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Due to the recent Federal Redefinition of ”basic skills," large scale‘/
assessments of speaklng and listening proficiencies Wil 1. prollferate.

In glann1ng assessment procedures, educators must'be sensitive pot only

to psychometrlc validity, but also to pedagog1ca] va11d}ty - the effects

of testlng on curr1cu1ar content and instructional strateg1es Va11d1ty
{udgements are part)cu]ar to procedures and user valﬁes. But ramifications
. af assessment characteristics befb types of yalidity can be identified.
Jhese characterist1cs include (1) direct measures, (2) pure measures,

(3) cu]tura]]y pluralitlc measyres, and (4) contextually diverse measures.

) [
An 111u%§rat1ve measurement procedure is descr1bed ] . - .
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The next several years are certain to witness increased demand for - -

-~ A

S S o
large scale assessmentd of oral communication skjlls. Lapguage arts edu-

cation will be influenced Hy'the inclusion of speaking and 1istening in-

ul

recent Federally mandated definitions of "basic skills."' _Emphdsis on

bésit ski]ls, as°p0pu1ar1y’cpnstﬁUed, is sn offspring of \the same social-
educational movement that shéwned competency based e&ucation..:lq the
vision of this 'mov'ement an 1mp'ort'ant mtign of public schools is to’cer-
tify minimum levels of student achievement. In this climate schools and,

teachers are held accountab]e for éducationa] outcomes.primarily in terms

of test scores. At present thére'sre few»ws11—estab1isheq instruments

for méaiuring speech communication c0mpetenéies in eva1uative nonresearch -

contexts. 2 The manner in which the educat10na1 community develops and

“

selects 1arge sca]e procedures for assess1ng speaklng and listening may 7
have profound consequences on the, future status of bra] cmnnun1cat10n/1/

the schools.

Several factors are salient with respect to test construction and

adoption, among them monetary cost, time, amount of error contaminqtigg

-

_ measurements, and the utility or consequences of resulting certification

decisions. This paper addresses itself to one such factor, c0nslderat10ns
v ’ 1
affecting the validity of 0ra1 communication assessments ’

4 From a psychometric perspect1ve, va]idity pertains to what can be‘

1egit1maée1y 1nferred on the basis of a.given assessment procedure. _Iﬁ .
]

general, thrée 1nterdependent types of psychometric va11d1ty are recognized.’ 3
Content validity is detemmined by 1nquiring whethef test 1téms (including

}
e]1c1tat10n procedures and scoring cr1ter1a) represent the doma#n of know- 5

ledge or ski]] of 1nte§es}. Criterion 2sferenced_ya11d1ty is demonstrgted
? " Y . .
empirically if an instrument discriminates among individuals in a manner
* ~ . > . -

v e
» Y .
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, - 2 ) ' large scale assessment .

similar to results obtained ‘from other rélated measurements {concurrent
validity) or if the.jnstrument forecasts test-takers* attributes, especiajlx C
- -, - behavioral patterns, at some time after test adminjstration {predictive
validity). 1Inf@ences derived from an assessment procedure have construct -
validity if the tést‘skrationale and operation are consistent with the
-netynrk of conceptual relations of which the tarbet knowledge or skill is ' ¥
‘1n ‘theory a part. _Conducted by means of on-going empir;ca] and logical -
analysis, construct validation d1rect1y queries, is this a test of what
it purports? ’
“The relevance of a testing procedure can be examined from a pedagogical
as. well as psychometric point of view. In the present educational me]ieq
test resul ts may or may not have impact as feedback-utility for diagnoses
- and remed1at1on ‘of instructional weaknesses But testing most surely has
feedfbrward impact; glassroom practices are altered to confonn to test
specifications. Simple power relations in educational societies demand
that teachers "teach to the test." For oetter or for worse, instruction
expands or contracts in accordance with available technologies of -educational -
measurement . - ‘ A ’ ' . -
It is unlikely for example that the vigorous support presently enjoyed
by reading;programs would be possible in the absence of advanced reading ~
) lassessment methodo1ogies. The adoption)of sentence combining training in
many quarters is motivated ]drdely by the fact that its outcome, s}ntactic—
camp]eiiﬂy Hs easily assessed. This situation obtains desp1te research
which disconfirms,any d‘rect relationship between syntactic complexity . ;

4 . '

and-judged quality of written composition.” Yet another instructive i1lu-

stration of the effects of testing on instruction 1s the history of the

Educational Testing Serwice's College Board English éomposition Test, ETS

. ' : 4
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©

de]eteq original student writing samples from its test of writing ability
when testfconstructors deve]opedfg muTtiple choice examination which was

re]iabIE, cost efficient and highly predictive of writing samp]e ratings.
waever English teachers protested that the multiple choice testing was . .

