Description Of Purpose(s):

*TELS Profile...Is designed both to develop and to measure pupils' competence in language using
a ‘total language’ approach which seeks to foster ir: children a broad range of language skills.”

(Manual, p. 8)

*TELS Profile is designed to be used in the classroom, by teachers and pupils...and, wherever
possible, it is suggested that pupils be involved in the assessment of the exercises in the TELS
Profile package.” (Manual, p. 10)

“...t will help both pupils and teachers to identify areas of weakness in pupil's performances, and to
plan for their remediation.” (Manual, p. 18).

Author's Description Of Subtests:

(The entire test covers study skills, reading, listening and oral communication. We will only discuss
the subtests on listening and oral communication.)

Productive Skills: The tests in this section are designed to measure how well pupils
construct and produce spoken text, taking account of the purpose and
audience for whom they are speaking. The group discussion "is designed
to streich the imaginative powers of the pupils by involving them in
devising a group strategy to cope with an unusual set of circumstances.”
The purpose of the exercise is to assess each pupil's contribution to the
group's discussion and the operatior: of the group as a whole. The
purpose of the paired interview is to assess the abillity of pupils to engage
in different types of talk ranging from describing, explaining and analyzing
to evaluating alternatives, seeking information and synthesizing in order to
reach a conclusion at the end of the interview.

Description:

The test was developed for secondary level students -- grades 7 and above. There are two levels
and two ferms. Selection of level is based on student abliity, not grade level. The two forms are
not strictly parallel -- one emphasizes a theme of relationships and the other emphasizes a theme
of community. However, the same subtests and general skills are covered by each.

The Listening test consists of listening to three passages originally broadcast over the radio -
narrative, personal experiences, and persuasive. Students are asked to answer questions
requiring recall of details, summaries, inferences and speaker's sti ie. All passages are on tape.
Good features are that students are told what to listen for before the tape is played and students
are encouraged to take noies while the passage is played. After the passage, students read and

44

45

=~ U




answer questions in their test booklet. These are cloze, multiple-choice and short answer. There
are around 40 questions and the test takes about 45 minutes to complete. A tape-recorder is
required. It is recommended that the test be given in groups no larger than 15.

The group discussion consists of having a group of 4-5 students devise a strategy for coping with a
presented emergency. Students read the instructions on Task Cards and have 15 minutes to
come to a decision. The discussion is taped. Students analyze the tape themselves. They rate
each contribution as to type (e.g., proposing, building, clarifying, reacting, and controlling) and
quality {e.g., incomplete, ineffective). A tape-recorder is required. Students must be able to read
and understnd the Task Cards.

In the paired interview, puplls are given written information about a proposed project, and are
asked to discuss in pairs various aspects of its implementation with a view to making decisions.
There is an adult “interlocutor” at the interview. The students can ask questions of the interlocutor
if they feel they need additional informaticn. Performance is rated by the teacher on a five by five
matrix (skills by discourse mode). Skills are: appropriateness (of register, accent, idiom and
behavior); coherent fluency (in organization and sequence of ideas); superficial fluency (of
speaking); interactive skills (when to take a turn, being able to sustain a point of view, ability to
cope with disagreement, atc.); and amount of support (how much help the student needs to
compiete the task). Discourse modes are: describing, explaining, analyzing, evaluating, and
seeking information. Thus, students can evidence each skill while engaging in the various
discourse modes required for the task. The discussion is taped. There is no estimate of the time
required for the interview or the scoring. Although the scoring rubrics are described in detail, there
are no sample student “anchor responses” provided. This procedure would require training.

According to ot descriptive framework, the instrument can be described as:

Puipgees: Transmitting information, analyzing and evaluating . wessages

Setiing, Small group, cne-to-one, formal and informal language, interactive
communication and one-way communication

Audience Teacher, peers, othar aduits

Responses: Muitiple-choice, shoit answer, performance; skills in concert

Level: Communication competence

We raie the manual as "good” in t2rms of the information provided tc assist with selection. The
instrument is clear on the theoretical basis of the tasks and their limitations.

Reliability:
Internal consistency reliabiiity for the listening subtest Is 83 ("good") and for the oral
communication subtests .94 ("excellent’). ‘The latter is based on only a small sample size. There
are no estimates of inter-rater reliability currently available for the pair-interview task.

Validity:
Validity considerations included:

1. There is strong theoretical background presented for the philosophy of the test as a whole
and for each individual subtest.

2. All subtests were extensively pilot-tested and revised as the result of the piloting. Scme

features of the final tests are the resuit of the piloting -- for example, seif-evaluation in the
group discussion (teachers could not identify speakers), and reading multiple-choice
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questions on the listening test rather than having them dictated (students were bored by

the taped presentation).

3. IRT procesjures were used to generate item statistics and to select items.

4. Ecological validity was addressed by seeing how well teachers and students could use
results.

No other validity studies are provided at this time. The rating is "fair."

Help With Interpretation:

There are no norms available. However, there is extensive help with interpretation and use of
results including profiling (using standard scores), discussions with students and planning
instruction. Moie help could be given on how to score the interview task. The rating is "good.”

Comments:

This instrument has very good face validity and attempts to directly address cemmunication
competence as defined in this Guide. However, there is still work to be done on validity, especially
how reading ability interferes with performance, hovw well performance relates to daily
commun..ation skill (because of the artificiality of some of the exercises), how general social skills
affect performance, and interrater reliabilities.

We found no reviews in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Conoley and Kramer, 1989;
Conoley, et al., 1988), Keyser and Sweetiand (1987) or Hammil, et al. {1989).




Title:
Profile Of Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS), 1979

Authors:

Robert Rosenthal, Judith A. Hall, M. Robin DiMatteo, Peter L. Rogers and Dane Archer
Source:
Irvington Publishers, §51 Fifth Ave., New York, New York 10017, (212) 777-4100.

(Note: The description of the instrument provided below is based on information in the book
Sensitivity to Nonverbal Communication -- The PONS Test, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1979, by the authors listed above. We were not aware of another source of this instrument
until just prior to publication, and were not able to obtain a copy of the published varsion in time for
this review. However, the information presented below has been reviewed by the au*nors for
accuracy.)

Author's Description Of Purpose:
The purpose of the PONS is to measure the nonverbal decoding abllities of individuals and groups.
Description:

This test was designed for use with adults, but has been used with students down to grade 3. The
test takes about 45 minutes and consists of 220 two-second segments of nonverbal behavior
presented on videotape. Twenty different inte-personal situations are presented, each appearing
11 times with different combinations of face, body and tonal cues. The examinee must choose the
situations being portrayed. All tems are in multiple-choice format. There is one form. The same
test Is used for all age groups; the only aifference being simplified answer choices for children.

Using our descriptive scheme, this instrument can be described as:

Purpose: Transmitting information

Setting: One-to-one, one-way communication
Content: Artificial

Audience: Assessor

Responses: Multiple-cholce, skills in isolation
Level: Communication competence

We were unable to rate the manual on how well it provides the information necessary for selecting
and using the instrument because we did not have the manual for review.

Reliability:

Internal consistency reliability of the total score is .86. This Is "good.” Reiizbiiities of channel
scores are lower than for the total test score and are "fair” to "exceilent” depending on the channe!.
Test-retest reiiability averages .69. This Is "poor.”
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Validity:

A great deal of information is available on the PONS. This includes factor analyses; effect of the
length of exposure of the stimuli; cultural variation; other cognitive, affective and performance
correlates; performance differences with age and gender; comparisons of impaired and normal
groups; comparisons of people in different occupations; comparison of scores with supervisor

ratings, etc. Overall, the ability of the PONS to measure nonverbal communication is rated as
“good" to “excellent.”

Help With interpretation And Use:

We were unable to rate this area because we do not have the actual manual that is provided with
the assessment materials.

Comments:

Rubin and Mead (1984) agree that the "test stimulus appears to have high ecologicai vaiidity for the

range of nonverbal sensttivity measured" (p. 90). There may be some confounding of nonverbai
skills by ability to read and knowledge of the behavioral terms used.
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Title:

Watson-Barker High Scheol Listening Test (HS-WBLT), 1989
Authors:

Kittie W. Watson, Larry L. Barker, and Charles V. Roberts
Source:

Spectra, Inc., P.O. Box 1708, Auburn, Alabama 36831-1708.
Authors' Description of Purposes:

“The high school version measures the listening abilitles of high school students -- grades 7
through 12" (Facilitator's Guide, p. 1). The authors’' recommended uses include student seif-
awareness of how their listening skills compare to those of other students, administration as an
instructional technique, pre- and post-testing to measure student growth, curricuium evaluation,
identifying skiils that need improvement and use in research.

Authors' Description of Subtests:

The test has five parts: interpreting message content/short term memory, understanding meaning
in conversation, remembering lecture information/long term memory, interpreting emotional
meaning and ability to foliow instructions/directions.

Description:

The High School Watson-Barker Is an adaptation of the aduit version of the Watson-Barker for use
in grades 7-12. There Is one level and two forms. Each form has five subtests containing a totai of
50 items. The test takes about 35 minutes to give and is administered using either a videotape or
an audiotape. Ali instructions, pacing, passages and questions are incorporated into the tapes.
Thus, the test Is very easy to administer. Answer sheets do not reproduce the questions asked. All
items are muitiple-choice.

(Nota: The content description below was derived from both the manual and examining the items.)

The five subtests consist of: (1) sentance comprehension (a sentence is read and students have to
identify another sentence closest in meaning or best supparted by the first sentence); (2)
understanding soclal conversations (students hear seven conversations and answer one to three
questions about cach; most questions require literal comprehension of what was said); (3)
understanding short expository and functional passages (five questions on each of two passages;
questions tnat mainly require recall of facts); (4) interpreting cther verbal and nonverbal cues
(students identify the meaning of a <-:ntence by how it is said); (5) understanding instructions
(three to four questions about each of three passages; most questions require factual recall). The
test requires a moderate memory ioad. Students are not allowed to take notes or ask questions.

The recorded listening ~*uations were designed to be representative of high school and home life
settings. They include a variety of contexts, accents, sound levels, speech rates ard video so.und
quality. A varist: of situations Is emphasized because different listening situations require different
listening strategies. The listening situations are not designed to be highly ‘nvolving and interesting
hecause they are designed to reflect real life. The authors attempted to res:rict the vocabulary
ievel to grade 9.
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Using our descriptive scheme, this instrument can be characterized as:

Purposes: Unclear. Form the student's perspective, the purpose is probably
exchange of information. From the test developer's perspective, the
purpose might be the implied purposes in the individual passages.

Setting: Unclear. From the students' perspective, the purpose might be one-to-
one, one-way communication, formal language. From the developers
perspective, the purpose might be that implied by the passage.

Audience: Unclear. From the students' perspective, it might be the teacher. From
the developer's perspective, it might be an audience implied by the
passage and question.

Content: Artificial; narrative, expository and functional passages; home and school
situations

Responses: Multiple-choice, impromptu, skiils in isolation

Level: Linguistic and communication competence

We rate the materials "fair* in terms of providing the information needed to select or use the
instrument. The manual includes some descriptions of centent and complete transcripts of the
passages and questions, but little information on the theoretical basis of the instrument, technical
information, cautions, or definitions of terms.

Reliability:

Only alternate form reliability Is provided. This Is based on about 400 students in grades 7-12. The
reliability for the total score Is .53; subtests range from .11-.38. This is "poor.” One reason might
be that many, unidentified, extraneous factors are affecting test scores. The two forms are of
unequat difficulties and have been equated only at the mean.

Validity:

Validity information includes:

1. The test was adapted from the adult version of the Watson-Barker.
2. Preliminary scripts were examined by high school teachers and students.
3. A statement in the manual says that "test scoras have been subjected to relational validity

tests, item analyses, reliability tests and descriptive analyses.” No actual data is provided.

4. An Independent sty (Karr and Vogelsang, 1988) revealed a factor structure that supports
the five dimensions of the test and shows that scores increase after instruction.

Evidence of validity is rated "poor” to *fair."
Help With Interpretation
Help with interpretation and use includes:
1. Average total and subtest scores for male and female junior and senior high school
students. This is based on a faily good sample size of 400 students. No indication of the

sample characteristics s given.

2. There is a scale for converting numerical scores to verbal ratings ranging from "very poor”
to "excellent.” No rationale is provided for how the co.version ranges were determined.
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5.

6.

Appropriate cautions about overinterpretation of scores are provided.
Information Is provided on how to respond to student concerns about the test. l
Instructional sources are provided, but these are not tied to test scores.

There Is a plan to provide yearly user norms.

We rate the instrument "fair” in this area.

Comments

This is an interesting instrument because of the targeted age range and because of the videotape
format. However, there Is a lack of technical information provided with the materials.

We found no reviews of this instrument in Keyser and Sweetland (1987) or Hammill, et al. (1989).
Two reviews in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Conoley and Kramer, 1389, 10:384) praised
the instrument for the quality of the tapes, but agree that evidence of validity and reliability is
lacking.
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SHORT REVIEWS --
RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS

This section <ontains reviews of instruments that were designed primarily for use In research rather than
use Inthe schools. They all have some technical information provided, but because they were designed for
research purposes they generaily do not provide enough information (in the source listed) for using the
instrument or interpreting results. For example, the source might only reproduce part of the insccument, or
there is not enough information about the scoring procedure. This information must be obtained from the
author. In addition, many of the instruments only report the performances for the students in the research
study, and there is rarely assistance with using results in the classroom. There are no revie' . of these
instruments in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Buros, 1978; Mitchell, 1985; Conoley and Kramer.
1989; Conoiey, et al., 1988), Hammll, et al. (1989) or Keyser and Sweetland (1987). Because of these
factors, the instruments in this esction should only be used by those knowledgeable in the area of
assessing speaking ard listening.

Class Appreheﬁ'&lon About Partic .ation Scale, 1987
M.R. Neer (1987), Commu.nication Education, 36, 154-166.

The r-nose of the Class Apprehension About Participation Scale s 1o identify the level of student
anxiety about participating in classroom discussions and asking/answering questions in class. It
was designed for coliege level students, but could be used at the high school level. Students
indicate the degree to which 20 statements apply to them. There is one form and one level. There
are no estimates of the time required to take the survey, but probsbly no longer than 10 minutes.

Interna! consistency reilabilities for the two sactions of the survey are .88 and .91. This s *good to
exceilent.” There was a factor analysis in which all the items were found to be reiated to a unitary
factor. Responses to the measure were related to cther classroom behaviors and instructional
preferences. Validity, as a measure of ciass apprehension, Is "good.” Summary statistics are
provided for the students in the study.

There is a second section that asks students to identify those aspects of teaching style and
classroom procedures that make them more and iess anxious.

Both sections of the survey instrument are reproduced in the source listed above.
Since this instrument looks at the affective component of communication, rather than at
communication competence, we will not categorize it as to purpose, task, etc.

interactional Competency Checklist, 1978
J. Black (1978). Research in the Teaching of En, ™ 13, 49-68.
This instrument was designed for use with students in grades K-3. There Is one form and one level
of a 16 item checklist to be used by teachers to assess the interactional competence of young
children. interactions are rated in the areas of abliity to adapt to changes In the setting,

appropriateness of nonverbal communication, and knowing how to carry on a conversation. This
checklist Is to be used to rate students as they participate in a sociodrama (a play session with a
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theme). No time estimates forlength of piay sesslon or rating requirements are given. Students
can s videotaped.

No reliability information is provided.

The instrument is based on the view that naturalistic assessment of young children’s language Is a
more valid procedure than published, standardized tests using artificlal tasks. Evidence for validity
include: (1) content based on a literature review of communication competence; (2) ratings based
on a modul of interactional competency; and (3) study resuits cited below. Validity is rated as
“fair.”

The instruinent was used in a study of whethar the evaluation of kindergarten children's oral
language in an informa! context of the natural classroom environment provides more
comprehensive information abour children's communicative competerice than the ITBS or the
CIRCUS. The resuits showed that the sociodrama was much better than the standardized tests for
assessing comm:unication competence, and equal or superior in terms of estimating linguistic
competence.

The source above does not include criteria for rating performances nor specifics about the nature
of the sociodrama. Additional information would need to be requested from the author.

Purposes: S. ~fal interaction

Setting: One-to-one, Informal, interactive communication, classroom
Audience: Peers

Content: Naturalistic

Responses: Performance, skills in concert, impromptu

Levet: Linguistic and communication competence

Language Communication Skills Task (LCST), 1972

M.C. Wang, S. Rose and .J. Maxwell, Learning Research and Development
Center, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 156213. Also in ETS
Tests ir. Microfiche, ETS, Princeton, New Jersey.

The LCST was designed for students in grades K-2. There are two “referential communication*
tasks in which two students sit across from sach other, and one tslls the other where in a picture to
place various objects. One picture is of a classroom; the other Is of a kitc :en. The students
alternate being the presenter and the receiver. Although the players are not permitted to look at
each other's plctures, they can interact verbally as much as they want.

There Is one form and one level. The tasks are untimed but take about 25 minutes for both. The
verbe! interaction is taped and scored in terms of both communication and linguistic competence.
In the area of communication competence, the presenter is scored on correct labeling/description
of objects and the correct description of placement of objects. The recelver is scored on the ability
to select the correct object, place the oblect where it belong. and ask necessary ¢.arifying
questions. Lingulstic competence is assessed by looking at the total number of words used, the
total number of different words used, the average length of words, the average length of utterances
and repetitiveness.

Internal consistency rellabiiities are reported as .72 and .76. This Is rated “fair.”
A number of other analyzes were also performed tc provide evidence on validity. This includes:

(1) a high relationship between the various ratings of communication competence (e.g., correct
labeling of objects) and successful placement of the objects; (2) significant performance
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differences among children of different ages; (3) moderate correlations with achievement test
sults (this would probably be «xpetted because the instrumants would tenc! to measure different
ngs); and (4) nonsignificant correlations with intelligence and gender. One interesting finding
; that certain measures of linguistic compatence were not related to the ability to successfully
accomplish the task. Validity of assessingt communication competence is "air." There needs to be
more study of how these tasks relate to everyday communication success.

Rubin and Mead (1964) conclude that “this test may provide useful data. However, more rigorous,
systematic evaluation is needed before test users can be assured of s ...quate validity and
reliability..." (p. 63).

The LCST Is included in the short raviews because the entire instrumant is not included in the
references given, and would have *9 be requested from the au.hor.

Purposes: Transmitting information

Setting: One-to-one, informal, interactk:s communication
Audience: Peers

Content: Artificial, descriptive

Responses: Performance, skiils in concert

Levei: Linguistic and communication competence

Notebook Communication Game, 1979.

W.P. Dickson, Center for Individualized Schooling, The University of Wisconsin,
Madison, Wisconsin.

