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VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF THE COMMUNICATION COMPETENCY ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT -
Abstract

This study reports validity and reliébflity 1pformatjon 6n one proséﬁa;e useql

to measure commhn{cation cdmpetence, the Communication Competency Assessment T
Instrument (CCAI) Conceptualization validation of the CCAI was shown <to
exist in past research. This study, in confirming operationalizdtion
validity, found that sel f-reported measures cyrelated only slightly with
observations of students' actual behainrf, while holistic impressions of
cbmpetencg were wholly cbns}steﬁf with thg CCAI ratings. Also, students'
persuasive speech grades and.instnuctors' 1mbressions were found to correlate

with the CCAI measure, adding to reification, or convergeﬁt validity.

" Elaboration validity analysis discovered that argumentativeneésjwas unrelated

to CCAI scores: Howe&er, a relationship eristed between apprehension,
know1edge, and ski11, lending credence to the notion that, along with™ o
Judgments of behavioral aﬁgfopriateness, impréssions of communicafion‘w

competence are also based on perceptions of motivation and knowledge that-

manifest themselves 1n actual communicat1on behavior.
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* YALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF THE COMMUNICATION COMPETENCY ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT

Commpnicationlcompetence is a construct that‘]acks definitional
.agreement. Those who ;iew competence as an internal state, separate from
performance, find competence difficult to assess (e g.,- Chomsky, 1965). Those'
-mho focus on assessment, adopt a more narrow, iinguistic view of competence

7/

(eﬁg, Palmer, Groot & Trosper, 1981). Current definitions within the field -
ommunication explain competence in terms of both cugnitive and behavioral.

of
components (Duran & Wheeless, 1980) ‘McCroskey (1§’E), in adopting the
definition of Larson, Backlund Redmond and Barbour (1978), enlarges this
perspective to include cognitive, behavioral and affective components.
Spitzberg (1983) and Rubin (1983), 1ikewise.argue that communicative
competence is compriseq of knonledge, skill, and motivation dimensions.
The perspective thyt has gained the most support thus far views
communication competence as an-impression'of'one's own or anotner's

b}

communicative behavior. jhis impression is based on perceptions of behavioral

r

sk1l1s that have proved successful Jjudgments abcut motivation or inclination”

to use\tﬂe;e/;;inls, inferences about the k knowledge or understanding of

cmwmuﬁcation principles about these skills, and how appropriate the behavior

appears within a context. Appropriateness may or may not entail a perception
“of ‘accuracy or effectiveness. The ‘entire imoression of competence is based on
actual behavior and, possibly, inferences about the commdnicator's interna)
state. The goalaof the communication scnoiar, then, 1s to understand how
people learn to behave in an appropriate manrier, how impressions about
communication competence are formed, and which skills lead to perceptions of

competence withip varfous contexts.

e
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Research‘ used on the assessment of competence has attempted to “speci fy

Darticular cont *'E in which communication competence can be found anﬁ
E Y ', .

measured These 4. q]ude 1ﬁterper;onél (Wiemann, 19?7; Bochner & Kelly, 1974),
-relational (Spitzberg, 1981, 1982, 1983), sociél (Duran & Hheeiess, 1980),
rhetorfcal (Clark & Delfa, 1979; Hart, Carlson, & Eadie, 1980), {infercultural
(Ruben, 1976), organizational (Monge, Bachman, Dillard & E15enberg, 1982;
Harris & Cronen, 1976 Sypher & Sypher, 1981 Walters & Snavely, 1981), mass
media (Ploghoft 1981) and educational (Rubin, 1982a) contexts. .

Determining what to examine within these contexts has posed
methodolqgical problems. qut.of‘these 1nve§%1gation§ have focused on the.
apperriatenéss of interpersonal and/or public speaking behaviors within the
particular context (e. 9y AHen & Brown, 1976; Monge, et al., 1982; Rubin,
1982a) Others have tried to operationalize competence by focusing on
agcuracy (e.g., Krauss & Glucksberg, 1969), effectiveness (e.g gy Hale, !1980
Brandt, 1979), or goal attainment (e.g., Wiemann, .1977). The problem wi th
this latter approach is that it becomes a never-ending task to identify the
essence\?f competence, and the new cénstructs!that are created (e.g.,
accuracy)} are unique instances of behaviqr that involve the researcher's
perceﬁtions of competent communication. Focusing on appropriateness, however,
allows examination of behavio} within a context; this is a more beneralized,
other-centered approach,

The validation Model

Cronbach (1971) maintains that oné does not validate a test, but "an
interpretation of data arising from a specifted procedure" (p. 47i),'.The
‘ -Communication Competency Assessment Instrument (Ctgl) is one procedure that

measures appropriateness of behavior in a specific context. As stated in the
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AL
American Psychological Associatinu s (1973) Standards for Educational and
LN
§ - Psychological ests "No test 1s valid for all purposes or in all situations

or for all groups of individuals® (p. 31). The CCAI was creafed‘as a
_procedure for;grovidinp'valid and reliable observations of the appropriateness
* - of college student§ communication behavibrs within the‘COllege setting. "It"* .
was. founded on the premise tlat these impressions of communicative competence
are based on actual behaviors, but inferences about the motivation to |

’;' eommunicate and about the students' knowledge of basic communisation
principles are also relevant. | '

_Earlfier reports (Rubin, 1981, 1982a) detailed the development of the -
instrument and initial face and content validity data. An expert panel
initially identified those specific communication skills needed by college
students (Bassett, Whittington, & Staton-Spiger, 1978). Since a range of
communication situations exist within‘the college setting (which had to be

" fdentified, analyzed, and evaluated), it,Was important that this range
represent the college experience as it relates to learning. An expert panel
provided assurance thatathese competencies sampled the domain of communication
in educationan contexts, thus providing content validity. In addition,

. inter-rater reljability was established for a group of nine faculty membens
(.92) from var;ous fields after a four-hour training session (Rubin, 1982b),-
and between twe raters (.97) after over a month of rating studers (Rubin,
1982a). ‘The high inter-rater reliability coefficients were partly due to the
anchors provided for each of the five points used in the 19 rating'scales.