‘causing a reduction fn student,cdhpbsitfon and increased ¢lassroom emphasis

i

on items of usage,‘punctuation, and the*like included in the test. Ul1%i-

mately this pressure resulted in the reinstitution of the writing sample.5
. A

It is warrantable to conclude that the amount and type of public school
instruction in speech commuinication is currently, and will continue to be,
“ .

gependent.upon the availability and character of large scale esséssment

£ i
procedures. . ] L P

Pedagoéical va]iéity,‘then: pertains to what students would acqeire - s
as a resu]t ot instruction designed to optimize perfognance on a given. ‘ . |
assessment procedure: Two interdependent types of pedagogical validity
may be distinguished. Curricular validity refers to the judged appropri-

ateness of course content that is consistent with test demands. For
" o

example, if reéonstructing-a Particu]ar communication model is deemed

tangential to effectiwe speech, then a procecure which assesses abi1lity.

tg reconstruct that mo&ei has low curricd]ar’halidity for instruction

intended to promcte_effective speech. Instructional practices validity <,
is a function of the judned appropriateness of teaching strategies used

to imblement course-objectiyes. If it were detennined, for example, that

group problem solving is a functional teaching strategy for promoting ef-

fective speech, then an assessment’which requires experience in group

problem solving wou]d have high instructional practices validity in this

situatjon. \\ T . s “

Pl . 4 '
) Test validation, whethér in terms of pedagogical or psychometric




factors, is particularistic. Validity judgements hoig on

for specified
h ) p0pu1ations. purposesy and procedures from which inference are drawn 6 ° )
" Moreover, conceptua]izations of communicative competence ar divergent ]
It is therefore difficult to draw conc]usions about factors ontributing
g to validity in oral assessments which are applicable over a range Of testing

- L] b - ’ L3 - ) L4 :
needs and s¥tuations. These conclusions are best drawn by tesging agencies’ ,

individual constituencies. Nevertheless, certain broad issues \bearing

, ficiency testing can be identified. '

Direct Measures .

* 4

Oral communication qua skill is a behakiora] construct. Knowing about

P4

.
b .
.

“speech communication is not equivalent fg bjing able to execute copmunication
. " - acts, though intellectual apprehgnsion of pertinent variables presdmably
f ~_ y ! X \ 1. .
enhances~skill Mead attempted to constructia paper-and-pencil instrument . .
. which asked nestees to choose appropriate co unication strategies rto .

characterize Yikely outcomes in supplied situptions. The product wap of

8

limited value as a standardized test.” AStratmegy chdice is so highlylcon-

. text-dependent that it is un]ikely'th_at a supplied, hypothe'tical situption * .

could provide rich enough information for choife among aiternatives Thus, *

Howie-Day found developmental trends in rataon les used to justlfy chcices .

among a]ternativé strategies, but not deve]opm tal patterning in, the

* choices, themseives 9

In a similarly indirect approach; cognitiv and attitudinal pre-requi-’

o

sites to communication can be indexed "but measufes of underlying trait
may account for qnly small portions of the variagce in communication pef-
formance. A case in point is the use of perspective~taking measures sudh

as the Feffer Role Taking Task which McCaleb and Xorman advocate as an
\ L - L




* assessment tool,

-
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.cr- .