The Notebook Communication Gama was dasigned to study referential communication
performance -- how weil one person can communicate a task to another person. The instrument
has been used with children age 4-8 and with adults. The task Is for one person to get another
person to choose one of four pictures through description alone. Usually, each person in the pair
has a chance to be both sender and receiver of information. The score is the number of errors
made before the target pictura is correctly identified. There is one form and one level. There are
12 items.

The instrument has been used in a number of studies, but the results are not reported in the source
cited above. Further information about administration and »:se wouid have to be requested from

the author.

Purposes: Transmitting Information

Setting: One-to-one, informal, interactive communication
Audience: Peer, parent, teacher

Content: Artificlal, description

Responses: Multiple-choice, perform~rr,_ skiils in concent
Level: Communication competence

Personal Report of Communication Apprehens:on (PRCA-24B), 1986.

J.C. McCroskey (1986). An Introduction to Rhetorical Communication,
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

This Is 2 short questionnaire designed to provide an indication nf how muc\ apprehension one
feels in a variety of communicatior contexts. It was designed for college ievel students, but could
be used at younger ages. There is one form and ons level. There are 24 questions covering
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anxiety about communication in four settings (talking at a meeting, interacting in a small group,
conversing with one other person and public speaking) with three types of audiences (strangers,
acqualntances and friends).

There Is no technical information provided in the source listed above, although this source ¢ ~2s
reference earlier articles in which such information is presented. We were not able to review this
additional information in time for publication.

One review (Leary, 1988) describes the internal consistency reliabilicy for the totai score to be
above .90; subscales are above .85. This is "good.” This same source describes a number of
studies bearii:g on validity. He reports *hat “criterion validity is excellent,” although construct
validity information Is still lacking. Because we were not able to review evidence ourselves, we will
not rate the instrument on validity.

The instrument is not described using our system of purposes, settings, audiences, etc., because it
is a measure in the affective domalin.

Two Referential Communication Tasks, 1979.

W.P. Dickson, N. Miyake and T. Muto, Center for Individualized Schooling, The
University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin.

This document presents two “referential communication” tasks designed for use in research at the
college level. The tasks could also be used at the high school level. In one task, one student has
three minutes to orally direct another on how to build a plock structure. Students can interact
verbally with each other. Students are scored on the number of blocks correctly placed. Since
performance depends on another person, it Is suggested that each person to be assessed be
paired with a number of others in both the receiver and sender roies. The score is the total number
of correctly placed blocks in all trials.

In the other task, the experimenter reads 64 di.fferent descriptions of i€ abstract pictures to the
group as a whole. Students match the descriptior:s with the picture.. Students may not ask
questions. Students are scored on how many they get right.

There is some technical Inforiaiion available, but it is restricted to overall performance and
relationships between performance on the two tasks. Reliability and validity are rated as unknown.

Purposes: Transfer of information

Setting: One-to-one, informal, interactive and one-way communication
Audience: Peers, teacher

Content: Artificial, descriptive

Responses: Performance, multiple-choice, skills in concent

Level: Communication competence

Willingness To Communicate Scale (WTC), 1987.

J. C. McCroskey and V.P. Richmon’ ! (1987). Willingness to Communic: . In
J.C. McCroskey and J.A. Daly (Eds.) Personaiity and Interpersonal
Communication, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

The WPC was developed to measure the willingness of persons to communicate in varicus
contexts (public speaking, talking in meetings, talking in small groups and talking in dyads) to
various types of receivers (strangers, acquaintances and friends). There are 12 scored items and 8
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filler tems. Respondents indicate the length of time they would be willing to communicate to
various receivers in various contexts. Subscores can be calculated for each context and receiver.
The Instrument appears to be deveioped for adults, but could probably be used in high school.
There is one form and one level.

Intemal consistency reliability is .92 for the total score and range from .65 to .82 for the subscores.
These are “fair* to "good.”

Validity information includes: (1) content based on previous research; (2) a factor analysis that
shows that all tems seem to measure a single factor; (3) moderate intercorrelations between the
subscales; and (4) willingness to communicate decreases with the number of receivers and the
distance of the relationship of the individual with the receiver. This evidence is rated “fair."

This instrument is not described on our general categories of task, purposes, etc. because it
measures an affective area.
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SHORT REVIEWS --
ACHIEVEMENT TEST SERIES

(Note: Only the listening and speaking portions of achievement tests are reviewed.)

Most of the achievemnent test batteries we reviewed are included here as short reviews. Although they are
read.y accessible and have a listening subtest, they generally are not explicit in terms of the theoretical
perspective of the listening test, and generally do not provide validity information explicitly for the listening
subtest except general item statistics and content review.

The listening subtests in the achievement test batteries described below entail the teacher reading
sentences/passages and multiple-choice questions to students. The tests usually cover some
combination of linguistic and communication competence including receptive vocabuiary, understanding
sentences of various levels of syntactic and grammatical complexity, auditory memory, and answering
recall and inference questions about passages. None of the achlevement test batteries described here
have speaking subtests. These tests can generally be characterized by:

Purpose: Unclear. From the stude.its’ perspective, the purpose is probably
exchange of information. From the test developer's perspective, the
purpose might be the implied purposes in the individual passages.

Setting: Unclear. From the students’ perspective, the purpose might be one-to-
one, formel language, one-way communication. From the developer's
perspective, the purpose might be that implied by the passage.

Audience: Unclear. From the students’ perspective, it might be the teacher. From
the developer’s perspective, it might be an audience implied by the
passage and question.

Content: Narrative passages at the iower levels. Persuasive and expository

passages are sometimes added at the higher levels. All tasks are artificial
as opposed to naturalistic.

Responses: Multiple-cholce, skills in isolation, impromptu

Level: Linguistic and communication competence

Thus, achievemnent test series are somewhat limited in terms of the purposes, contexts, skills, content and
responses that would sample fror the entire domain of communication competence or e~en "oral
language skill." Even though many of the instruments have good face validity for listening somprehension,
rigorous general review and standard item statistics, their use and interpretation is somewhat limited
because of their lack of specialized validity studies and iack of explicitness in terms of the theoretical
underpinnings for the content.

The instruments differ in terms of:

1. Their relative emphasis on linguistic or communication competence. For listening
comprehension tests it is cften hard to distinguish these. We use the term linguistic
competence when the major tasks are vocabulary, literal understanding of phrases and
sentences of various levels of complexity, grammar, ability to use different descriptive
categories, etc. We use the term communication competen.e when the test requires
listening to passages and answering questions requiring factual recall and inferences.

2, The specitfic skills covered. Some emphasize more recall of facts and some empha<e
more inference.
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3. The types of listening passages -- narrative, expository, persuasive, and/or functional; also
the attempt to supply “real-life* material.

4. Whether t~ -chers read the question to be answerad before or after the passage itself.
5. The gr=de levels covered by the listening subtest.

Ir. general, with respe~ o the listening components of the tests, the instruments can be rated as “fair” -
"goad” in terms of the information presented to the user to enable them to select an instrument, and “fair” -
"good” on assistance with interpretation and use. Ratings would be higher if the tests were more explicit
about the th.2oretical underpinnings of the items, and provided mwre vaiidity information. Al of the tests
have good norms. Individual ratings on reliabiiity ar..  alidity will be given as part of the reviews below. No
reviews from other sources will be included unless they deal specifically with the listening portions of the
tests.

California Achievement Test (CAT), 1985

gTB/McGraw-HiII, 2500 Garden Road, Monterey, California 93940, (800) 538-
547.

The CAT is an 11-Jevel achievement test battery covering grades K-12. There are two forms for
each level. At Leve! 10 (Grade K) the reading subtests resemble the listening vocabulary and
comprehension subtests of other test batteriec. The vocabulary subtest (30 questions) requires
students to pick ihe picture of a word that Is read, or to find the picture of a word that has been left
out of a sentence (cloze format).

The comprehension subtest (22 questions) requires students to match a picture with a sentance
and to pick a picture that answers a recall, inference or main idea question about a short, narrative
passage. Students are told to listen carefully as the story is read aloud to them and then ar: asked
questions about the story. For the items based on single sentences, the emphasis is on ling sistic
competence. For the items based on a passage, communication competence is emphasizec!
Working time appears to be 90 minutes.

Information on reliability was not included with the sairiple materials.

No rating on validity is given because the test was intended to measure a prereading skill and not
listening.

There Is a supplemental listening test (see Listening Test below).
Comprehensive Tests Of Basic Skilis (CTBS), 1989

gTB/McGraw-HiII, 2500 Garden Road, Monterey, California, 93940, (800) 538-
547.

The CTBS is an 11-level achievement test battery covering grades K-12. There are two forms for
each level. The reading subtests at grades K-2.2 (Levels K, 10 and 1) have some portions that
correspond to those called listening vocabulary and listening comprehension in other achievement
test series. The intermediate level (Level 10) was specifically designed to serve as a transitional
link between oral and written communication.

The vocabulary subtest has two parts -- cloze, in which students choose the picture of the word
that is missing; and direct, ir which students identify the picture of a word that is read. At Levels 10
and 11 the subtest also entails finding the written word of 2 word that Is orally defined. One cloze
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itemn type specific to Level 10 combines oral and reading comprehension by asking students to
read a "short story” (one or two sentences) while the teacher reads the story aloud. Then the
students choose the written word that best fits in the missir:~ nart of the story.

The comprehension subtests involve picking & picture that lilustrates a sentence; or picking the
picture that answers a recall, inference or mai.. idea question about a short narrative passage.
Some of these questions require students to make predictions and to differentiate between rea'ty
and fantasy. The authors feel that “these and other inference questions demonstrate a greater
communication emphasis than is usually found in listening tests, requiring the application of higher
level thinking skills to the comprehension of orally communicated information This represents a
planned approach to the listening component based on an integrated view of language arts.”

One to three questions are asked about each passage. There is thus some memory lcad. At
Levels 10 and 11, students are also required to read and understand sentences as part of the
comprehension subtest. At Level 10 the passages are read in short parts with questions on that
part immediately following, except for a few general questions at the end of the passage. The
emphasis Is on both linguistic and communication competence.

For the vocabulary and comprehension subtests, there are 48, 60 and 66 items (for levels K, 10
and 11, respectively) taking ahout 38, 48 and 55 minutes to give. internal consistency reliabilities
range from .72 to .89. Thus reliability is *fair” to "good" depending on level and subtest.

The test is not rated on validity because the original intent was to measure prereading skills, not
listening comprehension.

There Is a supplemental listening test that ties in with the achievement battery (see Listening Test).
Comprehensive Testing Program (CPT Il), 1982

Educational Records Bureau, Bardwell Hall, 37 Cameron Street, Wellesley,
Massachusetts 02181, (617) 235-8920.

The CTP-Il is a five-level achievement test battery covering grades 1-9. It is published by the
Educational Records Bureau which requires membership in order to purchase its materials. Their
tests are designed to measure the best kids; ERS says that the CPT-II has a higher ceiling than
other test series. A listening subtest is included at Levels 1 and 2 (Grades 1-3). There is only one
form of this subtest, although other subtests in the battery have two forms.

The listening subtest assesses children’s ability to comprehend words, sentences or paragraphs,
and recall, interpret, evaluate and draw inferences about sentances and paragraphs. One to three
questions are read after each selection. The test covers both linguistic and communication
competence. The listening subtest has 40 items and takes about 40 to 60 minutes to give.

Internal consistency refiabilities of the listening sub’<st range from .66 to .78 depending on level.
This is “fair.”

Validity considerations include: (1) the tests ‘ware developed to match the curricula of member
schools, including review of content by teachers, and (2) correlations between the listening subtest
and other subtests are moderate (this would e expected). This is rated as "poor” - “fair.”

Norms are based on equating the tests to the CIRCUS/STEP. Thus, no empirically derived nurms
are available for the CTP-Ii. In addition, the CIRCUS/STEP norm:s are very old (1976-77).
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lowa Test Of Basic Skills (ITBS), 1990

Riverside Publishing Company, 8420 Bryn Mawr Ave., Chicago, lllinois 60631,
(800)323-9540.

The ITBS Is a 10-evel achievement test battery covering grades K-9. The upward extension is the
Tests of Achievement and Proficiency. Listening subtests (two forms) are included as par: of the
battery at grades K-3.5 (Levels §-8). Listening tests (one form) can be obtained as a supplement to
the battery at grades 3-8 (Levels 9-14).

The listening subtest in grades K-7 S requires picking a picture that filustrates a sentence or
answers a question about a short narrative passage. Atlevels 5 and 6 specific skills covered by
the test are literal meaning, inferential meaning, concept development, following directions,
understanding sequence, predicting outcomes and attention span. Additional skiils at levels 7 and
8 are linguistic relationships and numerical and spatial refationships. Questians are read after the
passages. Both linguistic and communication competence are addressed. The tests are teacher-
paced, but take about 25 (Levels 5 and 6) or 16 minutes (Leve!s 7 and 8) to give. There are 31
items on Levels 5 and 6, and 32 items ¢n Levels 7 and 8.

Internal consistency rellabilities for the listening subtests range from .64 to .78 (median .72)
depending on level and time of year. These are “fair.”

information on validity includes: (1) content validity based on curriculum review, expert opinion
and interaction with users; (2) moderate predictions of later tea~her ratings of reading and reading
readiness, (3) high correlations between listening and the other subtests on the ITBS, indicating
that they all measure common aspects of achievement (as expacted); (4) a factor analysis
(determining the underlying structure of the test) in which listening skills did nc: load with any other
skills, indicating that some aspects of tiiis subtest are :nique (a desirable state of affairs). Validity
is rated as "fair.”. There could be more information on how perfermance on the test relates to
actual success in the classroom in terms of communicating for various purposes.

The listening supplement for grades 3-8 has 95 items in a multidevel booklet (6 levels) -- students at
different grade levels begin at different tem numbers. Teachers read short narrative, expository,
persuasive or functional (e.g., report of a crime) passages, followed by three to ten questions
requiring the student to recall details, make inferences, follow directions, identify the speaker's
purpose, point of view or style, and define words. Thare is a heavy memory load on this portion of
the test. There are also a few short questions not relating to any passage that require n:ental
arithmetic, number sequences, etc. These questions ccver both linguistic and communication
competence. The. .sone form per level.

Reliabilities range from .70 {G .81 depending on grade. These are "fair* to "good." Validity
information comes from the same source as that reported for the ITBS general battery. Validity is
again rated as "fair" for the same reason as above.

Language Diagnostics Test, 1988

g%cgoéggical Corporation, 555 Academic Cou  ~~n Antonio, Texas 78204, (800)
-0752.

The Language Diagnostics Test is a 9-level achievement test battery designed to complement the
MAT-6 survey tests (see below). It covers grades 1-9. There Is one form for each level. Listening
comprehension is included as a subtest for Levels P1-E (Gredes 1.0-4.9). {The publisher states
that it is not included for highe: grade levels because they found that most students in higher
grades alrrady possessed the skills covered.)
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In the listening test the teacher reads the stimulus materials (one to several sentences) and the
student chooses a picture that answers a question. Questions mainly cover linguistic competence
- matching a picture to a description, thyming words, syntax, pronouns/referents, and negatives.
Some questions require the students to listen to a short narrative passage and answ .r a question
which requires recall of facis, main idea and sequence of events. All questions are read to the
students before the sentence or passage. There are 192 qucstions.

Reliabilities range from .G:3-.68. These are "poor” to *fair.” Validity information includes: (1) content
chosen to be refiective of current curriculum, (2) content review by experts, (3) moderate to high
correlations with the MAT-, (4) increased petformance with grade level, and (5) measures of
independence of the subtests. Validity is rated as *fair" as a measure of communication
competence.

Listening Test, 1985

CTB/McGraw-Hill, 2500 C.arden Road, Monterey, California, 93940, (800) 538-
9547.

The Listening Test is a six-levei battery covering grades 3-12. It may be used &s an optional
listening supplement to th~ CAT and the CTBS. There is one furm tor each level. The purpose is to
"measure the ability to follow directions and interpret connected discourse.™

Stimuli for the items are contained on a worksheet. For the *following directions” items, the
examiner reads directions for a task and :he students follow the d'rections i a work area to arrive
attheir answer. For exar-ple, "Start at the letter B. Go to the X and then to the A. Follow a straight
line from A past X. At which letter do you end?"

The lic .ening comprahension portion of the test entalils listening to narrative and exvository
selections read by the teacher and answering one to five questions read aloud. Oniy answer
choices are printed in the test booklet. There Is, thus, somewhat of a memory Icad on the test.
Skills include recall of information, sequence, main idea, knowledge of vocabulary and inferences.
Communication competence Is emphasized more than linguistic competence.

The test is not timed, but ustally takes 30-40. There are 18 to 20 questions Jepending on level.
The content was brought up to date in 1985 but the norms are based on those originally developed
in1879. No reliabilities or other technical information were provided with the samples we received.

Metropolitan Achievement Test, (MAT-6), 1987

Psychological Corporaticn, 555 Academic Court, San Antonio, Texas 78204,
(800)228-0752.

each level. Level PP (Grade K) has a language subtest of 24 questions in which students match a
picture with a dictated sentence (linguistic competence only). There are some (fewer than 10)
listening comprehension items included in the language subtests for Levels P-P2 (Grades K.5-3.9).
These again involve matching a picture to a sentence that is read and thus emphasize linguistic
competence. Testing time for the language subtest at Levels PP through P2 Is 18 to 25 minutes.

No technical inforr  >n was inciuded in the samples we obtained.
There Is an assoclated Language Diagnostics Test (see above) that covers listening

comprehension more fully.
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Metropolitan Readiness Tests, (MRT), 19&¢

Psychological Corporation, 555 Academic Court, San Antonio, Texas 78204, (800)
228-0752.

The MRT is the lower extension of the MAT-6. It was designed to predict later achievement in
reading and math. It has iwo levels covering grades K-1. There is one form for each level. Level 1
has subtests for auditory memory (picking out the picture that shows three or four items in the
order mentioned by the teacher), and school language/listening (matching a picture to a sentence,
and recalling facts or making inferences based on a short passage). Level 2 has separate subtests
for scihool language (matching a picture to a sentence) and listening (recall of facts and making
rferences based on a short narrative passage). Questions are presented to students after the
passage Is read. The iinstrument appears to assess linguistic competence more than
communicatior competence.

There are 27 items in these areas at Leve! 1 and 18 items at Level 2. These tests take about 30
minutes to give at Level 1 and 15 minutes at Level 2.

For these subtests inteinal consistency reliabilities ranged from .56 to .80. Test-retest reliabiiities
range fron 68 to .82. This Is *fair” to "good.” The reliabllities for Level 1 are better than for Level ~.