10 _However nefther correlatigfal nor intervention studies

confirmed a strong dependency between this type of social cognitiJe measure
and referential communication accuracy.1] ' .
It is altogether poss1b1e, however, that an indirect assessment ¢f -

oral commnication skills of adequate psychometr1c va11d1ty could be con- ,

structed, Still, matters of pedagog1ca1 validity interpose. .Adopt1ng

- 1t

" such an 1nstrument might undermine experiential learning and the acquisi-

t1on of performance skills. Educators who value "such practices and outcomes.
might be justified fn rejecting indirect neasures on this basis aTone.
Indeed the Speech Communication Association "Criteria for Evaluating

Instruments "and Procedures That Assess Speaking and Listening Skl]]s" do

Y

demand evaluations which require students to demonstrate compunication

12

behaviors. Among the disadyantagés of performance measures of spéech

communication are cost and measurement error, although previous experience
in writing evaluation suggests that these difficulties can be managed.].3
Prominent attacks ?n the validity of such performance measures arise be-

cause of inherent

ifficulties in controlling extraneous sources of variance
in performances. e
If speech cmqnunication skills are conceived as including invention

3 ) '
of content material, then biases in favor of certain subject mattelF will

_be troublesome. For exa le, if students are asked to speak about ”My

L

. Summer Vacation," then the speaker who has worked at an archeo]ogicaT dig

in Greece will be at an advantage over one who just “"hung around and played

a Tittle ball." This advantage is a source of psychometric invalidity,
. . . o=
1ntrud1ng variance jrre]evant to any performance ski]]

One approach to e]iminating content differences Aas sources of variation‘

1s to consthain defin{iions of oral competencies to inc]ude only de]ivery
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L3
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skills and thus exc]uding.intentfon, organization, and stylistic cﬁoice.

] . .
or memorized

¢.K

. . ) . ,
(:‘ Under such cozstrained definitions it is proper to emp]oy ora] reading :
enditions of controlled “texts as eva]uat1on tools The con- ﬁx\\

I sequenct of th1s testing procedure is to jeOpard1ze pedagog1ca1 va11d1ty
. by, enc0urag1ng reversion to narrou]y e1ocut1onary 1nstruct1on. A second:
approach to at least minimizing effects of content d1fferences is to s1mp1}
1nstr%ct raters to srttend more to effect1veness of presentat10n than to : w‘

- content. Only experimenta] study-can revea] if such instruction is an

effective techn1que A third means of reduc1ng variation due to response

Ll - 3

topic enta11s constructing cannunicat1on tasks in which all or most nec-
-~

.

essary information is supplied. Referent1a1 communication accuracy exercises
+in which speakers encode supp]ied stimulus materials'are of this type., A
persuasive task that builds in necessary 1nf0rmatkon is presented in a

later section of th1s papér. A final technique for minimizing subJect

-

matter bia§ is to employ test .items which can be presumed to be within the z
ken of testees. ' A question 1ike, "Tell me abgut your favorite teacher o T
here at school“'ought to provide a more equivalent opportunity for dis-

¢riminating on the basis of communication skills than an item which 1nstead

emphasizes differences in background knowledge and experience 11ke, ”Hhat

do you consider to be the most important event .in professiona] athletics

this past year?” ‘o o .

.o . .
Assessments which sample naturalistic interaction wou1d be accorded

_high psychometric validity. In naturalistic observation qf perfonnance, .

- \

however; one again likely saCr1f1ces the control and cpnsistency needed °
—

. for reliable Judgements. Therefore many direct measures of conmunication

will }nVo]ve contrived or hypothetical contexts. Some QEsearch instruments

ask subjects to report about their performance as in theiinstructions.

¥
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“Hhat would you sayfto this person in order to get him to return your

ball. w14 Regard}ess of their value as techniques of inquiry, such reports

.~ are not to be confused with techniques of performance eva]uation. in con~.
trast, other procedures ask subjects to ro]e p]ay or gerfo as if they
were in tbe specified interaction 51tuation Role -playing tasks can re-

- f]ect naturalistic performance ski]]s to the extent that they (1)- supply..

L sufficiently rich context 1nc1uding audience, purpose, and setting and

*

(2) portray this context in a compe]]ing enough manner to pr0v1de at least

*

a, pretext for.ignoring the evaluative motivation' fur the exerc1se. A role-

.play task in which an examiner states, “Pretend I'm your friend and you

want me to go te'the'mouies with-you,} violates both these conditions.
Houever“a.simulated emp]oymentbinterview for a job at a fast-foogf+Estau-
rant might proyiQe a useful speech sample. Ap advantaEe of role-playing
aSsessments is that for those who.consjder role-playing tq be a usefu!

.\instructiona] practice, such procedures have high pedagogical ga]idity.'
!

Gene Sanford identifies a number of factors that can intérfere with instruc-

» tional role-playing and which may also have a bearing on role-playing for
»

eva]uative purposes ]5

*

"pure" Measures N ) '

Effectiqe oral communication requires thé intersectidn of vérha];
social, and logical abi]ities. It is at the same time a motor:ano perdep-
tual skill and is also influenced by attitudes. To search for a pure measure
of communication competencé‘\s akin to the alchemists' attempts to isolate
elemental fire. Nevertheless, and without‘expounding yet another definition
of speech COmmunication, speaking and listening are uniquely characterized
by the spontaneous confluence of these 5ubski11s in the processes of con-
veying and extracting meanings. Measuring these processes constitutes an

£y - ~ ‘, ’
‘ y

ERICT oor 10 - L
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\ especially elusive enterprise adg consequently proposed assessment pro-
. L cedures may capturé one br another of the more accessible components of
\

communication skil],'empIOying the channel of sneech only incidentaﬁly.

One critique of current]y avai]ab]e standgrdized 11sten:ng tests 1s

that they are 11tt1e more than reading ‘tests presented orally 16

\

, i

They S ' }

\

fail to eng?mpass~the comunicative’ nature of the listening process, stress- |
. ' i

, ing literal comprehenéﬁﬁh and ignoring such components of listgning as ¢
utilizing paralfinguistic cues, judging speaker attitudes, and‘forecasting
I . - .- . . R

content. Published tésts 6f listéning may.in fact be measures of general
_verbal ability.

-

" Similar criticisms may be leveled at any set of evaluation 'criterja

LY

-

that credit particular linguistic or stylistic features in an abéoiutq ll )
/ _ fashion. Style is context dependent and the mark of conmunicative compe- u
tence may indeed- be flexibility, and not cOn51stency, in the use-of par-
ticu]ar llnguistic resources. 17 ‘An {110stration of this point is use of |
syntactic complexity as an index of oral proflc:ency as proposed bypoth '

18

Loban, and McCaleb, Thpugh syntactic comp]exxty is easily measured and L‘

is a useful indicator for many purposes, recent f:ndings argue against

o
19 senson similarly found.that Speecq%Pw,
i

L]

simptistic Ege norm interpretations.
context exerted greater 1mp;:1 on spoken syntactic complexity than did
abi]:ty Jevel.20 - o ) . ’
. ' Use of Stannard Eng}ish prongncjations,'1exicons, and grammars as
a measure of*oral comunication competence is a related, albeit more con- ’
y o troversial, subject.  The rating instrument in use in the Gary, 'Indiana

:,school district is an instance of an evaluation technique steessing Standard

21

Eng]xsh dialects in an absolute fashion, However not all.occa510ns re-

‘quire Standanﬁ English. In some contexts, speakers may be penalized fpr' .

,“ . s -

‘lu
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epeaking it. 1Intelligibility is a rhetorical criterion of effectiveness.

* 4 a . . " /
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"Correctness" and genti]ity are presoribtive vehic}es used primarily for -
social stratification.: The two types of criteria are not necessarily
eogivalent. On the.othér hand competent speakers do emp10y a formal style
when a social situation is construed as of great interpersonal distance.
Farmality hay.be s{gna11ed by a numbper of features of which standard dia-

lect is one, but which a]so include distinct enunciation, erect posture,

. and use of deferential terms. An assessment ¢f oral communication skills

need not,be a test of spoken Standard English any more than it need be
a test of genert] verbal ability or of syntactic complexity.

As evaluation procedures emphasizing particular sets of lipguistig

" features raise_ issues of psychometric validity, so do they affect pedagog;

N

ical validity., A testing emphasis on Standard English dialects, for ex-

amp]e: could result in a classroom concentration on “remediating" nonstand-

, ard dialects. Emphasis on syntactic complexity could result in arhetorital

+

sentence combining drill. Depending on a community's  instructional ob-

jectdves, these may be entirely defensible goals. But if educators wish
to promote in $tudents varied repertoires of commun1cat1ve reseurces and

w1sh to. pqov1de practice in contextually abpropriate selection from those

repertories, then qualitative standards for 1anguage cannot be abso]ute 22

. “

o Persona]ity factors also merit d1scuss1on as var1ab]es potent1a]]y

.,

.affect1ng the purity of ora] COnmun1cat10n measures- Tra1ts like gener\

alized comnunication apprehension dnd’ a d1sposition to tentativeness may

23

result 1n negatively eva]uated speech sty]es Rigid personalities are

likely to perform poorly on certain listeping tasks. 24

1f the effects of
t Ske persona]ity traits are conceptyalized as extraneous contaminants of

scores. then they can be 1ndependently measured and statistically partialled

L]