Information or validity includes: (1) content based on a review of the literature related to early
school leaming (but, this is not described in detall); (2) a low-moderate correlation bexween the
language scores and fater performance on the MAT-6 and SAT; and (3) moderate correlations
between subtests (the manual does not explain whether this is good or bad). The validity rating is
“fair." There needs to be further work on how language performance relates to actual classroom
performance.

There is an associated “Early School Inventory -- Developmental” checklist that teachers can use in
the classroom. There are 14 ratings in the areas of speaking and listening. These cover both
linguistic and communication competence. There is no technical information.

National Achievement Test (NAT), 1989
American Testronics, P.O. Box 2270, lowa City, lowa 52244, (800) 553-0030.

The NAT Is a 12-level achievement test battery covering grades K-12. There are two forms for each
level. Itis tied in with the company’s other products (Assessment of Writing, School Attitude
Measure and Developing Cognitive Abilities Test) to form the Comprehensive Assessment
Program. There are iistening tests tor the first three levels (Grades K-1). The listening vocabulary
portion require:s students to categorize words or o identify the picture or written form of a
definition presented orally. Level C also requires analogies. The listening comprehensicr portion
requires students to listen to a short narrative selection and answer questions involving literal recall
and inferences (predictions, figurative language and drawing counclusions). Students respond by
indicating a picture or a written phrase. We do not have comglete test bonklet - so it was

impossible to tell how many questions are associatec. with each passage. Both linguistic and
communication competence are covered.

Depending on level, there are 55-71 items requiring about 40-50 minutes to give. Technical
information was not provided along with the samples we received.
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National Test Of Basic Skills (NTBE), 1985
American Testronics, P.C. Box 2270, lowa City, lowa 52244, (800) 553-0030.

The NTBS is a 12-level achievement test battery covering grades K-12. There are two forms of
each levei. The purpose of the test is "the measurement of student learning in the basic skills and
subject areas taught in our nation’s schools.”

Levels P, A and B (Grades PreK-1.5) have a liste.aing comprehension subtest. Atlevel P, the 9
items covering auditory comprehenslon appear to emphasize general knowledge rather than
listening comprehension (e.g., “If you had a broken leg, what would you use to help you walk?")

Atlevel A, the listening comprehension subtest (30 items) requires the student to match a sentence
toa picture. At Level B (2C guestiuns) students are read short narrative passages and are asked
cne factual recall question about each. Level B also has a receptive vocabulary section (20 items)
that requires students to smat~+ pictures to words or select a word that matches a definition
presented orally. Both levels A and B emphasize linguistic competence.

The subtests described above take 30 minutes to give &t Level A and 35 minutes to give at Level B.
There is no estimate of administration time at level P.

The internal consistency reliabllities for listening comprehension at Level B are .75 (fall) and .78
(spring); for vocabulary these are .85 {fali) and .87 (spring). These are "fair" to "good.” No
separate reiiabilities are provided for subtests at Levels P and A.

Veiidity information inc'udes: (1) content based on a review of the curriculum materlals in use in
the schools and on expert opinion; (2) high correlations with ancther achievement test battery; (3)
moderate correlations of listening scores with the other subtests (indicating that they all measure
some common aspect of achievement); (4) a factor-analysis (to determine the structure of the test)
which confirmed that there is a large common aspect measured by the subtests, proposed as
being "language" (thus, the question arises as to whether the listening subtests measure an**hing
different); and (5) moderate correlations with t2acher ratings of achievement in language. This
evide e Is rated as “fair* because there was no specific examination of how the listening scores
relate to daily performance using a broader definition of listening comprehension.

Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), 1989

Psychological Corporation, 555 Academic Court, San Antonio, Texas 78204-2498,
(800) 228-0752.

The SAT is an 8-level achievement test battery covering grades 1-9. The SESAT is the lower
extension and the TASK Is the high school extension. There are two forms for each grade.

There s a listening subtest for all eight levels which involves both listening vocabulary and listening
comprehension. The listening vocabulary subtest requires students to respond to a stirulus word
by choosing the appropriate printed response. The listening comprehension subtest requires
listening to a variety of shoit passages (expository, functianal, narrative, persuasive and
descriptive) and answering from one to four questions about each. (Thus, there is a moderate
memory load associated with the test.) Both passages and questions rire read tc the student.
Answer choices, but not questions, are also provided in the student test booklets. Questions
require recail of information, sequence of events, identifying the setting, plot or theme, and
inferences. The vocabulary subtest @mpt :sizes linguistic competence; the comprehension
subtest emphasizes communication competence.
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There are 45 items at each level requiring 30 minutes of testing time. No technical information was
provided with the specimen set.

Stanford Early School Achievement Test (SESAT), 1988

Psychological Corporation, 555 Academic Court, San Antonio, Texas 78204-2498,
(800) 228-0752.

The SESAT Is the lower extension of the Stanford Achlevement Test Series. !t has two levels
covering grades Kand 1. There Is one form for each level. The listening subtests consist of
listening vocabulary and listening comprehension. In the listening vocabulary subtest, students
mark the picture of the word that Is read. Listening comprehension consists of recalling
information from or making inferences atout a narrative passage read by the teacher. A good
feature Is that students are told what information to listen for before the passage Is read.

The test covers both linguistic and communication competence.

The test is teacher-paced, there are 45 items and the listening subtests take about 30 minutes to
give. Technical information was not suppliad with the specimen set.

Survey Of Basic Skills (SBS), 1985

Scienace Research Assaciates, Inc., 155 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Illinois
60606.

The SBS Is an 8-level achievement test battery covering grades K-12. There are two forms for each
level. 1ne purpose of the SBS Is to “survey students’ general academic achievement.”

There is a listening comprehension subtest for grades K-1 (Levels 20-21). This involves listening to
narrative passages of increasing levels of difficuity and answering ore question about each. The
Guestions require recall of Information, sequence ot activities, following directions, identifving
cause and effect, pradicting what will happen next, inferring information about a character. and
main idea. The students are told what type of question they will be asked before the passage Is
read. Communication competence is emphasized more than linguistic competence.

The test Is teacher-paced, has 22 (Level 20) or 23 items (Level 21), and takes about 20 minutes to
give. Internal coneistency reliabllities for these subtests range from .67 10 .73. This Is "fair." The
SBS Is somewhat different froni the other achievement test serles in that specific instructional
activities in the area of listening are suggested.

Information on validity includes: (1) content based on a review of textbooks, curriculum guides,
and professional journals, and advice from curriculum experts; (2) moderate to high correlations
between the listening subtest and the other subtests, suggesting that a common set of skils Is
being assessed; and (2) a moderate relationship between scores on level 20 and level 21,
indicating prediction over time. This is rated as “poor” - “fair” evidence of validity. More information
about the relationship of periormance on the test to performance In real Iife situations Is needed.

Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) -- iistening Suppiement, 1987

Riverside Publishing Company, 8420 Bryn Mawr Avenue, Chicago, lllinois 60631
The "TAP--Listening" Is a supplement to the TAP, a four-level achievement test series covering
grades 9-12. (The TAP, in tum, is the upward extension of the ITBS). There is one form for each
level. Students answer in a multi-level test booklet - students start and end at different placns
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depending cn grade ievel and/or functional abiiity. Ali passages, questions and answer choices
are read by the teacher. There are six sections. Two require listening to expository passages tnat
require recalil of facts, making inferences, and identifying main .deas and detalis. One of theseisa
lengthy simulated lecture with 10 questions and the other is a shorter passage with 10 questions.
Therefore, there is large memory load on these sections.

The other sections of the test do not require responses to passages, but require remerabering
sequences of letters and numbers, knowledge of vocabulary, identifying fact and opinion, and
identifying language that indicates bias and prajudice. Thus, the test covers both linguistic and
communication competence.

Around 50 items are given at each grade level, with a working time of 40 minutes. Internai
consistency coefficients range from .82 to .85 depending on the grade levei and time of year.
These are "good." There are spectfic suggestions for improving instruction based on the resuits.
No other technical information Is provided, but we assume that it is similar to that provided for the
ITBS Listening Supplement.

67

s




SHORT REVIEWS --
OTHER COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE RELATED INSTRUMENTS

This section provides short reviews of instruments measuring some aspect of communication competence
that are easlly accessible but do not come with any technical information. Manv of these instruments were
designed for informal use in the classroom.

Assessing Chiidren's Speaking, Listening and Writing Skills. The Talking and
Writing Series, K-12, 1983.

L. Reed, Dingle Associates, Washington, D.C. Also CRIC ED 233 380.

This article describes some considerations Involved in doing classroom assessments and provides
some sample assessment ideas. There is one instrument in the area of speaking and listening.
The Group Self-Rating Scale Is used by students to rate their own group presentations. Ten
yes/no questions are grouped under planning the presentation and doing the presentation. There
is no grade designation, but appears to be useful in grade five and above. There Is no technical
information. No sample student discussions are provided to lllustrate rating, and the document
does not include sample discussion topics.

Purposes: Transmitting information, social interaction

Setting: Small group, classroom, one-way and interactive communication
Audience: Peers, teacher

Content: Naturalistic

Responses: Self-rate, self-rate

Level: Communication competence

Diagnogcis Of Group Membership, 1953
L. Crowell, Speech Teacher, 2, 26-32.

This Is old but has been cited recently as a scale for rating group discusslons. Development was
bzsed on a survey of criteria by which instructors in coliege courses on discussion rate
participants. The scale could, however, be usec at lower grade levels. There are five analytic
ratings (sensitivity to other members, objectivity of contributions, worth of information presented,
worth of thinking done, acceptance of full share of group responsibllity) followed by a holistic
rating of the group as a whole. Each area Is rated on a score of one to five. The rating form can
be used during any classrcom discussion. No *echnical information is avallable. No sampic
student responses are provided to illustrate ratings and the document does not include sample
discussion topics.

Purpose: Transmitting information, analyzing messages
Setting: Small group, informal language, interactive communication
Audience: Peers, teacher
Content: Naturalistic
Responses: Performance, skills In concert
Level: Communication competence
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Evaluating Classroom Speak...g, 1981

D.G. Bock and E.H. Bock, Evaluating Classroom SpeakmEg, Speech
Communication Association, Annandale, VA. Also ERIC ED 214 213.

This monograph discusses in detail how to do a classroom speaking assessment. Severai sample
informal rating forms and checklists are included. These include rating an introduction to a
speech; informative and persuasive speeches (organization, language, material delivery, analysis
and voice); technical and business speaking (audi :nce analysis, organization, credibiiity, research,
delivery, and overall presentation); an oral interpretation (introduction, material, eye contact,
articulation, facial exptussion, polise, bodily action, vocal quailty, rate, content); and rating a group
project (organization, participation, quality and creativity).

These various rating forms are ungraded but look appropriate for grades 5 through adult. There
are 10 different rating forms provided, none of which is aceompanied by technical information. No
student responses are provided to lllustrate the scoring and the document does not include

sample topics for speuches.

Purposes: Transmitting information, self-expression

Setting: Small and large ¢. oups, formal and informal language, one-way
communication, classroom

Audience: Peers, teacher, others

Content: Naturalistic, narrative, expressive, persuasive, expository

Responses: Performance, skilis in concert, preparad

Level: Communication and linguistic competence

Hunter-Grundin Literacy Profiles, 1980

E. Hunter-Grundin and H. Grundin, The Test Agency, Cournswood House, North
Dean, High Wycombe, Bucks, HP14 4NW, Great Britain.

The Hunter-Grundin was designed to monitor individual student progress and promote diagnostic
teaching for students in grades 1-6. There are five levelc and one form for each level. (We only
have the Information for Level 3.)

Subtests include reading, attitucie toward reading, speliing, free writing and speaking. We only
review the speaking subtest here.

The speaking subtest requires students to describe what is happening in a picture. Although the
18st Is untimed, 1t usually takes about five minutes to complete. The teacher rates the performance
in terms of confidence, enunciation, vocabuiary (number of diffarent words), accuracy of
describing the p'cture, and imagination (going beyond what is given in the plcture).

The speaking subtest has only one speaking sample in one discourse mode; there are no norms,
technical information or sample, scored student responses. (vhe nther subtests contain technical
informaticn and standards of comparisons such as norms.) There is some help with interpretation
and use in the forin of references to assistance in instruction. Howevar, these references are not
tied directly to parformance on the speaking subtest.
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Jones-Mohr Listening Test, 1976

Languagce Proficiency Test, 1981

Two reviews in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Mitchell, 1985, 9:491) a' 5 find the
instrument lacking in terms of technical information.

Purposes: Transmitting information, narrative speaking

Setting: One-to-one, formal language, one-way communication, classroom
Audience: Teacher

Content: Artificlal, descriptive

Response: Performance, skills in concert, impromptu

Level: Linguistic and communication competence

J.E. Jones and L. Mohr, University Associates, 8517 “roduction Ave., San Diego,
California 92121.

The Johns-Mohr Listening Test assesses how well people can underster.4 spoken statements, not
only by what is sald, but also by how It is said. Students lisien to short sictements and then
choose which of four meanings Is implied. The test was designed for informal use by aduits
participating in human relations training. It could also be used with younger persons. There s one
level end! two forms. There are 30 items. The test takes about 25 minutes to give.

It .ms were pllot-tested but there is no other technical information. There are no norms, although
there is some assistance with developing local norms and with assisting test takers in seif-
diagnosis based on results. There is a table for converting numerical scores to short cescriptions
(poor to excellent), but ther2 is no rationale for these assignments. The m.nual provides some
references to training materials, but these are not tied directly to test results

Purposes: Social interaction, transmitting information
Setting: One-to-one, irformal, one-way communication
Audience: Teacher

Content: Artificial

Response: Multiple-choice, skills in Isolatic., impromptu
Level: Communication competenc .

J. Gerard and G. Weinstock, Academic Therapy Publications, 20 Commercial
Blva., Novato. California 94947,

This instrument Is designed for older students and adults (grades seven through adult) whose
language skills may be low (especially persons fur whom English s a second language). The
purpcse Is to measure aural comprehension skills as well as recall of facts. The instrument s
designed to deterrsine the leve: of language proficiency of an ESL student and may be helpful in
placement decisions. (We only review the oral/aural subtests here.)

There is one form. It includes three subtests - oral/aural skills -- commands (Individually
administered, requiring & physical response to one step directiors); shrt answers (individually
administered, requiring a short oral response to varicus questions sucn as "What's your favorite
subject?” and “What time did you get up this moming?*); and comprenension (individually
administered, raquiring students to listen to a short expository passage and arswer five questions
requiring recall of information and aural comprehension of ths ques‘ion).

The emphas:s Is on linguistic competence because the questions were designed to ‘ect
increasing difficulty in grammar and vocabulary. Most responses require some coordination of
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skills (listening, understanding and speaking) in order to respond correctly. However, the
instrument is scored only on whether the response was correct or not.

These subtests contain 25 questions and are teacher-paced. There ts no information about
reliability and validity, and no norms. There is a procedure for converting scores to need for
placement, but there is no rationale provided for these conversions. Case studies are provided in
order to assist interpretation and use. Teaching aids are referenced, but these are not tied to
resuits.

One review in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Mitchell, 1985, 9:588) states “The use of this
instrument to make decisions about students In any form cannot be recommended until adequate
validity and reliability evidence Is prc ided. At that point, because of the small behavior sample for
most of the subtests, only very general screening functions can be recommended.”

Purposes: Transmitting information

Setting: Ors-to-one, one-way communication, formal
Audience: Test administrator

Content: Functional, expository, artificial

Response: Oral, short answer; i«ills in concert

Level: Linguistic competence

Listening Comprehension, Grades 1-3, 1976

S. Hohla~d and B. Cheney-Edwards, Educator's Publishing Service, inc., 75
Mouiton St., Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138.

This package includes severai informul inventories for classroom teachers to use to assess
listening in grades 1-3. The seven inventories include teacher checklists, multiple-choice tests, and
a free response measure of following directions (simple performance tasks), sequencing (marking
an answer sheet on the order of things in the story), using context in listening (cloze format),
finding main ideas (best title for a story), tormiing sensory images from oral descriptions (listening
to a poem and painting a picture), kdentifying mood and emotions, and . aking inferences. The
inventories were designed to minimize the need for responses that do not require other than
listening skills. There Is an accompanying bookiet of games and activities that can be used to
trengthen skills In the areas assessed.

The seven skills sheets have about 75 items. There are no estimates of ithe amount of time needed
for each activity. No technical information is provided.

Purposes: Transmitting information, appreciation/entertainment
Setting: One-to-one, formal language, one-way cecmmunication, classroom
Audience: Teather
Content: Artificial
Responses: Multiple-choice, diawing, physical response; mostly skills in isolation,
impromptu
Level: Linguistic and communication competence
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Listening: It's Impact At All Levels on Reading and the Other Language Arts, 1979.

S.W. Lundsteen, National Council of Teachers of English, 1111 Kenyon Road,
Urbana, lllinois 61801. Also ERIC ED 169 537.

This document includes several informal checklists and rating forms for classroom use. These
include the Checkist of Listening Roadblocks (a self-analysis of listening problms), Coding Sheet
for Teacher Behavior and Coding Sheet for Student Behavior (to be used together to anaiyze tapes
of classroom discussions). No grade levels are indicated, but they appear to be zdaptable to any
grade level No technical information is provided. No sample classroom dis.ussions are provided
to - sstrate scoring.

Purposes: Transmitting information

Seting: Small group, classroom, informal and formal, interactive communication
Audience: Peers, teacher

Content: Naturalistic

Responses: Performance, self-rate, skills in concert and isolated

Level: Communication competence

Listening Skills Schoolwide, 1982.

T.G. Devine, National Council of Teachers of English, 1111 Kenyon Road, Urbana,
Hllinois 61801. /Jso ERIC ED 219 789.

This document provides lots of instructional and some assessment ideas for classroom teachers in
the area of listening. Listening Behaviors and Habits is a teacher checlist that can be used over
time to see how student behavior is changing in ten key areas (e.g. *Is le~s attention paid to fellow
students than teacher?" "Does he/she take notes?") There are two checkiists for appraising other
specific iistening skills and behaviors ovar time. There is a final checkiist for appraising critical
listeningj growth of students. The checklists are ungraded, but appear to be useful in grades 5 and
above. N technical information is provided.

Purposes: Transmitting information, analyzing messages, social interactions
Setting: Small group, classroom, one-way and interactive communication
Audience: Peers, teacher

Content: Naturaiistic

Responses: Performancs, skills in concert

Level: Communication competence

Repairs Of Misunderstandings During Communication, 1979

L.C. Lee and S. Speiker, ETS Tests In Microfiche #009902, ETS Test collection,
Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jarsey 08540.