-
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" out of proficiency indicators. The opposing point of view, that such per- ..

sonality factors are inherent to communication skill,\can lead to far- ‘ s

't

. reaching ramifications concerning the schools responsibility for person-, -

I . ality modification therapy "Yet a third poshtion mfght hon t"t whiTe
. _ it is beyond the scope of‘public educatjonggg engage in deliberate mass

therapy, it s proper to offer classroom instruction which imparts to stu-. ///,,f

dents strategies’ for coping with dysfuhctionak personality traits 1n given
sigﬁations sl ) I ) q Y

L
r
-
-

Culturally Pluralistic Melﬁures "" '_ " C L : *

,

. In oral language arts, as in no other subject area,ézducators are

2?rced to confront cultural biases of” the public schools. For it is

tﬁ"ugh spoken language, more than any other behavior, that individuals
, ﬂproject culturai identity :pd concommittant social status. For at Jeast

the past two decades educattonal policy has bedh subject to Sisyphean

torture by the opposing fgices of pluralistic eg:litarianism and demands )
> * .
for_quality control wherein the qualit;es defined as. minimally acceptable \_j

tend to be middle class/technocratic Schools have always operated

Y to engineer thé social ordemand it is not distorting to view the = ’ . ‘
contemporary back to basits movement in this light as well. 26 [
r ol
The equation of Standard English dialect use with communication '

competencéudanonstrates a particular cultural orientation, sjnce some ethnic,

L

»
regional, and socio-economic groups do, not natively speak standard dlalects

(a]though all speakers display some degree of code- switching>in accordance

*

1

with parameters of communicative content) Other obvious sources of cul-
_tural bias in oral assessment’ include questions which ¢all upon a range

| ! .
" of experience lipited to. members of particular subcul tures. Mead by

e

way'H% illustration *determined that minority grodr youngsters’ identified

r

“ -

;‘ - o \‘ ..
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the statement, "In order to get a good job you have to finish school,"

*

27 . 1

-
' . -

as a statement of' fact more often man did Anglo students.
Less detectable. but of greater potent1a1 impact, are sources of"
. cuTtural bias 0 d1ffer1ng cultural norms for what 1s to count as

an appropriate response or what is construed at all as a communicative

context In certain blue-collar cu1tures only circumscribed types of

se]f-disc]osures are deemed appropnate, and those only under highly ’

delineated c1rcumstances.28 Members,of other cu‘ltures, on the other -+ . . '_
hand, may be pronﬁscuous se]f-disolosers. Wh‘en ‘questioned by:an authority R
figure 'Latino youngstrs n'lay avert the‘ir'eyes as a sign bf respect, ) L

while Ang]o children may- enga‘ge i} e e-Contact tg demonstrate sincerety

- .
’ ]

Research suggests at 1east some /sofnal class diffgrence,s 1n norms. of
- 29 " 4

verbal restraint as opposed to spopﬁaneous eiaboratmn of reSponses

Indeed, middle c]as-!r\chﬂdren Jre trained in the1r home ennronments

to perform in examination situations. Parents typlcaﬂy ask’ quasi" - o‘f
questlons, questions which are c]ear]y not requests for eanhténfrent L.
smce.6ns.we‘rs are'’p ntly known by the inquisitors.. Or chﬂdren are | '

.’ given.practice. 1@@ extended discourse primarﬂy £or the\gratiff- s

» cation of the1r e]ders; In sum, these chﬂdten learn that speakk_ing 1n .

the role of examinee is normal and rewarding.

r

« This portrayal contrasts sharp]y with Philips' ethnography of
comunication in a Native American Indian comnunity.a(_) In this minority o ,
Cu]tﬂre youngsters typically 1 arn domestic skills by sﬂently observing'
their elders, and practi% private. Demonstrating a skill for pur- »
poses of fonnative evaluation is not ngrmal, Rather, a chﬂd wﬂ] per-
form the new task as a [natter of course #n ts functional context af ter