This instruinent was designec to describe certain kinc. »f communication problems that can occur
betwee. children in free play interactions and the ways  which the chiidren try to resolve these
communication problems. There is one level and one furm. The instrument was designea for
PreK. Play sessions are video-taped, coding is done from a transcript of the play session. The
coding procedure is quite complax and entails tha following features: noting when an unclear
staternent occurs and coding the children's efferts at clarification including how long it takes,
digressions, enunciation, the clarification strategy used, non-verbal actions, and appropriateness.
The scoring rubric is described in detail, but it is not fliustrated with any student transcripts.
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No technical information is provided This instrument would take a great deai of training to use
properly. More information would have to be obtained from the author in order to use the

Instrument.

Purposes: Sccial interaction

Setting: One-to-one, informal language, interactive communication
Audience: Peers

Content: Naturalistic, functional

Response: Performance, skills in concert, impromptu

Level: Communication competence

Speuking Skills: Report 3. Assessing Student Progress on the Cotimon
Curriculum Goals, 1988

V. Spandel, Oregon State Department of Education,700 Pringle Parkway S.E.,
Salem, Oregon. Also ERIC ED 298 518.

This. paper was written to provide assistance to school districts in Oregon on the ussessment of the
apezking skills in the state essential competencies. Several sample instruments are provided that
are taken from other sources. Most of these are included elsewhere in this Guide. 1 hose that
aren't, include a teacher checklist and a peer-evaluation form for assessing a speech, two open-
ended peer-evaluations of a discussion, and a self-eva'uation of conversation skills. All of these
instruments are intended for informal, classroom use.

Nc grade levels are provided, but it appears that the insiruments would be useful in grades five and
above. No technical information is provided. No sample discussion or speech topics are
provided, a~d no sample speech or discussion transcripts are provided to Hllustrate scoring.

Setting: Small group, one-on-one, formal and inforinal, interactive and one-way
comr.unication, ciassroom

Audience: Peers, teacher

Content: Naturalistic

Responses: Performance, seif-rating, peer-rating, skills in concert, impromptu and
prepared

Level: Communication competence

Test Of Impliec Meznings (n.d.)
Ed Rago:zzino, 671 Startouch Drive, Eugene, Oregon 97405.

The Test of Implied Meanings was designed for use at the college ievel. It couid be used effectively
at lower grade levels. The instrument attempts to measure how well the tes* *aker understands
what Is said, using the way the words are said (the implied meaning) as weii as the literal meaning
of the words. A cassette tape is played and students mark which of four meanings they feel is
implied by the way a statement Is rezd. There is one forra of 40 items, all inultiple-choice. The test
wao designad for informal, classroom use. A cassette tape recorder is needed. There is no
technical information. The test is easy to administer and takes about 15 minutes.

Purposes: Transmitting information, social interactions
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Purposes:
Setting:
Audience:
Content:

Responses:

Level:

Social interaction, transmitting information
One-to-one, informal, one-way communication
Teacher

Artificia’

Multiple-choice, isotated skilis, impromptu
Communication competence
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SHORT REVIEWS --
EDUCATICNAL AGENCY ACTIVITIES

Although often innovative and of high quality, the products of districts, states, provinces and other
educational agencies are included as short reviews because they often are not readily available -- materials
usually must be requested from the agency itself. In addition, many of the documents contain instruments
designed only for informal classroom assessment, or are described in documents that are meant mcre as
reports of results or technical reports than as manuals designed for the use of others.

Although most educational agencies are happy to share their efforts, it can become burdensome to the
agency to provide copies of materials to others. We urge you to request materials from educational
agencies only after careful consideration of what is really needed.

For the following summaries we describe context and rate reliability and validity only for instruments that
have been more formally developed. We do not rate help with selection or help with interpretation and use.

Britisk Columbia Ministry of Education -- Enhancing and Evaluating Oral
Communication in the Primary, Intermediate and Secondary Grades, 1988.

British Columbia Ministry of Education, Victoria, Brit".h Coiumbia, Canada. V8V 2M4

This is a package of three handbooks designed to assist classroom teachers to plan anc, monitor
ecral language learning across the curriculum. Instructional and assessment strateqies are

- Jvicied for affective behaviors, language awareness, liste- 7 comprehension, speech
communication, critical and evaluative behaviors, interpersu..al strategies and oral language
codes. The nandbooks include a large number of ideas for rating forms, checklists, interviews,
conferences, anecdotal records, self-reports and writing to assess listening for g :des K-12. None
of the instruments has been pilot-tested. Some of the instruments would require kr:owledge and
training to use.

Calgary School District -- Listening Profile # 1 Listening Awareness Assessment
Questionnaires, 1988.

Calgary School District, Caigary, Alberta, Carada. Also Journal of the International Listening
Association, 2, 33-52, 1988.

The journal article referenced above describes the Edmonton and Calgary listening projects and
tiie assessment instruments used and developed by them. Two locally developed instruments are
reproduced Iin the article. The Listening Awareness Assessment Questionnaire (LAAQ) requires
sludents to tape record responses to six questions about their listening behaviors and skills.
These open-ended responses are categorized to further student understanding of their listening
needs. (The categorizing scheme is currently u~der development and was not presented in the
article.) There are two sets of questions; one fr use at the elementary grades and one for use in
junior high.

The Listening Profile is a checklist of listeni~g behaviors that tzachers use during reguiar ciass
activities. It was developed from teacher znecdotal records. Ratings are done in the areas of
nonverbal responses, verbal responses and behaviors. It was developed for use at grades 2, 4 and
€.

The information presented in the article is very brief. Additional information would have to be
requested for proper trainiyg and use. No techinical information is provided.
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Glynn County, Georgia -- Oral Communication Assessment Program (1981).

D. Rubin ano R.E. Bazzle, Glynn County School System, Brunswick, Georgia 31521.

This document describes the development of a speaking assessment tool to be used for judging
minimum competency for high school graduation. Two tasks were developed to reflect the types
of oral communication necessary in daily life - a job interview and a public hearing.

The job interview requires stucients to fill cut a job application form and then verbally respond to 25
questions about their qualifications, experiences and interests. Responses are multiple-choice,
short answer and extended narratives. Performznre is rated analytically in terms of perturming
sncial rituals, responsiveness, informativeness, Inltiative, interpersonal manner, language style, oral
expression, speech rate and volume, and gestures.

The public he~-ing requires students to testify in front of = simulated schoot board in favor of or
oppositiont .ne of three proposals selected by the student. Responses are rated analytically in
the areas of introduction, position, reasons, organization, conclusion, fanguage style, vocal
delivery and gestures. Examples of the types of statements that would receive various ratings are
given. T./0 raters judge each performance.

Internal consistency reliabilities for the public hearing ranged from .82 to .88; those for the
interview ranged from .68 to .92, depending on the rater. Using the interview and the public
hearing &: alternative forms, the correlation between scores for individual students was .70.
Performance on the three public huaring topics was not significantly different, demonstrating that
the three topics are of equal difficulty for students. interrater reliabilities for the various tasks and
occasions ranged form .72 to .87. These reliabilities are rated “fair* tn "good.”

Several days prior to administration, students receive and discuss guides to each of the tasks.
These guides acquaint students with the importance of the communication represented in the task
and the criteria by which performance will be judged.

The a. freely discuzs the limitations of the instruments - they only sampie some of the skilis
from the auinain of communication competence. Evider:ce for validity inciude: (1) content and
ratings based on accepted theory; (2) review of content by experts; (3) results correlated highly
with teacher judgment of student communicative ability; anc %) Lcores that distinguish between
groups previously ilentified as having different achievement levels. This is rated "gooc.”

Rubin and Mead (1984) report that the test "represents effort at speech performance assessment.
The measure attempts to create a sense of context. However, a single speech sample...is not
iepresentative of general speaking skills" (p. 55).

Copies of the instructions to students, administration procedures, questions to ask students, and
rating fcrms are included in the document cited Complete assistance with scoring is not included
inthe document. This instrument may be out of print from the schoo! district. We obtained a copy
from the first author, Donald Rubin at the University of Georgia, Athens.

Purpose: Transmitting information, analyzing messages, social interaction
Setting. Small group and one-to-cne, formal language. one-way and interactive,
classroom
Audience: feacher, peers
Content: Artificial, persuasive, expository, functional
Responses: Performance, skills in concert
Leve: Communication compefence
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Hawsli State Department of Education -- Competency-Based Measures For Grade
3 Performance Expectations, 1987; Crade 10 CBM Technical Report, 1988.

Selvin Chin-Chance, Hawaii State Department of Education, 3430 Leahi, Building E, Honolulu,
Hawaii 96815.

Hawalii's Competency Based Measures (CBMs) are designed to measure eight Foundation
Program Objectives includir , 9asic skills, seif-concept, problem solving, health, government and
social responsibility. These are assessed by both paper and pencil multiple-choice tests and
teacher ratings. Oral communication is assessed by classroom teachers based on their
knowledge of the student - no special communication situation is set up.

Ratings are done in three areas in grade three - using and responding to language, asking
questions and participating in class discussions. There are 10 ratings in grade 10 ia the areas of
adapting speech to informal and formal situations, adapting language for the audience,
contributing io the completion of a task through a group discusslon, and giving and responding to
orai directions, descriptions, nonverbal messages and common visual symbols. All areas are rated
on a five point scale.

A pilot test of the grade ten instrument indicated that inte:rater refiability is low without training and
that it tock teachers less than five minutes to rate each student.

Purpose: Transmitting information, analyzing messages, social interaction

Setting: Al size groups, formal and informal language, one-way and interactive
communication, classroom and playground

Audience: Teachers, peers

Content: Naturalistic

Response: Performance, skills in concert, impromptu and rehearsed

Level: Communication competence

lilinois State Department of Education -- Speaking and Listening Activities in
lliinois Schools, 1986; Write On lllinois! Volu:.ae 1, 1987.

llinois State Board of Education, 100 N. First St., Springfield, lllinois 62777.

Speaking arid Listening Activities describes the speaking and listening objectives that should be
attained by lllinois students at the end of grades 3, 6, 8 and 11. For speaking, these include clear
and expressive speaking, orderly presentation of ideas, development of ideas, use of appropriate
language, nonverbal skills and use of lar.guage for a varisty of purposes. Listening cojectives
include factual recall, identifying sequence of ideas, making inferences, identifying purposes and
points ¢f view and responding appropriately.

Intormal classroom assessment ideas are also provided. For speaking these include checklists,
rar.kings and ratings for classroom conversations, extended monologues, a job interview, and
dramatic interpretation. For listening, sample passages #~d questions (both multiple-choice and
open-ended) are provided. These are presented more as illustrations of possibilities than as actual
recommendations. issues in assensing speaking and listening are also discussed. None of the
sample instruments have been pilot tested.

Write On Illinois! mainly discusses the state writing assessment. There Is a brief section that
addresses how the writing assessment p.ocedures can be adapted to speaking and listening.

Users need to be very familiar with the writing assessment prncedures in order 10 adapt them to
speaking or listeni-g.
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iowa State Depatment of Educaticn -- A Guirie te Developing Communication
Across the Curriculum, 1989; A Guide to Curriculum Development in LLanguage
Arts, 19t6.

lowe Department of Education, Grimes State Office Building, Des Moines, low~ 50319.

These handbooks, designed for classroom teachers, take a whole language and communication
competence approach. Topics discussed include: the functions of communication, strategias for
designing integrated larguage arts learning experiences based on the various functions, and a
sample procedure teachers can use to monior Ltudents' communication abllities. This sample
procedure Is bas: ally a structured log based on naturalistic observation In the classroom. It
combin~s informal observationa! assessment with lesson planning. The procedure Is designed for
all grade levels. No technical information is provided. The documents also inclide an extensive
bibliography and a short section on characteristics of gcod assessmertt.

Massachusetts State Department of Education - State Speaking Assessment
instrument, Reliability and Bias Study, 1982; Development of the State Speaking
Assessment Instrument, Reliablility and Feasibility Study, 1983; Massachusetts
Test of Basic Skills: Listening (n.d.)

Massachusetts Depariment of Education, Quincy Center Plaza, 1385 Hancock Street, Quincy,
Massachusetts 02169,

The Massachusetts State Speaking Assess.ment Instrument was designed for students in grade 8.
There are four speaking tasks: describe something liked (descrintion), get help in an emergency
(emergency), present procedures or steps in how to do soemethin » (sequence), and convince
someone of a point of view (pers’ ision). Performance Is rated in the areas of delivery (volume,
rate and articulation), language (grammar and vocabulary), content, and organization. Each area
is reted on 1 scale of 1-5 resulting in a total score of 4 to 20 for each task and 16 to 80 for the total
test. The reports cited provide four parallel sets of piompts and a general overview on scoririg,
training raters and administering the test; however, the report is nut explicit enough to reproduce
either their training methods nor the assessment. Additional Information would need to be
reyuested. The authurs report that an efficient rater can rate about four stude.xts per hour. Other
information on costs and side benefits Is presented.

interrater reliability based on the testing of 1,014 students in 1982 was .. 5. In 1983, with a change
in rater training, raters were within 16 points of each ather 8% of the time and the consistency of
pass-fail decisions was 80%. This Is “fair. The developers feel that this reliability was too low to
have ratings based or just one rater. Therefore, they recommend that each performance be
scored by two raters.

An additional study I 1982 examined the effect of rater and student ethnicity on average ratings.
In most cases the average scores forvaric  pairs of raters did not deviate drastically from the
overall averaye for students in various ethnic groups. In 1983, developers looked at the effects of
testing occasion, rater ethnicity and rater *drift.* None of these factors made a large difference in
ratings. Evidence of validity is rated "fair" - "go~d.”

Purpose: Transmitting information, analyzing messages
Setting: Small group, formal language, ona-way comm nication, classroom
Audicnce: Teacher, peers
Content: Artificial, descriptive, persuasiv . iunctional, ex;. “scitory
Response: Performanca, skills in concent, impromptu
Level: Communication competence
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The Lsstening Assessment addresses the ¢leven state listening objectives. Some of these
objectives deai with gensral iistening skllls that apply to ail listening situations, while others deal
with specitfic listening situatior:s, e.g,, survival words usea in emergency situations. No ¢rade level
is specified in the materials wa received. Thers are two iorms and one levei.

Six passages of various types {descriptions of evants and exper.ances, emergency messages,
persuasive messages and sequences of directions) are played on tapes. Students answer 22
mu'tiple-choice yuestions (both played on the tape and written In test booklets) that cover
recognizing words and phrases, identifying problems, understa.ding words and ideas, identifying
main ideas, associsting details, underste.ading purpose, and drawing conclusicrs.

Since there are .Ix passages and 22 questions there is some memory load. Inte.nal consistency
.eliability is repnrted as .75. This i= *fair.” No Information about validity was reported in the
materials we received.

Rubin and Mead (1984) report that items were reviewed by a panel of judges, item statistics were
generated and the authors determinad the test Is not ethnically blased. They conclude that “the
test samples a variety of in.portant listening situations and skil’s....The only significant drawback is
the2 failure to test listening In a Interactive context.

Purpose: Unclear. From the students' perspective, the purpose is probably
exchange of Information. ¥rom the developer's perspective, the purpose
might be the Implied purposes In the individual passages.

Setting: Urclear. From the studerts’ perspective, the purpose might be one-to-
one, formal ianguage, onie-way communication. From the developers
perspective, the purpose migh! Ye that implied by the passage.

Audience: Unclear. From the studenis’ perspective, it might be the teacher. From
th2 developer's perspective, it might be an audience imjiied by the
passage and question.

Content: Artificial, descriptive, expository, persuasive, functional
Responses: Multiple-cholce, skills in isolation, impromptu
L« ‘el Cr 'munication competence

Michigan Department of Education -- TechniCai Report for the Objective
Referenced Test for Criticai Listening, 1980.

Michigan State Department of Education, P.O. Box 420, Lansing, Michigar 48902.

The test is designed to assess critical listening at grades 4, 7 and 10. Critical listening includes the
following objectives: factual recail and identifying main idea, best summary, p irpose,
cause/effect, Inferences, fact v. opinion, and plot. Passages inciude stories, informational
selections, interviews, descriptions and personal narratives. Each level contains 24 items. Since
there are from one to three qtiestions on each passage, memory load is moderate.

Development included review of passages and items by educators in Michigan and pilot testing.
Item statistics and complete texts of the tests are provided in the report. No other technical
information is provided.

Purpose: Unclear. From the students’ perspective, the purpose is probably
exchange of information. From the developer's perspective, the purpose
might be the implied purposes in the individual passages.

Setting: Unclear. From the students' perspective, the purpcse might be one-to-
one, formal language, one-way communication. From the developer's
perspactive, the purpose might be that implied by the passage.
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2 gdience: Unclear. “rom the st'dents’ perspective, it might be the teacher. From
the develuper's perspuctive, it might be an audience implied by the
passage and question.

Content: Artificial, narrative, expositorv, functional
Response: Mutiltip'e-choice, skils In isolauon, impromptu
Level: Comr: ‘unication competence

New Hampshire State Department of Edu.cation -- Listening Skills Assessment:
Manual and Seript, 1980.

New Hampshire Department of Education, Division of hstructio~, 64 N. Main St., Concord, New
Hampshire 03301. Also ERIC EZ 236 651.

This test was designed to assess listening ability in grades 5-12. There are two forms. The short
iorm has 30 items and is designed for grade 5-8. The long form has the same 30 items plus 15
more and Is designed for grades 9-12. The full form take< about 45 minutes to give.

The test requires students tc listen to p: ssages from real life (e.g., conversatlons, radlo reports,
dir tions, and a seml-formal talk) and answer questions that cover recali of facts, following
dire..ions, recognizing a speaker’s purpose, critical listening and inferences. Some questions
require both 2 multiple-choice and a short answer response. All passages and questions are read
to the students. There are up to nin2 questions for exch passage. There is, thus, a large mr mory
load. There are a few instructional ideas provided, but they are not tied directiy to results.

No technical information is provided.

Purpose: Unclear. From the students’ perspective, the purpose Is probably
exchange of Information. From the developer's perspective, the purpose
might be the implied purposes in the Individual passages.

Setting: Unclear. From the students' perspective, the purpose might be one-to-
one, formal language, ong-way communication. From the developer's
perspective, the purpose might be that implied by the passage.

Audience: Unclear. From the students’ perspective, it might be the teacher. From
the developer's perspective, it might be an audience implied by the
passage and question.

Content: Artificlal, expository, functional
Response: Multiple-choice, short answer, skills in isolation, impromptu
Level: Communication competence

New York State Department of Education - New York State English Language Arts
.‘E‘,yll?ibgs;(g-ggz, 1988; New York State Regents Comprehensive Examination | |
nglish, .

New York State Department of Education, The University of the State of New York, Albany, NY
12234,

The New York State English Language Arts Syllabus K-12 outlines ganeral criteria for an effective
Integrated curriculum in Engiish language arts. Accompanying the syllabus are three support
manuals: Listenirg and Speaking in the English Language Arts Curriculum K-12, Composition in
the English Language Arts Curriculum K-12, and Reading and Literature in the Englich L.anguage
Arts Curriculum K-12.




The syllabus document suggests the instructional objectives that need to be addressed and
provides direction for the evaluation of student progress and program effectiveness. Each section
examines different aspects of communication; each directs attention to the purposes, objectives,
and focus skills of that particular aspect of communicatior, all of which support the development of
interactive, interdependent, and mutually relnforcing processest’ .t are necessary to understand
the express meaning.

The Listening and Speaking manual contains sections on: listening and speaking in the English

Language Ans curriculum, the roles of effective listeners and speakers in the communication

process, the ciassroom as a communication environment, integrating listening and speaking

across the curriculum, expectations for students K-12, and evaluation of listening and speaking
skills. Several informal rating forms, checklists, peer-evaluation forms and self-evaluation forms are

provided.

The Regents Examination in English Is a comprehensive examination desigr.ed for average and
above-average students. It has sac.ions on listening, sgelling, vocabulary and reading
comprehension. Also, two pieces of writing are required -- a literature essay and a composition on
a given topic.

The listening section consists of a three to four minute-long passage read to students hy a teacher.
Students listen to the first reading. They then read ten multiple-choice test items based on the
passage and mark their Initial selection of the correc answers. During a second reading, students
can mark thelr answers. Test items require students to listen for essential information or facts,
discover patterns, understand specla! use of language, formulate judgments about content, draw
concluslons and understans inferences.

We received no information about the conceptual basis for the questions or the technical aspects
of the test. Reading ability may be confounded with listening skill. Rubir. and Mead (1984) report
that the test has one passage and about 10 questions. They feel that this Is {00 small a sample of
listening performance to be treated as a separate measure, but that it Is useful as pa+t of the overail
measurement of English language arts ability.

New Zealand Council For Educational Research -- Progressive Achievement Tests
(PAT): Listening, 1971.

New Zeuland Council For Educationai Research, P.O. Box 3237, Wellington, New J=aland (04)
847-939.

The PAT-LIstening test Is part of an achievement t sst battery that also assesses reading and
mathematics. It appears to be designed for students aged 8 through 18. The purpose of the
listening test is to assist teachers In determining the levels of development attained by their pupils
for purpuses of ‘nstructional plann*ig. It is intended that the test be given at the beginning of the
school year. There are two forms.

The tests require students to comprehend and draw inferences about extende~ passages of orally
presented material. The passages are designed to reflect situations commanly encountered by
children in and out of the classroom. These include poems, directions fo. doing things, stories,
Informational ploces, descripions of events, conversations, disc' ssions, and radio reports.
Questions include recall of #xcts, sequence of events, main idea, figures of speech and inferences
of various types.

For all except (he first level, students answer in a multi-level bonklet in which different age groups
begin and end at different points. Answer choices, but not questions are printed in the multi-level
bookiet. There are 129 questions across all levels; no one group raceives more than 100. L :vel 1
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students have a separate, disposable answer booklet. There are 42 questions. Each passage has
five to seven questions. This presents a large memory {oad.

Internal consistency reliabiiities ranged from .78 to .91 depending on form and level (median =
.82). Equivalent forms reliability ranged from .71 to .83. These reliabilities are “fair" to “good."

Validity considerations include: (1) content based on comrnon listening situations as id . #ified py
researchers aiid other educators; (2) pllot testing; (3) no appreciable differences in studera scores
when different speakers were used; (4) increase of scores with age; and (5) moderate correlations
with other ability and achievement tests. This evidence is rated “fair."

Assistance wii interpretation include norms, Identifying students needing specie ssistance,
instructional ideas. and predicting reading level from listening scores. The proper cautions about
overreliance on any single source of information is provided. Heip with assistance is rated "fair"
mainly because of the age of the norms.

There are no reviews of this instrumenr:t i, Buros, Hammill, et. al. (1989) or Keyser and Sweetland
(1987). The test Is dug to be revised in 1993,

North Carolina Department ¢f Education -- Communication Skilis, Grades 1 and 2
Assessment, 1989.

North Carolina Depariment of Public Instruction, 116 W. Edenton St., Raleigh, North Carolina,
27603-1712, (919) 733-3703.

This handbook is designed for use by classroom teachers in grades one and two to informally
assess student progress on the North Carolina State Communication Skills. There are three parts
to the assessment procedure. The first is a set of checklists covering speaking, oral language,
orientation to print, listening, silent read:ng cormprehension anc unassisted writing. These are to
be completed three times a year aftar several weeks of general observation. The second partisa
checkiist that focuses on communication in actual use and includes thinking skills and attitudes
toward school. An attempt has been made to link speaking and listening, reading and writing.
This is also intend: " *~ be used three times a year. The third part is a checkiist that reflects
communication skills. This is recommended for use twice a year. No technical information Is
provided.

Ohio State Department of Education -- Ohio English Language Arts Curriculum,
1985; Integrating Language Arts, 1985

Ohio Departmeni of Educatio- Division of Elementary and Secondary Education, 65 South Front
Street, Room 1005, Columbus, Ohio 43266-0308, (614) 466-2211.

These two handbooks were designed to update teachers and administrators on recent resr2rch
and sound Iinstructionai practices that promote the integration of the language arts areas. The
handbooks also provide guidance in developing curriculum documents that contain goais and
objectives reflecting best practices and meeting state requirements. A ssistance with assessing
speaking and listening includes issues, criteria for evaluzting instruments and skills that should be
covered. The handbooks do not provide sample instruments.
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Ontario Ministry of Education -- Tha Ontario Assessment instrument Pool: English
Il Intermediate Division, 1981.

Ontario Ministry of Education, Publications Centre, 880 Bay Street, 5th Floor, Toronto, Ontario,
Canada M7A 1N8.

This document presents classroom activities to deveiop and informaily assess a number of
speaking and listening skills in grades 7-10. Included are objective tests, checklists, short answer
formats, sulf-ratings and teacher-ratings for group discussions, oral presentations, listening
comprehension and language machanics/usage. Prompts and scoring criteria for some of the
Instruments are provided. No technical intormation is available for any of the instruments.

Oregon State Department of Education - Integrated Assessment Model: A
Project-based Approach, ©988; Procedures for Assessing Listening Skills, 1984;
Speaking Skil' : Assessing Student Progress on the Common € :rriculum Goals,
1988; Listenin Skills: Assessing Student Progress on the Cot.  >n Curriculum
Goals, 1988; Assessing Speaking Skills: Training for Raters, 19 .

QOregon State Department of Education, 700 Pringle Parxway S.E., Salem, Oregon 873 .0-0290,
(503) 378-8471.

Tt ¢ Imagrated Assessment Model outiines one possible approach to assessing some of the more
difficuit to measute objectives in the Oragon Common Curricuium Goals for grades 3, 5, 8 and 11.
The authors propose that students prepare a research project in which they plan, gather
information, and deliver oral and written presentations of results. This allows skills to be observed
during 1eal-life tasks which require skills to be used in concert to produce a final product. Ratir.g
svstems and checklists are provided for each stage -- planning, preparation and delivery. Sample
research projects for the students to undertake are proposed. The procedure has not been pilot

tested.

Purpose: Transmitting information

Setting: Small group and one-to-one, formal language, one-way communication,
classroom

Audience: Teacher, peers

Content: Naturalistic

Responses: Performance, skills in concert, rehearsed

Level: Communication competence

Speaking Skills and Listening Skills are companion pieces designed to assist districts In
complying with the state requirements of using student status on the state's Common Curriculum
Goals to assist in making decisions about instruction. Each handbook contains a listing of relevant
speaking or listening goals, discusses what would constitute acceptable assassment practice,
provides sources for assessment help, and supplles samples of informal, cla. oom assessment
tools from a varisty of sources. For speaking, these tools include teacher rating forms, teacher
checklists, peer review instruments for looking at extended monologues, and self and peer
evaiuations for group discussions. The listening handbook includes a multiple-choice test in
response to taped information, stident self-rating checklists, listening guides for students to use
when lisiening to others and teacher checklists. None of the instiuments has been pllot-tested by
Oregon. Recommended ages for the instruments are not given, but they appaar to be appropriate
for grades 5 and above.

Procedures for Assessing Listening Skills is a package of 24 informal assessment tools designed
for classroom teachers in Oregon to assess student progress toward nieeting the Oregon essential
competencies in grades K-8. Activities include answering questions (m " ‘e-choice and open-
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ended) about pass” ., read, following directlons (paper/pencil and performance), discriminatirsy
between sounds, aw...ory memory, critical listening, and non-verbal communication. Scoring
criteria are included. However, not all materials necessary to give the tests are included in this
document. No technical information Is provided for any of the n easures. Most of these measure
skills in isolation.

Assessing Speaking Skills was developed by an Oregon schoo! district (Salem-Kelzer) and s
distributed by the siatz department of education. The document is designed as a training manual
for raters. The testing procedure involves giving students (grades 9-12) a choice of narrative or
expostitory topics on which to speak. Guidelines are provided for local development cf prompts.
(Five sample prompts are provided.) Speechas are rated analytically on organization, delivery and
language using a five-point scale. The same scale is u3ed regardless of topic. Students are given
a wesk to prepare their speeches. Detalled criteria for rat.gs, sample student speeches and
instructions for students are prcvided. Tralning tapas would have to be requested separately. No
technical information is provided.

Purpose: Transmitting information

Setting: Small group, formal language, one-way communication, classroom
Audience Teacher, peers

Content: Artificlal

Response: Performanca, skills in concen, rehearsed

Level: Communication competence

Pennsylvania Department of Eijucation -- Speech in the Slassroom: Assessment
Instruments, 1980.

S. Koziol, K. Cercone and E.W. Miller, Pennsylvania Department of Education, P.O Box 911,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126.

This Is a package of ins*~umants developed by the state for use by classroom teachers. The first
instrument is a procedure to hollstically rate students on a story that Inzorporates a picture prompt
(suppiied by the teacher). This would require training to use. A secord instrument is a survey
having two levels (grades 1-€, 15 questions; grades 4-12, 25 quastions) which ask students and
teachers to indicate which speaking activities take place in the ciassroom. A third instrument
assessns student attitudes about various speaking activities. There are two levels -- grades 1-6, 12
questions; grades 4-12, 20 questio.-,. No *echnical information Is available.

Saskatchevian Provincial Repartment of Education -- Saskatchewan English
Language Arts Curriculum, 1989.

Saskatchewan Education, 2220 College Avenue, Regina, Canada, S4P 3v7.

Saskatchewan is currently developing curriculum guldes for languagear'- The documen /e
obtalned was an excerpt from their grade 3 guide. The guides will incluc... both instructional and
assessment ideas for Informal classrcom use. Assessment as a continuous classroom process s
emphasized. Listening and speaking assessment tools will Include checkilsts, teacher ratings and
self-ratings.
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SHORT REVIEWS --
MEASURES THAT EMPHASIZE LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE

The instruments in this section focus primarily on lingulstic competence, defined as the ability to form
correct language (grammar, syntax, vocabulary, etc.). The instruments incluc * do not represent all those
available. We have selected a few represantative measures for purposes of comyarison to thos~ that focus
more on communication competence. We do not rate the validity of these instruments because they
represent a different construct than that presented in the rest of the Guide.

The Fullerton Language Test for Adolescents (1986)

Arden R. Thorum, Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc., 577 College Avenus, Palo Alto, California
94306.

The Fullerton was developed to assist educators to distirguish normai from language-impaired
adolescents. The test is designed for ages 11 thrcugh 18. There are sight subtests that cover
blending sounds and syllablus to form words, kno:medge of the meaning of prefixes and suffixes,
following directions having variaus levels o »mtactic complexity, distinguiching the meaning of
words that sound the same, listing as man, the objects of a given ciass as possible in 20
seconds, identifying the number of syllabies in a word or phrase, identifying whether a sentence is
gramn atically correct, and using idioms correctly. Each of the eight subtests "assesses a specific
function important to the acquisition and effective use of language skills by adolescents." The
authors point out that the Fullerton does not include ail important language process and
production skills, just the major ones. No specific theoretical underninnings for the test are
mentioned.

rhere are 142 items; the test takes at~ut 45 mintles to give. For all subtests except Oral
Commands, responses are short ansv.ar and are given verbally by the student. The Oral
Commands subtest requires a physical response. There are no multiple-choice. There is one fora
and one level. The test is not difficult to give, but some familiarity with the scoring rubrics are
required. The test can be scored in two ways: right/wrong or descriptive (immediacy of response,
self-correction, correct after repeat of stimulus or error).

The instrumant is rated as "good” in terms of the information provided to the user ;o aid in proper
selection and use.

Internal consistency reliabilities range from .70 to .85 for tha various subtests. This is “fair* to
"good." Test-retest reliabllities range from .84 to .96. These are "good" to "excellent.”

The content of the test was based on a review of the literaturs, consultation on experts in the field
and discussions with classroom teachers. Studies included the relationship between scores on the
various subtests (they are moderately interrelated. indicating that they all measure the same type
2f thing); and the difference between scores of a "normal” and a "special eaucation" population (all
results were significantly different). The instrument has been used In a number of research studies.

There Is considerable assistance with interpreting and usirig resu'ts including sample student
performatices, discussion of what each subtest means, average performance for various ages, and
suggestions for remediation. T"e norms are old (1978-1979) and are based on a relatively small
population (762 students in saven age ranges). Becat  of the norms, help with assistance and
use Is rated 25 "good” instrad of "exceflent.
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The Language inventory For Teachers (LIT), 1982

There are no reviews of the 1986 edition in Hammil, et al. (1989) or Keyser and Sweetland (1587).
Rubin and Mead (1984) reviewed the previous version and concluded “the test measures only a
I'mited type of listening abllity" (p.49). This corresponds to our placement of the “~strument into
the linguistic competence section. One review in Buros Mental Measurement Yeaibook (C: oley
and Kramer, 1989, 10:123) reports “the Fullerton appears to be a carefully developed test oi
adolescent language performance that is easy to administer and capable of identifying students
with language impairments that may be related to academic difficulties. Suggestions for
interpreting test performance into plans for language therapy make the Fullertor. a particularly
useful tocl.”

A Cooper, and B.A. School, Academic Therapy Publications. <0 Comrercial Bivd, Novato,
California 94947.

The UIT s a criterion-referencad test which was developad to asslst teachers to develop IEPs for
special education students in grades PreK-8. Thare Is one level and une form.

The tost is intended to measure several language components identified by the author as being
essential: naming and identifying objects, identifying and using object properties, identifying and
using events in time and space, writing legibly, identifying and using correct grammar, writing
speclfic sentence patterns, using various language constructs, using vocabulary, discriminating
between formal and informal language, and comprehending and responding in written and spoken
form. The theoretical basis for this list Is not provided.

The test itams require identifying important and unimportant detalls, fact v. opinion, figurative
language, main idea, sequence of events, answering verious factual and inferential questions about
a passage, and narrative, descriptive and expository writing. Students respond to teacher
questions by pointing to pictures, providing short oral answers, ediiing, and writing letters, words
and paragraphs. Responses are scored orimarily on the extent and quality of vocabulary, syntax
and grammar. This makes the LIT primarily @ measure of iinguistic competence. Howevei, some
exercises touch the area of communication competence. For example "Make a raport on
something you have read or done in the last few waeks..." which is rated on sentence structure,
paragraph structure, sequence of information, le*'el of vocahulary, introduction, summary, and
conte:it.

There are spaces to record performance on over 500 spectfic language skills. If the e. ire
Inventory is given, testing time is about one hour.

\

The instrument is rated as "poor” in texms of providing the information necessary for selection of
the instrument. Missing are a description of the theoretica! basis of the instrument, checklist
development, reliability and validity.

No technical information is provided.

The instrumert is rated *falr" in terms of help with Interpretation and use. Sample IEPs are
provided.

There were no reviews of the LIT in Hammlil, et ). (1989) or Keyser and Sweetland (1987). One
review in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Mitchell, 1985, 9:587) indicates that additional
information neds to be present~d on the underlying theory, inventory development, velidity and
reliability. This reviewer also found numerous errors in the manual and the form which make
certain items hard to give and scora.
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Tne Test of Adolescent Language - 2 (TOAL-2), 1987

]

D.D. Hammill, V.L. Brown, S.C. Larsen, and J.L. Wisderholt, PRO-ED, 8700 Shoal Creek 8hd.,
Austin, Ter:s 78758, (512) 451-3246. FAX #512-451-8542.

The TOAL-2 was developed to identify students who mig.  enefit from Intervention, determine
students’ strength:s and weaknesses in language abllities, docment stude  rogress in language
development, znd use in research. It was designed for ages 12 through 18. There is one form and
one level. The test is designad to assess both receptive and expressive spoken and writ' =
language. Within each ares both semanti~s (the meaning of words and senter.ces) and grarymar
are assessed.

There are eight subtests: Listening Vorabulary requires students to pick the picture of the word
that is said (multiple-choice). Listening Grammar requires the studerit to pick which two of three
sentences have the same meaning (multiple-choice). Speaking Vocabulary and Writing
Vocabulai* require the studerit to use a word in a sentence (performance}. Speaking Grammar
has students repeat sentences of various levels of complexity (perfor~.nce). Reading vocabutary
recjiives students to choose a word that goes with three other words (multiple-choice). Reading
Grammar has students choose which of three writte:  ~~tences mean *he same thing (mwitiple-
choice). Writing Grammar has students combine short =ntences into Jonger ones (perfurmance).

There are a total of 240 items. Six of the subtests can be administered either in a group or
individually. Speaking Grammar and Speaking Vocabulary must be administered individually.
When administering the test individually, basals (five in a row incorrect) and cellings {five i1 a row
correct) can be used to minimize testing time. The test is untimed but usually takes irom one to
three hours. Items are scorad right or wrong. There is a scoring guide to identify responses that
are corrrot.

The manual is complete in presenting information necessary to select an Instrument, except for
cautions about what aspects of lar.gua Je are not covered by the test. The rating Is "good"” to
"excellent.”

internal consistency reliabiilties range from .82 10 .96 for subtests and .90 to .97 for composite
scorss, depending on the subtest and age of students. Test-retest reliabilities ranged from .74 to
.90 for subtests and .82 to .23 for comoosites. Interrater raliabilities ranged from .70 to .99 from 4
number of studies. These reliabiities are "good” to "excellent.”