-
), or she is satisfied of ‘maStery. Moreover, from ear]y ¢hildhood

. /“
- " l ) -
’ ]
*
N

® ’ L4 '
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children are 1mmersed in a peer culture with 11ttle bas1s f9r the, role

of examinee Leadership is a shared and flujd ro]e and it is unusuai

for a young member of this‘cdnnunity to hold forth 'in speech for An

LS

I
extended period qu these reasans 1t seems inappropriate to engage . . i

1n classroom recitation. Likewise, Hhis culture provides no foundation . ) J
for responding in a situation deliberately,honfrived as an examination '
of oral combefeﬁce._ . _ .
It 15; difficult to avoid the conclusion tha‘t\no one’oral assessment /‘ )
Prq;edure can treat member§ of diverse cultures equivalently. Recognizing
andechoosing to acdept se1ected cuttlral inequiiies fnherent in communi- '
_cati?n testing miy be a defensiple:desture. Recei}ing that.§e11d1ty
'judgements pertain to thé usesof tests rather than to the ‘tests themsel ves,
interpréters,are‘compel]ed to d?ew diffe;ing inferences from scores ob-

tSined fro@ differing populations, however. Rendering_igferpnetations,

seleéting assessment mater;;yé, criteria, and certiffcgtion cut-off points
. . : _
are most sensibly conducted at as local a level as feasible and /An

F)

accordance with communit values.

Contextually Diverse'Measures

- The terms "basit skills" and "minimal competencies" connote abilities -

. directly applicable to economic, political,

biological, and perhaps

* familial survival.

They do not translate readily to concern for self—l

concept, fu]fiT]ment, creativfty{'and psychic well-being. Consequently

many competencey based oral connmnication objectives refer to "life rgjes“

f

like giving and comprehending travel directjons, interviewing for, employ- )

ment, and undersxanding television® comercials. 31 Although not dishoto-

mous]y opp05ed to Tife role objectivéS speech communication 1nstruct10n
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has traditionally also enéompassed'humandstic and humanizing goals
associated witn the Proad liberal, é}is o?“inquiry, self-knowledge, and
autote]ic part#cipation 1n comnun‘lty 'On,ly a. modest minority of 1nd1v-1d- \ |
i ua]s bas frequent,0ccasion to deliver prepared Qrations once embarked .
- upon their "1ife ro]es " Jl}‘is not un11ke1y ghat a narrow]y utilitarian ' j
testing domain could_pecimate attention to public oratory in crowded
i curricula. By the s;ne token,eassessment procedures which e11c1t
extended nonspontaneous speech or which re1y;on criteria of voice, diction,
and formaT 1anguage s;y]e could as easi]y 1ean to exc151on of i truct!on
in dyediﬁ'and small‘groug 1nteract10n skills., To tne extent that FE- s
duttion in thé ecope:of_oral conmunicationucurricqla is undesdrabie,
. tests which samp]éafrom a ﬂimited range of communication'domains incur

poor pedagogical validity. SN . - )

£. S .
Emp]oying a.Bhttery of tasks representing a variety of communication
~ ’ } ¢
. contexfs ts aapeans of promoting a r1ch are varied Speech communication .
- [ . N -. b

curricu]um. Increasing th number of f% items in this manner also

o has salubrious effects on reliability of-heasurement But this agproach

-

\ is alsp very costly A more efficient sxstem of equivalent pedagogica]
F C‘va]idity would be testee self-selection, or else random assignment to e
. one of a Ear1ety Qf communication tasks. Rigorous field testing will be :

require this case to ensure that the several procedures are, in fact,

< ) ; "paral]e] fqnns" and yield equiva]ent certification decisions. The qués- . . -
. ~ .
tion of equivalehcy is_one of pedagogica] as we]] as psychometric concern,
«  For if students train to masteéry on each of the tasks in c1a55room situa-

tions, the prdbahjlity of meaSﬁrement error due to test fonm is reduced.

. Rl
" An I]lustrative‘Measure ey . f
: e s R ¢ ' .
. The procedure described in this section is présently undergoing field
a ~ ce t - B - . o
% _— “-' ' ’, “r )

\)1 N ‘. N ) . . .
ERIC - - % C 16 L
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testing tn conjunction with a competency based education demonstration

project in'tbe State of Georgfa, It is presented here for iiiustrativer

purposes only, and not as a vaiidated'instrument-prOposed for adoption, ~”~

, This test'is intended for tenthegrade administration as an equivaient form

option to a simulated job interview. The task‘is also deliberately tied

3 .
to pre-instruction in the communication context and the evaluation criteria,

Students engage in some guided practice in simiiar communication tasks : .

To reduce expectancy effects and otherwise increase reliability, the test 7
is administered and sdbreg by a pooi of trained teachers from the district
who are assigned to test sites ofher than their instructional aSSIQnmgnts

.

. This task is a role-play of a public hearing before a c0unty COMmis-
l‘\[

‘. Sion. Figure 1 reproduces test materials given.to students. It was se-

lected to sample extbnded persuasive discourse jin a public ?etting con-

"
., r .

- ) . . 1

] . . ~

-

- ]

Insert Figure 1 about here

L

LY [}
N L

sidered to be of 1ife role significance. The task is highly strictured,
providing a degree of content consistency. It spectfies purppse audience,
apd chojce of tgpic. Hhiie testees are apprised of some infOrmation of

evidential vatue, they must decide upon a position,.invent arguments,”and .

are free to go beYond the information given. a _
. . . /3
n adminisf%ring the procedure, the room is arranged with a podium
R

inset into the audience area and facing a row of seats occupied by student

mock-cannissiOners. The “Agenda" is read aloud and studints may' also refer

to their printed Gopies. Testees speak in random order,> and the audience

L]

is ehcouraged to applaud after each presentation. \ eo-tape apparatus
= N .

- o
Evaiuation criteria appear in Figure 2. The ratfonale -for this .scoring

records the performances from an angle. .

+

L
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system is similar'to the Primary Trait method used in the National Assess-
’ ¢ -
33

ment of Educational .Progress’ writfhg assessment. That is, criterie

are specifically keyed to the rhetOrical gimensions of the communication

task rather than to universqlly appl{cable communication competencies. '

Since _the scores are intended as Hjagnostic'feefback to students as well . -

as for certification decisions, and in order to enhance inter-rater reli-

abiTity, an attempt is made to concretely describe iﬁaicatOrs for each . ,

Ordereq'Ievel of perfonnancef Two jcdges independently rate the rideo-

taped presentations according each cricerion equal weight, | 'y
Many 1aﬁ§uage arts educ;tOrs befieve'that iarge scale assesshent and

competency certification is Sntithetica] to effective instructioﬁ Cer- x

tainly communication does not thrive in distinctively evaluative c%1mat5s.

. M0reover, speech connmnication skills do not read11y lend themselves to

the types of reductionistic formulatidéns that ease the labor of test con- . ;
\ . |
struction. However by 6arefu11y considering broad issues ‘of both psycho- .
metr1c and’ pedagogica] vaTidity in concert, it may be possib]e,;o create ¢
large scale assessment procedures nQose ultzmate product is a heightening‘
/
) of the quality of .speech cermunjcation in our society.
- L] \ ‘. . "
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Student Testing Materials
4 ‘ - - ) — L
. ' 5 . ’ . AGENDA,. . ' ;
¢ o ¥ - . . N . " ) . ‘ e '
; . Custer ’County Board .6f Commissioners S GI Y
K L. * s N *e
’ "l -~ -
- - . N N *f * \ . :
¢ - The Custer Cunty Hoard o’Comi_asionérs will hear gitizen" comments about ,
oy . . . .é‘ - P4
! three' propbsals. Citizens who wish.to speak to the County Commissioners may ) i
( . choose only one proposal. Your comments should be limftpd to three aminytes.
r Take a.few mindﬁea now to think about what you want to say to the Coomission.
I h . ’ o . 4
) Prepare some notes or an outline to take with you when you sp'eak.
1. Constructing a regional airport in Custer County: : . -
The proposed new ai'rport will serve mostly business and industry. It
111 bring new jobs to our community. Mn osder' to bud._ld the new airport,
Fl d = . ‘ ‘v
S
' > the county will have to take out losns and raise taxes slightly. But P
. . .~ .
. the Feder:l government will pay half the cost. If enough flights use

[
‘e

*
the airport, it will pay for itseif ih the future. The airport will
) -

create some nolse and air pollution. The propose'd";ite for the new air-

' ° port is in an agricuitural a'ree; two mi.lgb\froml the Custer tou?ty High
Sclhogl. and five‘milea from downtown Custex:. - . ,
Cot i { . - S . . )
?. Changing the ?fe;a.&{: zonirltg _reg.ul_a_.ti'or.m; . Loy .
L, .. Presently zz}ll areas of‘yter County are zoned in .one of four 'ways. "A"
_‘ ',F ~ zones jre for agrict;lt ral use only. "C" zoﬁzs are for.c@}rical use
~ .