There is a thorough discussion of the theoretical concerrs ujyon which the test is hased. Other
evidence of validity includes: (1) scores incraase with age aithough correlations bewween &ye and
score are small {this Is not an unusual findir g for this age group): '~ e intercorrelation of the
suntests are moderate, showing that they tend to measure the ¢a  .hing; (3) scores correlated
moderate'y .vith thase of an ability measure (this was expected by .ne authors since all the tasks
require some level of cognitive provessing); and (4) in several studies the test distinguished
between normal and handicappad poplations in expected ways.

A lot of assistance is given with interpreting results. Tha authors Incliudc reasons why students
might < ore as thiay do on the various subtests, what the various scores mean, cautions in
interpreting the scores, norms based on a reasonabla sample size, other questions to ask during
testing tc increase the information obtained from u.s t+5t, how to share the test results and sourCes
to assist in developing Instruction. Assistance with interpretation and use i~ rated as "excellent.”
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Hammill, et al. (1969) rate the TOA" -2 as "acceptable” in terms of reliability, validity and norms.
There are no reviews in Keyser ar. - Sweetland (1987). Two reviews in Buros Mental Measurement
Yearbook (Conoley ar.C Kramer, 1989, 10:365) different somewhat in their endorsement of the test.
One reviewer feels that the validity information is not entirely convincing, while the other ¢agls that
the int. ;mation is adequate. Both generally like the cortent and approach.

‘The Test of carly Language Development (TELD), 1981

W.P. Hresko, D.K. Reid, and D.D. Hammill, PRO-ED, <*0¢ Shoal Creek Bivd., Austin, Texas, 78758,
(512) 451-3246, FAX #512-451-8542.

The TELD has one ievel and one form designed for children in grades PreK-1. There are 38 iterns
given individually to students. These are intended to cover the form (phonology, syntax and
morphology) and the content (2ncoding and decoding maaning) of language. The use of
language to achieve personal goals is expressly not covered in this test. The test attempts to
cover boti1 receptive and expressive modes. The test requires the student to match a picture to a
word, match a sentence to a picture, repeat words and sentences, provide short descriptiens of
pictures, identify synonyms, identify classes _hat objects are in, interpret the inferences in
sentences, and make a sentence out of a list of words.

items require responses that are multiple-choice, gestures and short answer. items are scored 0
or 1. Students get a "1” if listed criteria for the item are met. There are 38 items. Not all students
receive all items - there are siuggested places to begln testing for various aged students. Testing
continues until a student misses five items in a row. There is no time limit, but testing typically
takes about 15 rinutes.

Information providad to the user that aids i selection is rated "good.”

Internal consistency reliabilities range from .8 10 .92 (median .89) depending on age. This is rated
"good".

The content was based on language models that prc; ase two dimensions. - type (form, content
and use) by mode (receptive or expressive). Correlations with 6 other measure. of th same
constructs were moderate. The test also differentiates between students of various ages, is
.1oderately related to measures of general abllity and achievement, and distingu'shes between a
normal population and a population previc.. ..y identifled as "communication disordered.”

There are norms bar.»d or: a sample of tetween 200 and 250 students per age range. Thereis
assistance with Interpretation and use. Help with interpretation is rated "good.” More assistance
could be given with use in instruction.

Hammill, et al. (1989) gavu the instrument an "acceptable" rating In terms of norms, reliability and
validity. There is no review of the new edition in Keyser ar.d Sweetlznd (1987) or Buros Mental
Measurement Yearbook (Mitchell, 1985).

A new edition will be availat»e in Januaty, 1990.
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Test Of Language Development-2 (TO1.D-2) Primary and Intermediate, 1983

Donald D. Hammil!, and Phyllis L. Newcomer, PRC-ED, 8700 shoal Creek Bivd., Austin, Texas
78758, (512) 451-3246, FAX #512-451-8542,

The TOLD-2 has two levels with one form for each level. The primary leve! is designed for ages 4
through 8 and the Intermediate level is designed for ages 3 through 12. The purposes are to
identify children who are significantly « slow their peers in language proficlency, to determine
children's specific strangths and weaknessas in language skills, to document children's progress in
langua ‘e skills and to use for research. The tests are designed to measure both receptive
(tlistening) and expressive (speaking) semantics (knowiedge of maanings), syntax (knov’/adge of
grammar) and phonology (the sound of language).

Thiere are se''2n subtests in the Primary lavel - picture vocabulary {receptive knowledge of vord
meanings; multiple-choice); oral vocabulary (the child provides definitions of words); grammatic \
understanding (the r2ild picks out the picture that represents a sentence); sentence imitation
(repeating sentences as a measure of grammatic knowledge); grammiatic completion (the
examiner reads unfinished sentences and the student supplies the missing word form); word
discrimination (identifying word pairs read by the examiner as being the same or different); and
word articulation (ability to produce the sounds needed ‘or English). There are 190 items. Testing
is stopped when the child misses five cuestions in a row. The test is not timed but takes about 30
minutes to one hour to give. Items are scored as correct or Incostect (there are detailed kevs for
determining when & production itera is correct).

There are sx subtests in the elementary level — sentence combining (measuring syniactic aw ity by
forming one compour: ;entence from two or more simple sentences), vocabulary (identifying
words with the same meaning, opposite n.: nings, or no relationship). word ordering (measuring
syntactic ability through having the child reoraar a series of ranJomly ordered words intn a
sentence), generals (the child explains how three words are alil.e), grammatic comprehension
(identifying sentences that a.2 grammatically incorrect), and rnalapropisms (the child identifie. and
corrects & word that is used incorrectly). There are 180 tsms. Tha test is untimed but takes from
30 minutes to one hour. All the subtests are given using 1 basal and celling system -- siudents at
different ages begiiat ¢  ront points on the test; testir 3 continues until students miss five in a -
row at th2 (up end and (. .. five . a row correct at the bottom end. /" items are scored as right or
wronr,

The manuals are rat- * "good” in terms of providing the information needed to select an instrument.

Internal consistency reliabilities for both levels are reported from several studies for siudents of
different ages and language abilities. These typically were "good” to "excellent” for both subtests
and total scores. Likewise, test-retest reliabilities are "good" to "excellent."

Test content was based on linguistic theory. Other evidence of validity includes: (1) ratings by
mor: than 100 professionals which show that test content measures*  theoretical constructs on
which the test Is based; (2) performanre or the test increases with age; (3) correlations between
the subtests is moderate; (4) correlations with tests of achievement are moderate to high; (5)
correiations with ability rneasures are moderate; (6) results from a number of studies that show the
tests distinguish between groups in expected ways; and (7) factor analytic stuciss that show that
scores on the various subtests (and other measures) cluster together I expected ways.

Several forms of assistance are provided for int2rpreting and using results. Help Is given with
profiling, definition of the various types of test scores, samples cf test scores for various students,
what the scores fr-m the various subtesis mean, how to dete.-mine whether the difference L...-.. zen
scores on the profiie is meaningful, possible errors in measurement, how to develop local noims.
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cautions in interpreting the results, and some help with instructional planning. In general, norms
are based on a reasonably sized population that is reasonatly representative of the nation. For
some subtests, information frora the 1977 norming population was combined with that from the
1987 sample. This might make the norms somewhat "easy” for these subtests. Help with
interpretation and use Is rated "excellent.”

No review of the 1988 edition was found in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbe.ok (Concley and
Kramer, 1989) or {leyser and Sweetiand (1987). Hammill, et al. (1988) rate the instrument as
*acceptable® in terms of norms, reliability and validity.

Utah Test of Language Development-3 (UTLD-3}, 1939

M.J. Mectam, PRO-ED, 8700 Snoal Creek Bou!zavard, Austin, Texas 78758, (512) 451-3246, FAX
#572-451-8542.

The UTLD-3 was developed to identify students aged 3-8 who might fall outside the "normal” range
of language d-:velopmer.t. Thare is one o and one levei. The test has two subtests - language
= comprehension and languane expression. The language comprehension subtest requires

- students to point to the pictura that represents a word, sentence, or sequence; and provide short
. oral answers to questions re.quiring identification of corrent Jrammar, categories of objects, and
vocabulary. The language expression subtest requires the student to name objects or actions,
repeat words or sentences, supply & correct grammatical form, combine sentences, define viords,
rhyme words, make up a sentence using a supplied word and demonstrate knowiadge of idiom:s.

These subtec*s attempt to measure language meaninas and grammar at each of three levels -
recognition/imitatlon, short-term recali/rote assac.. . .. and understanding. There are 100 items,
but not necessarily ali items are given to each student. Rather, a system of basals (five I! 3 row
correct) and ceilings (five In a row incorrect) is used. Ali items are scored right or wrang based on
a scoring guide for each item. The test takes about 15-30 minutes to give.

The instrument is rated "good” in terms of providing the informatior: nesded for selection.

Internal consistency Jabiiities range from .76 to .91 (median = .84) depending on the subtes: and
age. This s rated "good."

Validity information includes: (1) content based or. theories f fanguiage components and
develcpment; (2) moderate relationships with ot'«er tests that attempt to measure the same thing;
(3) scores improve with age; (4) scores correctly identified a group that had already been identified
as being low achieving; and (5) the subtests relate moderately with each other.

Norms based on a small population per age are provided for both ~eception (listening) and
expression (speaking). Reception and expras<inn scores are corbined to form a “language
quotient.” This allows users to assess modalities separately as well as obtain an overai index of
language competence. Help with interpratation and use is rated “good." Proper cautions are
provided. There is little assistance with use of resuits beyond screening, but this was th= oniy
recommended use for the test.

No reviews of the 1589 editior. are available from Buros Mental Measuremant Yearbook (Conoley
and Kramer, 1989), Hammill, et al. (1989) cr Keyser and Sweetland (1987).
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ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

These instruments were not obtained in time for inclusicn as iung or shon -eviews. The following
descripiions are bassd on informaticsi in test publisher catalogs, reviews by others, and dascriptions in
othe: 2search studies.

Evaluating Communicative Competence -- A Functional Pragmatic Procedure
n.d.)

Chariann S. Simon, United Educational Servicas, inc.. P.O. Box 605, East Aurora, New Yoik, 14052,
(800) 458-7900.

This Is a series of 20 informal evaiuation tasks that serve as probes of auditory and expressive
ianguage skiils needed for classroom and social purposes. They ccver language processing, skilis
in talking about language (metalinguistic stilis), and functional uses of ianguage for various
communicative purposes. The instrumant was designed for students aq2d 9-17.

A review in Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook (Conolay and Kramer, 1989, 10:110) states that
administration takes about 60 minutes. Additional time is required to evaluate responses. There is
soma technical information. The review Is positive in terms of the scope of the tasks presented.

Intcroersonat Language Skills Assessment (ILSA)

Carolyn M. Blagden and Nancy L. McConnell, LinguiSystems, Inc., 3100 Fourth Ave., East Moline,
lllinois 61244.

T= . Sistrument is a structured observation of chiidren in grades 3-9 while th.ey are playing a board
game such as Sorry. The purpose is to assess students’ use of the linguistic social skilis necessary
for successfui interpersonai Inte.action.

Three to four students play the game. If the game is videotaped, all students can be rated. If the

. game Is not taped, only one student is observed. The students' comments are categorized by
type: advising/predicting. commanding, corimenting, criticizing, informing, justifying, requesting,
and supporting. There are norms for ages 8-14 Technical information is avaiiable.

Kentucky Comprehensive Listening Test, 1980.
R.N. Bostrum and E.S. Vvaldhart, University of Kentucky, ! ~xington.
From a study by Rubin and Roberts (1987): this instrument covers short term listening, short term
listening with rehearsal, interpre*ation of meaning and lecture comprehension (long term memory).

it emphasizes attention, comprehending and remembering. Distractions are built into the taped
mazterial.

Test of -agmatic Skilis, 1986.

Brian Shu'man, Unite~ Educotional Sarvices Inc., P.O. Box 605, East Aurora, New York 14052,
(800) 458-7900.

This instrume it attempts to assass three through eight year old children's use of ianguage tc
signify conversational intent. Ten categories of communican 2 intentions and functions are
covered -- naming/labeliing, reasoning, requesting information, requesting action,
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answering,/responding, informing, summoning/calling, greeting, closing conversation, and
rejection/denial.

There are four guided play Interactions with examiner probes designed to elicit the child's
conversational intentions. The play situations involve puppets, pencl! and paper, telephones and
blocks.

There is a "Language Sampling Supplement to use if the child has successfully nassed the
conversational intent portion of the test. This supplement helps one: assess how the child uses
conversational intent to organize discourse.”

The test is standardized and normed.

Two reviews in Buros Mental Maasurement Yearbook (Conoley and Kramer, 1389, 10:371) report
that the students receive scores on each task as well as an cverall score. Scores for individual
intentions are not provided. Although there is some technical information available, both reviewers
feel that this could be expanded, espectally since the behavior sample is somewhat limited. The
general feeling is, however, that this test is a useful addition if used with caution, because there are
not many s*andardized measures of intentional competence.
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PRINT RESOU'ICES

Bock, D.G. and Bock, E.H. (1981). Evaluating classroc. 1 speaking. Urbana, lllinols: National Council of
Teachers of Engiish. Also ERIC ED 214 213.

This document provide. a complete discussion of how to assess speaking (extended monologues)
in the classroom. The authors include discussions of issues, what to be careful of, and how to
construct an evaluation instrument. Several sample rating .. ‘ms are included.

Conoley, J.C. and Kramer, J.J. (Eds.) (1989). Tenth Mientai Measurement Ysarbook. Lincoln, NB:
University of Nebraska Press.

This Is the 10th edition of the Mental Measurement Yearbook which reviews tests and assessment
devices in a number of ;ontent areas.

Devine, T.G. (1982). Listening skills scho- iwide: Activities and programs. Urbana, lllinois: National
Council of Teachers of English. Also ERIC ED 219 789.

This document focus?s mainly on instructional ideas in the aroa of listening. A few informal
assessment checklists and rating forms are included.

Dickson, W.P. (1981). Children's communication skills. New York: Academiz Press.

This book is an anthology by researchers in the areas of referential communication and
sociolinguistics. Referenti. communicaticn research usually proceeds by having persons
participate in artificial communication situations in order to help explain the underlying cognitive
abilities and correlates of performance. The soclolinguistic traution seeks to understand
communication in terms of the soclal and ~ontextual setting in which it takes place. The book
attempts to bring together these two fieids i;oth dealing with communication.

' Gerodman, K.S., Roodman, Y.M. and Hood, 'V.J. (1989). The wk: ‘e language evaluation book.
l Portsmcth, New Hampshire: Heinemann.

This anthology of essays by ieachers and writing consultants explores a variety of issues and
approaches relating to whoie language evaluaticn at the classroom level. included are samples of
self and peer-evaluation as well as teactar-directed evaluation ratings, checklists, anecdotal
records, and miscues. Broad topics include the theory and general principles of whole language
evaluation, changes in evaluation through the grade levels, and evaluation of students who have
writing difficulties. The major focus Is on helping teachers make better use of evaluation to
understand their students, and on integrating whole language evaluation and instruction.

Hammill, D.D., 8rown, L. and Bryant, B.R. (1989). A consumer's guide to te<ts in print. Austin, Texas:
PRO-ED.

This book rates about 300 tests onte  nical quality -- norms, validity anc reliability. They are rated
A (highly recommended), B (acceptable), or F (not recommended). Twelve measures of writing
and 15 measures of speaking are included. Achlevement test series are not Included.




Joint Committee on Testing Practices (1988). Code of fair testing prat.«ces in education. Washington,
D.C.: Joint Committee on Testing Practices, American Psychological Association, 1200 17th
Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20036.

The Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education addresses the obligations to test takers of those
who develop and use tests. Standards are presented in four areas. developing/selecting tests,
interpreting scores, striving for fairness and informing test takers.

Lundsteen, S.W. (1979). Listening: Its impact at all levels on reading and the other language arts.
Urbana, liinols: National Council of Teachers of English. Also ERIC ED 169 537.

This article provides a long, detalled discussion of the skills and abillitles inv-~ived In listening
comprehension. It includes several informal checkiists and rating forms for classroom use.

Mitchell J.V. (Ed.)(1985). Ninth Mental Measurement Yearbook. Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska
Press.

This Is the ninth edition of the Mental Measurement Yearbook which reviews numerous tests of all
types.

McCroskey, J.C. and Dalv. J.A. (Eds.) (1986). Personality and interpersonal commurication. Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.

This book contalns a number of papers on ' .ow communication anxlety and other persone!ity
characteristics affect communication.

Reed, L. (1983) Assessing children's speaking, listenirg, and writini. skills. The talking and writing
series, K-12. Washington, D.C.: Dingle Associates. Also ERIC 233 380.

This paper takes a classroom teacher's perspective on assessing communication skitls. It
describes Issues, considerations and procedures for assessing writing, speaking and listaning.
Several Informal assessment tools are included.

Tardy, C.H. =d.) (1988). A handbook for tha study of human communication: Method's anc' instrumants
for observing, measuring, and assessing ~ommunication processes. Norwood, N.J: Ablex.

This book contains a number of articles on the assessment of communication processes.
However, the various authors approach the {opic more from a counseling/personality perspective
than a cognitive skill perspectiva. For example, the characteries assessed include other-
orientation, self-centered behavior, social adaptability, empathy, marital relationships, social
composure, wit, appropriate dist.iosure, etc. There is some cverlap with the affective instruments
Included in our reviews, such as communication apprehension, and occasionally the scales
contain some aspects of skill in grammar and other cognitive knoviedge.

Ting-Toomey, S. and Korzenny, F. (Eds.) (1989). Language, communication, and culture: Current
directicns. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

This book prasents a number of papers on the general relationship between culture, ianguage and
communication.

95 9’)




PROFESSIONAL ORGAMIZATIONS
American Speech-Language-Hearing Assoclaticn, 10801 Rockvill~ Pike, “*ackville, Maryland 20852,
(301) 897-5700.
Conference on College Composition ..d Communication, 1111 Kenyon Road, Urbana, lllinols 61801.
International Communication Association, 8140 Burnet Road, P.O. Box 9589, Austin, Texas 78766.

International Listening Association, Dr. Charles Roberts, Executive Director. P.O. Box 90340 McNeese
State University, Lake Charles, Loulslanu 70609-0340, (318) 475-5¢20.

International Reading Association, 800 Barksdale Rd, P.O. Box 8139, Newark, Delaware 19714-8139.
National Gounct: of Teachers of English, 1111 Kenyon Road, Urbana, lilinols 61801.

Speech Comnwuinication Assoclation, 5105 E. Backlick Rd, #E, Annandale, Virginia 22003.

OTHER ORGANI’ATIONS
N=*" 1al Assessment of Educational Progress, Educational Testing Service, CN6710, Princeton, New
Jersey 08541-6710.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) conducts yearly national studies of
student achievement in a variety of subject areas.