LI - 4 ‘ . . . - .
including stores and sél‘businesses. "1'" zones are the omly perniinsible

locations for industrial and nanufa;cturin_g factoriea. "R!' zones are
M ’ ) )

_residential, f_or p'rivate homesgd apartment houses, This proposal

“

-

-, v - - . .
eliminates a]e' zoning regulations. With no zoning, people will be able
to live gloser to their work. Hoge/areas will be opened up for growth . '

*

F )
of hpusing, business, and industry. Homeowners and buginesses will be
-, .

J / L . ¥
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) " Figure 1 {(cont)
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able to locate wherever they chogse. 'Ptoperty values in some atéaa will,

*

FrET

rise. In otﬁgr areas, quiet residential neighborhoods will be disturbed. °

.
¥
-

4 . - .
Establishing a Cdunty youth center:

<

The proposed youth center will serte residents of Custer County¥ ages ten

.+ to eighteen. The cénter wiii.fnclude,recreational facilities such as’
' —

tennis and basketball cd%gts, a swimming pool, and art studios. It wil}
have rooms to be used by youth clubs free of chikge. The youth cenater

" ‘ . -
will also house a counseling service to help teen-agers with emotional

. ) *
and health problems. In order to pay for the new center, the County

Commission will have to raise property taxes by 10X. For a home valued

at $30,000 property taxes will increase by $25 per year.

1




- \ Figure 2

- R 4
-

PUBLIC HEARING FEEDBACK FORM

L .

STUDENT; - DATE: .
Fi N * [} .
CLASS: : -t ’ *  RATER: ' .

. SCORE: - RERFORMANCE STANDARD: I

R ’

INTRQDUCTION: (1) none; (2) juist names ﬁropoagl; (3) namés-propqsalilnd attenmpts
to capture interest; (4) names proposal and provides novel approach _

PURPOSE: _ (1) no point of view; (2) vague point of view; (3) just. states position
on proposal; g&) states position with emphasis or situational qualifier

REASONS: (1) unsupported assertion; (2) unelaborated reasons given; (3) at

* least one reason supported; (4) at least on redson adapted to Comt)nion's
perspective ’ T

. . r

EVIDENCE (includes common knqwledge): (1) no information or ohviously incorrect. .
information; (2) information of queag?pnable validity ‘or relevance;
(3) clear and pertinent informatign; (4) ipformation likely to be new or
or interest to Commissien : y

N " - ) 1 F ’ :
ORGANIZATION: (1) ideas wholly unrelated; (2) ideas implicitly or thematically .
related; (3) logical sequence or simple transitions; (4) proper emphasis
and explicit connections betweeq ideas

OBJECTIONS: (1) does not acknowledge reservations; (2) acknowledges but doea
not refute reservations; (3) refutes at least one reservation; (4) refutes .

most important reservation from Commission’s pdint of view -
, .
CONCLUSION: ‘(1) no conclusion or merély states that remarks are finished;
f/ (2) just thanks Commission; (3) restates position and offers thanks;
(4) summarizes or contludes memofably and offer thanks - .

LANCUATE STYLE: (1) slang or incomprehensible on several occasions; (2) very
vasue or distracting "fillers"; (3) fluent, appropriate formality;
(4) vivid phrasing, highly comprehensible
GESTURES: (1) distracting,maﬂnerisms or posture; (2) no eye contact with [.
’ Commissioners; (3) eye contact established, comfortable posture;
(4) facial, body, or hand gestures used for empHasis.or illustration
ORAL EXPRESSION: (1) monotcone; (2) inapgroprfhte or distraciing inflecticon
on several occasions; (3) natural variation in inflection; (4) tone
of voii;/Expresses gonviction or emphasis -~ <
°  SPEECH RATE AND VOLUME: (1) inaudible; (2) rate too fast or too slov -
discracting; (3) natural speech rate and volume; (4) variation in
‘rate or_ volume used for added expressiveness !

4

~a
-
*

. mw

v m e emm om o

«°

.