OERI Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Stucent Testing (CRESST), Center for the 3tudy
of Evaluation, (Eva Baker, Director), UCLA Graduate Schoc! of Education, 145 Moore Hall, Los
Angeles, California 90024-1522, (?*7) 206 1530.

CRESST Is involved in a number of innovative assessment projects.
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GENERAL INSTRUMENTS

DESCRIPTION
# # #ITEMS/ AD.
INSTRUMENT Focus GRADES LEVELS T RM5  TASKS TIME rORMAT
Class Appre- Speaking 7-13 1 1 20 10 Questionnaire-
hension About Anxiety items min. Geoor
Participation
Scale (1987)
College Outcome Extended 13+ P! 3 15 2-1/2 Performance-
Measures Monologues; tasks hrs. Individuai
Program (1986) Communication
Competence
Communication Extended =13+ 1 1 3 30 Performance-
Competency Monologue tasks min. Individual
Assessment Listening
Instrument (1982) Comprehension;
Communication
Compe: ace
Diagnosis of Group 9-13+ 1 1 1 ? Performance-
Group Discusy’on; task Cooup
Membership Communication
(1553) Competence
English Language General Sperking 7-12 2 2 40 At Cioze, muit-
Skills Profile Interactive Speak- items Least iple choice,
(1987) ing-l.istening 2 9C min. short answer,
Listening tzsks self-evaluation,
Comprehension performance-
Group Discussion; Group
Cc -imunication
Zompetence
Evalusating ? 312 1 1 20 60 Performance-
Co. .nmunication tasks min. Individual
Competence
n.d.)
Fullerton Speaking 5-12 1 1 142 45 Shkort verbal
Language Listening; items min. answers -
Test or Linguistic Individual
Adolescents Coriipetence
(1986)
Hunter- Extended 16 5 1 1 5 Performance-
Grundin Monologue; rack min, Individual
Literacy Linguistic and
Profiles (1980) Communica*;on
Competence

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Qs & ST -- .
- L et TP RS R PR
' :
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¢  Only ratedfor ¢ mercially available instruments.
Rescarch instruments are not rated in these areas since the intent of the source is to report on the use of the instiumeni in
rescarch not as documentation for usess. These sources therefore, generaily lack heip with selection and us~
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HOW WELL*

MANUAL . TECHNICAL ADEQUACY
PROVIDED HELP WITH*
INFO. INTERP. RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS AVAILABLE FROM:
L o Good- Good M.R. Nesr
N/A N/A Excelient Communication Ed.,
35, 154-166, 1987.
. Fair-Good Fair Good- Good College Outcomes
" . takesan Excellent Measures Program,
-~ additional ACT, P.O. Box 168,
.. 1hrper Iowa City, Iowa
student 52243
see soe Good Good Associated info. Speech Communication
Unknown Unknown in ERICEd 210-748  Association, 5105
& Commun. Ed.. 31, Backlick Rd.,
19-32, 1982. Annandale, VA 22003
i .. Unknown Unknown L. Crowell, Speech
N/A N/A TJeacher, 2, 26-32,
1953
Good Good Good- Fair Regquires a tape MacMillan Education
Excellent recorder and Houndmills,
training in Basingstoke, Hampshire
scoring. RG21 2XS,
Great Britain
*. Extratime ? ? ? ? Instrument United Educational
needed was not obtained Services, Inc.
for in time for pub. P.O. Box 665,
scoring Info. comes from East Aurora, NY 14052,
catalog (800)458-7900
Good Good Fair- N/A+ Consulting
Excellent Psychologists Press,
577 College Ave.,
Palo Alto, CA 94306
Fair Fair Unknown Unknown Ratings only apply = The Test Agency,
to the speaking Coumswood House
subtest. North Dean, High
Wycombe, Bucks.,

HP14 4NW, Grt. Britain

12
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#%®  We were not able to review the manual provided with the azcessment materials prior to publication deadline.
+ Instruments focusing on hinguistic competence are not rated to avoid confusion with those measuring communication competence.
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GENERAL INSTRUMENTS
DESCRIPTION
# #  #ITEMS/ AD.
INSTRUMENT Focus GRADES LEVELS FORMS  TASKS TIME FORMAT
interactional Interactive K-3 1 1 16 ? Teacher
Competency Speaking- items checklist-
Checklist Listening; Individual
(1978) Linguistic and .
Communication
Competence
Jones-Mohr Listening 9-13+ 1 2 30 25 Multiple-
Listening Test Comprehension; items min. choice-
(1976) Communication Group
- Compztence
° Kentucky Listening 913+ ? ? ? ? Muitiple-
Comprehensive Comprehension; choice-
Listening Communication Group
Test (1980} Competence
Language Referential K-2 1 1 2 pal Performance-
Communication Communication; tasks min. Dyads
Skills Task Linguistic and
9n) Communication
Competence
- Language Speaking and PreK-8 1 1 500 ? Multiple-choic:,
Inventory for Listening; items short verbal &
Teachers Linguistic written answers-
(1982) Competence Individual
Language Listening 7-13+ 1 1 25 ? Performance, and
Proficiency Comprehension; items multipie-choice
Test (1981) Linguistic and short verbal
Communication answers-
Competence Individual
Notebock Referential PreK- 1 1 12 ? Performance-
Communication Communiction; 13+ items Dyads
Game (1979) Communication
Competence
*  Only rated for commercially available instruments.
**  Rescarch instruments are not rated in these arcas since the intent of the source is to report on the use of the instrument in
res.arch not as documentation fcr users. These sources thercfore, generally lack help with selection and use.
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HOW WELL*

MANUAL
PROVIDED HELP WITH* TECHNICAL ADEQUACY

INFO. INTERP. RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS AVAILABLE FROM:

oo o Unknown Fair Source listed does J. Black, Research
N/A N/A not include criteria  ins the Teaching of
for rating student Eng. 13, 49-68, 1978.
§ performances or
.. specifics sbout the
> task presented to the
o students.
Students Fair Fair Unknown Unknown This test was University Associates,
comprchend expressly de- 8517 Production Ave.
meaning signedas a San Diego, CA
through how training 92121
astatement device.
” is read.
Rzquires o oo ? ? Instrument was Bostrum & Waldhard,
atape N/A N/A not obtained in U. of KY, 7 2xington
recorder time for pub. KY, (606)257-7800
Info. taken from
8 study in which
the instrument
was used.
o oo Fair Fair Entire M.C. Wangetaal,
N/A N/A instrument Leaming Research &
is aot Development Center.,
provided U. of Pittsburgh,
in the source PA 15213
listed.
Poor Fair Unknown Unknown Academic Therapy
Pubs., 20 Commercial
Bivd., Novato, CA
94947
Fair Fair Unknown Unknown Designed Academic Therapy
primarily for Pubs., 20 Commercial
non-English Bivd., Novato, CA
speakers and 94047
persons with
Tow skill levels.
d . e Unknos= Unknown Entire W.P. Dickson, Center
N/A N/A instrument For Individualized
is not provided Schooling, U. of
in the source Wisconzin, Madison
listed. WL

***  We were not able to review the manual provided with the assessmen* materials prior to publication deadline.
+  Instruments focusing on linguistic competence are not rated to -void confusion with those measuring communication competence.
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GENERAL INSTRUMENTS

DESCRIPTION
* ~ #  #IIEMS]  AD.
INSTRUMENT Focus GRADES LEVELS FORMS  TASKS TIME FORMAT
Personal Communication 9-13+ 4 ? Questionnaire-
Report of Anxiety items Group
Communication
Apprehension
(1986)
Profile of Nonverbal 313+ 220 45 Multiple-choice
Nonverbal Communication items min. Group
Sensitivity
(1979)
Repairs of Interactive PreX 1 ? Performance-
Misunderstand- Speaking- task Individual
ing During Listening;
Communication, Communication
(1979) Competence
Test of Listening and 7-12 240 13 Multipie-choice
Adoiescent Speaking: items hours short verbal
Language-2 Linguistic answers-
(1987 Competence Individual or
Group

Test of Early Listening and PreK-1 38 15 Multiple-choice
Language Speaking; items min. Short verbal
Development Linguistic answers-
(1983) Competence Individual
Test of Listening 7-13+ 40 15 Multiple-choice-
Implied Comprehension; items min. Group
Meanings Communication
(nd) Competence
Test of Listening and FreK-7 190 30 min.- Multiple-choice
Language Speaking; items 1 hour & short verbal
Development-2 Linguistic answers-
(1988) Competence Individual
Test of ? PreK-3 4 ? Performance-
Pragmatic tasks Individual
Skills
(1986)
Two Referential Referential 9-13+ Varies  Varies Performance-
Communication Comunication; dyads:;
Tasks (1979) Communication Multiple-choicc-

Competence group

*  Only rated for commercially available instruments.

Research instruments are not rated in these areas since the intent of the source is fo report on the use of the
research not as documentation for users. These qburces therefore, generally lack help with selection and use.
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HOW WELL*

MANUAL
f°OVIDED  HELPWITH* TECHNICAL ADEQUACY
OTHER INFO. INTERP. RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS AVAILABLE FROM:
oo o Unknown Unknown J.C. McCroskey, An
| N/A N/A Introduction to .
Rhetorical Communi-
cation, Englewood
' Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
; ) Hall, 1986.
- hemsad-  °* Fair- Good- Irvington Publishers
\ ministered  Unknown Unknown Excellent Excellent 5§51 Fifth Ave.,
N on New York, NY 10017
" videotape (212)777-4100
- One play e oo Unknown Unknown This instru- L.C.Lee & S. Speiker,
n sitvationis N/A N/A ment would ETS Tests in Microfiche
. videotaped take a great #009902, ETS Test
deal of train- Collection, Princeton,
ing to use NJ, 08541
i}f properly.
" 20fthe8  Good- Excellent Good N/A+ PRO-ED, 8700 Shoal
' subtests Excellent Excellent Creck Blvd., Austin, -
j must be TX, 78758
given (512)451-3246
'[ individually
: Not all Good Good Good N/A+ PRO-ED, 8700 Shoal
- students Creck Blivd,, Austin,
| take all TX, 78758
| items. {512)451-3246
‘ Students oo o Unknown Unknown A cassette Ed Ragozzino, 671
comprehend N/A N/A tape recorder Startouch Dr.,
meaning is necessary. Eugene, OR 97405
through how
a statement
is read.
Not all Good Excellent Good- N/A+ PRO-ED, 8700 Shoal
students Excellent Creek Bivd,, Austin
take all TX, 78758
items. (512)451-346
The 4 tasks 7 ? ? ? Test was not United Educational
are guided obtained in Services, Inc.,
' play in which time for pub. PO Box 605, East
the rater Info. is from Aurora, NY 14052
participates. publ. catalogs. (800)458-7900
Numberof °*° oo Unknown Unknown W.P. Dickson et al,,
trials varies, N/A N/A Center for Individual
depending ized Schooling. Univ. of
on # of Wisc., Madison, W1
students.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

¥/e.were not able to review the manual provided with the assessment materials prior to publication deadiine. .
Instruments focusing on linguistic competence are not rated to avoid confusion with those measuring communication competence.
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GENERAL INSTRUMENTS

DESCRIPTION
¥ #  #ITEMS;  AD,

INSTRUMENT Focus GRADES LEVELS FORMS TASKS TIME FORMAT
Utah Test Listening and PreK4 1 1 100 15-30 Multiple~choice
of Language Speaking; items min. and short verbal
Development-3 Linguistic answers-
(1989) Competence Individual
Watson-Barber Listening 712 1 2 50 K\ Multiple-choice-
High School Comprehension; items min. Group
Listening Linguistic and
Test (1989) Communication

Competence
Willingness To Willingness to 9-13+ 1 1 20 ? Questionnaire-
Communicate Communicate items Group
Sca.c (1987)

*  Only rated for commercially available instrumenis.
**  ‘esearch instruments are not rated in these areas since the intent of the source is to report on the use of the instrument in
research not as documentation for users. These sources therefore, generally lack help with selection and use,
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HOW WELL*

MANUAL

- PROVIDED HEL? WITH* TECHNICAL ADEQUACY

OTHER INFO. INTERP. RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS AVAILABLE FROM:
Notall Good Good Good N/A+ PRO-ED, 8700 Shoal

; students Creek BIvd., Austin,
L rakeall TX, 78758
5 items (512)451-3246
Testad. in  Fair Fair Poor Fair Spectra, Inc.,
{:, its entirety Box 1708
‘,’:_ﬁ on audio- Aubum, Alabama
. orvideo- 36851-1708
: tape.
¥ - - Fair- Fair McCroskey & Richmond
’ N/A N/A Good Willingness to com-
| municate. In McCroskey
| & Daly (Eds.), Personality
5 and Interpersonal Com-
" munication. Beverly Hills,

CA: dage, 1987.

***  We were not able to review the manual provided with the assessment materials prior to publication deadline.
}[ + Instruments focusing on linguistic competence are not rated to avoid confusion with those measuring communication competence.
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ANTHOLOGIES*

DESCRIPTION

Focus GRADES FORMAT CONTENT
Assessing Children's Group Discussion; 5-12 Performance, 1 rating form
Speakirg, Listening Communication Self-rating covering group
and Writing Skills Competence discussions
(1983)
Evaluating Extended 5-12 Performance, 10 rating forms
Classroom Monologues; Teacher and covering various
Speaking Linguistic and Self-evaluation types & aspects
(1981) communication of extended

competence monologues
Listening Listening 1.3 Multiple~choice, 7 inventories
Comprehension, Comprehension; Checklists, Short covering direc-
Grades 1-3 Linguistic and response tions, sequence,
(1976) Communication main idea, sensory

Competence images, inferences,

using context
Listening: It's Listening Problems 1-12 Performance, 3 instruments
Impact At All Group Discussion; Self-report covering listening
Levels . Communication Teacher problems &
(1979) Competence Checklists group discussions
Listening Skills Listening; 5-12 Teacher 4 instruments
Schoolwide Communication Checklists covering listening
(1982) Competence skills & behaviors
Speaking Skills: Extended 5-12 Teacher Checklist, § instruments
Report 3.. Monologues Self-evatuation, covering group
(1988) Group Discussion Peer-evaluation discussions,
Interactive extended monologues,
Speaking/Listening; conversation skills
Communicat:on
Competence

information. However, they are usually associated with many instruction.l ideas.

PR

These are articles, and other sources providing informal asscssment tools for classroom use. There is typically no technical




TECHNICAL INFORMATION AVAILABLE
RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS FROM
Provides con- Unknown Unknown No sample topics for L. Reed, ERIC
siderations when doing group discussions, ED 233380
classroom assessment. no anchor perfor-
mances to assist rating.
Describes in detail Unknown Unknown No sample topics for D.G. Bock & E.H. Bock
how to do a class- speeches; no Evaluating Class-
room speaking anchor speeches to room Speaking, Speech
assessment. assist rating. Communication Assoc.
Annandale, VA, Also
ERIC ED 214 213
Includes an Unknown Unknown Educator's Publishing
accompanying booklet Service, 75 Moulton St.
of games and Cambridge, MA 02138
activities
to build skills.
Unknown Unknown No sample topics for S.W. Lundsteen,
group discussions; no NCTE, 1111 Kenyon Rd.,
anchor performances Urbana, IL 61801,
to assist rating. Also ERIC ED 149 537
Lots of instrue- Unknown Unknown T.G. Devine, NCTE,
tional ideas are 1111 Kenyon Rd.
included. Urbana, IL 61801,
ERICED 219 789
Unknown Unknown V. Spandel, Oregon
State Dept. of Ed.,
700 Pringie Parkway SE,
Salem, OR. Also
ERICED 298 518
107
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ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

DESCRIPTION
# #  #ITEMS/ AD.

INSTRUMENT Focus GRADES LEVELS FORMS  TASKS TIME FORMAT
California Listening X 1 2 52 90 Mutltiple-
Achievement Comprehension; items min, Choice-
Test (1985) Linguistic and Group

Communication

Competence
CIRCUS Listening Pre-K-3 4 1 25- 30- Multiple-
(1976) Comprehension; 40 40 Choice &

Linguistic items min. Short verbal
Competence Answer-
Individual and
Group

Comprehensive Listening K-2 3 2 48-66 38- Multiple-
Test of Basic Comprehension; items ss Choice-
Skills Linguistic and min. Group
(1989) Communication

Competence
Comprehensive Listening 1.3 2 1 40 40- Muttiple-
Testing Program Comprehension; items 60 Choice-
(1982) Linguistic and min. Group

Communication

Competence
Diagnostic Listening 1-9 2 1 122 ? Short verbal
Achievement Comprehension; items answers;
Battery (1984) Linguistic and Individual

Communication

Competence
Jowa Test of Listening K-3 4 2 31-32 ? Multiple-
Basic Skills Comprehension; items Choice-
(1990) Linguistic and Group

Communication

Competence
Towa Test of Listening 38 6 1 95 ? Muiltiple
Basic Skills- Comprehension; items Choice
Listening Linguistic and Group
Supplement Communication
(1990) Competence
Language Listening 1.9 4 1 192 ? Mualtiple-
Diagnostics Comprehension; items Choice-
Test (1988) Linguistic Group

Competence

. Only the listening subtests are reviewed. Although most of the tests have good norms and have been developed using standard
procedures, they are generally not explicit in terms of the theoretical perspective of the listening test and they generally do not
provide explicit validity information. Alsc, although the tests are usualiy very complete in terms of assistance with interpretation
and use (forms, proper cautions), these are not specific to listening. Also, without an explicit theoretical base. it is difficult to

interpret and use the results.

**  Test was intended to measure prereading not listening, so validity is not rated.
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HOW WELL*

MANUAL
PROVIDED HELP WITH* TECHNICAL ADEQUACY
OTHER INFO, INTERP. RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS AVAILABLE FROM:
Asupple-  Fair Fair- Unknown i Fechnical info. CTB/McGraw-Hill,
mental lis-  Good Good N/A was not provided 2500 Garden Rd.,
tening test is with the samples Monterey, CA 93940,
the Listening we received 800-538-9547
Test (see below)
Level A has  Fair- Fair Fair- Fair Norms have CTB/McGraw-Hill,
3extrasub- Good Good Good not been 2500 Garden Rd,,
tests-What updstcd since Monterey, CA 93940,
Words Mean, 1977. §00-538-9547
How Words Work,
& Noises
Asupple-  Fair- Fair- Fair- oo CTB/McGraw-Hill,
mental liss  Good Good Good N/A 2500 Garden Rd.
tening test is Monterey, CA 93940,
the Listening 800-538-9547
Test (see below)
Fair- Fair- Fair Poor- Tests are Educational Records
Good Good Fair only available Bureau, Bardwell Hall
to members 37 Cameron St.,
Norms are old Wellesley, MA 02181,
(1973) (617)235-8920
Fair- Fair- Poor- Fair PRO-ED, 8700 Shoal
Good Good Good Creek Bivd,, Austin,
TX 78758
ASupnle-  Fair- Fair- Fair Fair Riverside PubL Co.
mental test Good Good 8420 Bryn Mawr Ave.
is available Chicago, IL 60631,
(sce below) 800-373-9540
Fair- Fair- Fair- Fair Riverside Publ. Co.
Good Good Good 8420 Bryn Mawr Ave.
Chicago. IL 60631,
800-323-9540
Fair- Fair- Poor- Fair Psychological Corp.,
Good Good Fair 555 Academic Count
San Antonio, ToX 78204
800-228-0752
Q P 109 1 O 7




DESCRIPTION

# # #mems/  AD. :
INSTRUMENT Focus GRADES LEVELS FORMS  TASKS TIME FORMAT
Listening Listening 312 6 1 18-20 3040 Multiple-
Test (1985) Compreheasion; items min. Choice-
Communication Group ;
Competence ‘
Metropolitan Listening K-3 4 2 10- 18-25 Multiple- 1
Achievement Comprehension; A min. Choice-
Test-6 (1987) Linguistic items Group
Competence
Metropolitan Listening K-1 2 1 18-27 15-30 Multiple-
Readiness Test Comprehension; items min. Choice-
(1986) Linguistic and Group
Communication
Competenc.
National Li“tening K-1 3 2 55-n 40-50 Multiple- .
Achievemert Comprehension; items mn. Choice-
Test (1989) Linguistic and Group
Communication
Competence
Nationa) Test Listening PreK-1 3 2 1040 30-3- Multiple-
of Basic Skills Comgrehension; items min, Choice-
(1985) Linguistic Group
Competence
Stanford Listening 1.9 8 2 45 3¢ Multip.:
Achicvement Comprehension; items min Choice-
Test (1989) Linguistic and Group
Communication
Competence
Stanford Listening K-1 2 1 45 30 Multiple-
Early School Comprehension; items min. Choice-
Achicvement Linguistic and Grovp
Test (1988) Communication
Competence
Survey of Listening K-1 2 2 22-23 20 Multiple-
Basic Skills Comprehension; items min. Choice-
(1985) Communication Greup
Competence
Tests of Listening 9-12 4 1 50 40 Multiple-
Achievement Comprehension; items min. Choice
and Proficiency- Linguistic and Group
Listeaing Communication
Supplement Competence
(1987)

i Only the listening subtests IF reviewed. Although most of the tests have good norms and have * =en developed using standarc
procedures, they are generally not explicit in terms of the theoretical perspective of the listenin,  est and they generally do not
provide explicit validity information. Also, although the tests are usually very complete in terme Hf assistzice with intérpretation

and use (forms. proper cautions), these are not specific to listening. Also, without an explicit the oresical base, it is difficult to
interpret and usc the results.

¢ Test was intended to mea.ure prereading not listening, so validity is not rated.
3
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MANUAL

BRI

PROVIDED _ HELPWITH* TECHNICAL ADEQUACY
OTHER INFO. INTERP. RELIABILITY 'VALIDITY COMMENTS AVAILABLE FROM:
Fair- Fair- Unknown Unknown Technical info. CTB/McGraw-Hill
Good Good was not provided 2500 Garden Rd.
with the samples Monterey, CA 93940
we received. 800-538-9547
3ofthe d Fair- Fair- Unknown Unknowr: Technical info Psychological Corp.
levelshave  Good Good was not provided 555 Academic Court
fewer than 10 with the samples San Antonio, TX 78204,
listening we received 800-228-0752
comp. questions
Fair- Fair- Fair- Fair There is a sup- Psy-+ ological Corp.
Good Good Good plemental teacher 555 Academic Court
checklist having San Antonio, TX 78204
14 ratings. 800-228-0752
Fair- Fair- Unknown Unknown Technical info Amcrican Testronics
Good Good was not provided P.O. Box 2270, Iowa City,
with the samples 1A 52244,
we received. 800-553-0030
Fair- Fair- Fair- Fair American Testronics
Good Good Good P.O. Box 2270, Iowa City,
1A 52244,
800-553-0030
Fair- Fair- Unknown Unknown Technical info Psychological Corp.
Good Good w25 not provided 555 Academic Court
with the amples San Antonio, TX 78204,
we received. 800-228-0752
Fair- Fair- Unknown Unknown Technical info Psychological Corp.
Good Good was not provided 555 Academic Court
with the samples San Antonio, TY 78204,
we received. 800-228-0752
Fair- Fair- Fair Poor- SRA, 155 N. Wacker Dr.
Good Good Fair Chicago, IL 60606.
Fair- Fair- Good Fair Riverside Publ. Co.
Good Good 8420 Bryn Mawr Ave.
Chicago, IL 60631,
800-323-9540
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EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES*

DESCRIPTION
AGERCY Focus GRADES FORMAT CONTENT
British Columbia Informal K-12 Ratings, check- A number of
Ministry of Classroom lists, interviews, instruments covering
Educaticn Assessment self-evaluation, affect, listening
record reviews comprehension,
extended monologues,
lirzuistic competence
and interactive
communication
Calgary School Formal 24,6 Checklist, self- 2instruments
District District evaluation covering listening
Assessment behaviors and skills
Glynn County, Formal Local 9-12 Multipie-choice, 2 performance tasks
Georgia Assessment short verbal covering speaking &
responses, listening - job inter-
performance. view and public
hearing
Hawaii State Formal State 36, Teacher rating 1 rating form
Dept. of Ed. Assessment 8,10 for each grade
covering a vari-
ety of speaking
skills.
Hlinois State Informal 36,8, Checklists, Several instruments
Dept. of Ed. Classroom 11 rankings, covering speaking &
Assessment ratings, listening-job inter-
multiple-choice view, classroom con-
versation, extended
monologues, & dramatic
interpretation.
Iowa "ate Informal 1-12 Structured Instrument to be
Dept. of Ed. Classroom log adapted to any
Assessment communication
skill/task.
* Only speaking and listening materials are described.
112
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION AVAILABLE
RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS FROM
Content assists class- Unknown Unknown Title: Enhancing and British Columbia
room teachers to plan uatj Com- Ministry of Ed.,
and monitor oral Mmunication jn the Victorial, B.C.
language instruction. Primary, Inter- Canada
Some instruments mediate and Secon-
would require 31y Grades, 1988
training to use.
Unknown Unknown Title: Listening Profile Calgary School Dist.
& Listening Awareness Calgary, Alberta,
naires Internationat Listening
Assoc., 2, 33-52, 1988.
Additional assistance Fair-Good Good Title: Orat Communi- Glynn Co. School
with scoring would cation, Assessment System, Brunswick, GA 31521. Also
be required. Program, (1981) D. Rubin, U. of Georgja,
Athens
Unknown Unknown Titles: Competency- S. Chin-Chance,
Based Measures for Hawaii State Dept.
Grade 3 Performance of Ed., 3430 Leahi Ave.
_Expectations (}987); Bldg. E., Honolulu,
Grade 10 CBM Technical HI 96815
Report (1988)
This is mostly a Unknown Unknown Titles: Speaking and Illinois State Dept.
curriculum guide Listening Activities of Ed., 100 N. First St.
with ideas for in Ntinois Schools, Springfield, IL
assessment in- 1986; Write On lllinois 62717
cluded 1987
Content of hand- Unknown Unknown Titles: A Guide to Towa Dept. of Ed.
books mainly to Developing Commun- Grimes State Cffice
assist teachers ication Across the Bidg., Des Moines,
to decign instruc- Curriculum, 198S; Tov-a 50319
tion A Guide to Curriculum
Develop: ient in the
Jangue e Arts, 1986
O
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ELCJCATIONAL AGENCIES*®
——— DESCRIPTION
AGENCY Focus GRADES FORMAT CONTENT
Massachusetts Formal State 8 Perfo ..ance, 2instruments -
Dept. of Ed. Assessment othces? PMuitiple- 4 ext=nded mono-
choice logues scored
analytically & a
multiple-choice
listening test.
Michigan Formal Stat. <, 10 Multiple-choice 1instrument
Dept. of Ed. Assessment covering critical
listening using a
variety of
stimulus materials.
New Hampshire Formal State 512 Multiple-choice; 2 levels covering
Dept. of Ed. Assessment short answer listening compre-
hension using
listening passages
from real life.
New York Informal Classroom K-12 Ratings, check- General
Degt. of Eq. Assessment lists, self- & Commuaication
peer evaluations
Formal State 12 Multiple choice Listening compre-
Assessment hension
New Zealand Formal Large 12 Multiple-choice Several levels
Council for Ed. Scale Assessment covering listening
Research comprehension
using listening
passages from
real-life.
North Carolina Informal 12 Checklists Several instru-
Dept. of Ed. Classroom ments covering
Assessment speakiag, oral
language, listen-
ing and attitudes.
Ohio Dept. of E4. Informal K-12 No sampie
Qlassroom instruments
Assessment are provided.
Only speaking and listening materials are described.
114
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION AVAILABLE
OTHER RELIABILITY VALIDITY CONM MENTS FROM
‘The report cited Fair Fair Titles: Statc Spezaking Massachusetts Dept.
is not explicit Assessment Iastrument of Ed., Quincey
¢nough to re- Jechnicat & cports (1982, Center Plaza,
oroduce their 1533); Marsachuseits Test 1385 Hancock St.
training or the of Basic Skills: Lister~ Quincey, MA 02169
assessment. ing(nd)
Unknown Unknown Title: Techmeal Repornt Michigan Dept. of Ed.,
for the Objecti¢ P.0. Box 420,
Referenced Test for Lansing, MI 48902
Critica} Listeping,
1980
Unknown Unknown Title: Listening Skills New Hampshire Dept.
Assessment: Manual and of Ed., Div. of
Script, 1980 Instruc., 64 N. Main St.
Concord, NH 03301.
Also in ERIC
ED 236-657
Unknown Unkrown Tatles: New York State New York State Ed.
English Languape Arts Dept., The Univ. of
Svilabus K-12, 1988, the State of NY,
Albany, NY 12234
Part of a larger battery, Unknown Unknown New Yorl: Siate Regents
that includes reading, Comprehensive Exam in
writing, spelling and English. 1989.
vocabulary
Part of longer battery Fair-Good Fair Title: Progressive New Zzaland Council
that includes math Achievement Tests, for Ed. Research,
and reading. 1971, To be revised P.O. Box 3237,
in 1993. Wellington, New Zealand
(04)847-939
Unknown Unknown Title: Communication North Carolina
Skills, Grades 1 and 2 Dept. of Public
Assessment, 1989, Instruction, Raleigh,
NC (919)733-3703
Handbooks cover N/A N/A Title: Ohio English <Jhio State Dept. of
recent research Language Arts Cuit., Ed., Div. of El. & Sec.
and sound 198S; Integrating Ed., 655 Front St.
instructional Language Arts, 1985. Room 1005, Columbus,
practices. Ohio, 43266-0308
115
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EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES*

DESCRIPTION
AGENCY Focus GRADES FORMAT CONTENT
Ontario Informal 7-10 Multiple~choice, Several instru-
Ministry of Ed. Classroom checklists, short ments covering
Assessment answers, self-and group discussions,
peer-evaluations, extended monologues,
performance. listening compre-
hension, and use of
mechanics.
Oregon Dept. Informai K-12 Performance, Over 30 instru-
of Ed. Classroom multiple-choice, ments that cover
Assessment self- and peer- extended monologues,
evaluations, goup discussions, &
checklists, short listening compre-
written responses. hension.
Pennsylvania Informal 1-12 Performance, 3instruments
Dept. of Ed. Classroom attitude survey covering extended
Assessment monologues, class-
room activities
and student
attitudes.
Saskatchewan Informal 3
Provincial Classroom others?
Dept. of Ed. Assessment

Only speaking and listening materials are described.
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION AVAILABLE
OTHER RELIABILITY VALIDITY COMMENTS FROM
Unknown Unknown Title: The Ontario Assess- Ontario Ministry of
ment Instrument Pool: Education, Publication
is termedijate Centre, 880 Bay St.
jvision, 1986. Sth floor, Toronto,
Ontario, Canada M7A IN§
Includes alengthy Unknown Unknown Titles: Jntegrated Assess- Oregon State Dept. of
procedure for ment Model, 1988; Assessing Education, 700 Pringle
assessing the the mon Parkway, SE, Salem,
process of putting Curriculum Gosls-Speaking, OR 97310-0290
together an oral and Listening, 1988; Proc-
presentation. edures for Assessing
Listening Skills, 1984. '
Unknown Unknown Title: Speech in the Pennsytvania Dept. 2
Classroom: Assessment of Ed., PO Box 911, .
Instruments, 1980 Harrisburg, PA 17126 k
The guides are not N/A N/A Title: Saskatchewan Saskatchewan Ed.,
yet completed but English Language 2220 College Ave.,
will include Arts Curriculum, Regina, Canada
both instruction- 1989. S4P 3V7
al and assessment
ideas.
Q . 117 1 ,di 5
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GLOSSARY

Anelytic Scoring A procedure for rating performances (writing camples, speaking, etc.) that uses a
number cf dimensions (such as content, organization, voice, sentence structure. and
usage/mechanics).

Artificial Tesk  An assessment task thai has been developed specifically for the tast and has aspects that
are not typical of dally activities. Examples are: studants have to give a three-minute speech on
an assigned topic to a teacher who is rating their performance; students listen to various short
passages without asking questions or taking notas, and answer questions about them; students
role-play a job interview. It is the oppostte of a naturalistic task, which is en activity engaged in by
the studert as part of ongoing lfe. There are ditferent levels of artificiality depending on how
closely the task mirrors real-ife activities.

Audience For Communication  That person or persons with whom one is interacting ~“uring a specific
communication activity. It can be an individual, smali group or large group; or peers, teachers,
parents, employers, etc.

Cloze A type of test question in which a passage Is presentd to the students with some words deleted.
The student supplies or chooses words that best complete the meaning of the selention.

Communication Anxiety  Anxiety, apprehension or fear of communicating with others. This canbe a
genera! anxiety or can be focused toward sf.acific situations or audiences.

Communication Competence The ability to communicate effectively for varicus purposes within
various soclal contexte. This includes not oniy the knowladge of what words mean and how to
construct messages, but also what constructions are most effective for various audiences, settings
and purposes.

Construct Validity  The dagree to which an instrument measures an underlying psychological construct
such as intelligence, motivation, or competence. If an instrument has construct validity, peopie's
scores wili vary as the theory underlying the construct wou'd predict. For example, if an
instrument has construct validity in the area of communication competence in speaking, than
performance on the instrument would reflect performance in everyday situations.

Constructed Tasks See Attificial Tasks.
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Content Of A Communication That which Is belng communicated about; for example, weather,
cooking, health, school assignments, etc.

Cortent Validity How well the Instrument samples from the skil! domain of Interest; how well student
responses to the tasks In the instrument are a representative sample of all the possible tasks and
responses In the curriculum area of Interest.

Context For Communication The explicit or implicit setting, audience, purpose and content
surrounding a communication. The conte4t Influences what * vill be effective.

Criterion Validity How performance on the Instrument relates to other measures of the same thing; for
example, other tests, grades, teacher ratings, etc.

Dichotomous Scoring A scoring procedure in which one Indicates the presence or absence of a
behavior or skill. An example would be a checklist of whether the student included various things
in an extended monologue such as an Introduction, major points, examples and a conclusion.

Discourse Mode The purpose for the communication, such as to convince (persuasive mode), explain
(narrative mode), or tell (narrative mode).

Domalin Of Skills The entire group of performances and abllities that constitutes a skill area, such as
listening comprehenslon, persuasive speaking or writing.

Ecological Validity An Instrument Is ecological valid when it Is used properly, results dare perceived as
being useful, and the use of the results does not promote negative side effects.

Extended Monologues A speech In which verbal Interaction with the audlence Is not allowed. Speaking
tasks developed for assessment purposes are usually extended monologues. This can acdd to the
artfficlality of many of these tasks. However, some real-life communication Involves extended
menologues, such as radlo and TV reports.

Holistic Scoring A procedure for rating performances (writing, speaking, etc.) that uses a single score
to Indicate the overall quality of the plece.

Interactive Communication A communication activity In which people Interact. This usually Involves
both speaking and listening. Examples are corversations, lectures in which students can ask
questions and speaches In which audlence feedback Is allowed. This is the opposite of one-way
communication In which messages are given or received, but no Interaction Is allowed {such as an
extended monologue).
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Linguistic Competence The sophistication of students with respect to the complexity of the languaga
they can produce and understand. It would include such things as knowledge of vocabulary, the
complexity of grammatical constructions used and understood, and the average length of student

sentences.

Listenability The degree to which material contains certain features that are necessary if it is to be
presented and understood verbally. Such features include simple sentence structure, a high
degree of redundancy of information, thematic units that are resolved quickly, and a face-to-face
style of lanquage.

Objective Format Tests  Any assessment format in which students choose answers rather than produce
answers. Examples ¢ - multiple-choice, matching and true-false.

One-Way Communication A communication activity in which people do not interact. Examples are
extended monologues and listening in which one is not able to interact with the presenter (e.g.,
radio and TV reports).

Performance Format Tests  Any assessment format in which the responses are produced as opposed
to being chosen. Examples are short answers, performance of tasks, telling a story and
summarizing what Is heard.

Primary Trait Scoring A procedure for rating performances (writing, speaking, etc.) which results in a
single score that indicates the overall effectiveness of the writing for the purpose intended. For
example, a persuasive speech would be rated on how well it persuades, while an expository
speech would be rated on how well it explains something.

Purposes For Communication The reasons why the cornmunication is taking place. These could
include soclal necessity, obtaining information, recreation, or persuasion.

Reliability The degree of consistency between two measures of the same thing. Test-retest reliability is
the degree to which measurements are consistent across time. Internal consistency reliability is
the degree to which the items on the test tend to measure the same thing. Interrater reliability is
the extent to which ratings from different persons are the same.

Setting For A Communication One component of the context for a communication. The seiting
includes group size, the formality of the occasion, interactive or one-way communication and
amount of preparation (impromptu or not).

Skilis InConcert  An assessment situation in which students must use a variety of skills in concert in
order to achieve a goai. An example is delivering a speech. Students have to not only present the
material - esired but also be responsive to the audience.
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Skills In Isolation.  An assessment situation which singles out s«ills for separate measurement. An
example Is a listening comprehension test in which one itc 1 measures main idea and the next
covers mood.

Validity The extent to which an instrument measures what it claims and can be used for the purposes
stated. Content, criterion and construct validity all contribute to the overall judgment of validity.
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