¢ . This initial informaticn on faoe and content validity and inter-rater
reliability allowed for further validation studies. Criterion-referenced |

validity {s concerned with comparing one measurement with another; however, a

problem existed in finding valid criterion measurements of communication

SN
(< J | ' 6’
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'conpetence in.educational settings. Concurrent validity was examjned,and 1ow
(but statistically significant) corvelations were found between the CFAI and
~ past speaking experience (.31), grade point average (.28), number of credits
completed (.35), and number of‘communication courses completed (.28). Also
the listening portion:of the CCAI correlated (.69) with a separate iistening
test (Rubin 1982a). - |
Investigations concerned with predictive validitx suggest that the CCAI
is a useful tool for predicting student teacher success (McCaleb 1983; Rubin
& Feezel, forthcoming). McCaleb, in fact, found that the CCAI demonstrqted 88
percent accdracy in predicting which student teichers wbqjd perform above or \
beiow average on communication performance ratings. Future investigations
wiil most likeiy explore a student's general ability to succeed in college. *
Construct validity is concerned with testing a method or procedure
against a theory to see what a test actually measures (Cronbach & Meehl, oo
1955). Tnis final phase of-validation usually occurs over a long period of
time (APA, 1974) and the present investigation'detai)s the initial stages of
this validation process. Campbell and Fiske (1959) have proposed a
multitqait-muitimethod matrix of construct validity which provides information
on convergent and discriminant validation. The underlying assumption of this:
model'?s that a test score is a fnnctipn of both the trait the test measures
and the method used to measure it. ﬁdwever,'(VSuilivan (1983) has re-
15 conceptualized this model to“include four basic stages of validation. The
first two deal primarily withlconceptual validation, while the latter two are
more concerned with empirical validation. '
| ~ Validation Stages
According to 0 Suiiivan (1983}, the first stage in validating a scale is

f

determining conceptua]ization validation. “That {is, on a logical level, is the
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construct what is being measured? One can celate the construct to existing
}tterature in an attempt to estahlish content validity; this has been
described elsewﬁer; (Rubin, 1981) a well as earlier in this paper. One can
Aalso provide(clear and non-redundant terminololjy for the items. Thesexpect

| panel that examined the instrument foc clarity and lack of bias and féund the
CCAI to be free féé& bias and clearly worded (Rubin, 1982bJ.1 In additidn to
. a previous expert panel (Rubin, 1982&) this panei thec//pvaluated tﬁe test

for_congruence between the construct. and the task chosen to measure it,

providing conccptualization validation for the CCAI.

The) second stage in the 0'Sullivan (1983) m‘ode1‘ is operationalization

validation. If there is only one way of measuring a construct, one _cannot be

sure {f the scores are particular to the t%chnique or if they measure a
{general construct identifiable by other measures: To assess this type of
. validity, one can produce several different'methods or tests, indicate similar
measures of the same or a similar construct, eiicit different responses to the
same stimulus'set, or intercorrelate the 1tems on the test to protide an |
ir.ernal consistency measure. Jaccard and Daly (1980) suggest comparisons
between self-reported scales and observations of the same behavior. ’
As reported earlier (Rubin, 1982a)‘tﬁe CCAI began as a 57-1tem instrument
(which cdn be seen as three versions of the 19-item instrument). The
coefficient a}pﬁa for the 57-item test was .83. Rather than creating three
eersions of the test, the {tem from each group of three that contributed most
to the 1nterna1 consistency of the test was retatned in the final version
The internal consistency of the 19-item versien was .78. Mgga1eb-(1983),
fact, reports a much higher alpha L89). However, different responses to the
same stimulus set had not yet been collected. Thus, tte present study -

attempts to discover the r&¥lationship between the CCAI and: (1) similar

measures of the same construct, and (2) different responses to the same

8
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- ' .
~stimulus set. The ultimate .purpose of operationalization validation is to
// . ., - . ) ' . / .

/}////' determine the be:t method of measuring the construct.’ ) o S
Reification validation, the multi-method aspect of Campbell and Fiske's

(1959) model; seeks to di;cover if different measures of the construct relate

- to one another. That is, is there ; correlation with ather measures of ‘
commuhication competence or with 6ther methods of measuring the construct?
The examination of reification or convergent validity is the primary focus of
the present investigation. The study seeks to qiscover‘if alternative methods __-
used to assess comunication competence will produce the same or similar

results.

-Elaboration validation, the multi-trait aspect of Campbell and Fiske's

(1959) model dealing with discriminant validity, demands that variables or
constructs not theoretically related to the construct_ngt_be empirically
reléteo A previous investigation (Rubin & Henzl, 1982) found no significant‘
relationship between CCAI - scor/s//nd cognitive complexity, however there was &
low correlation with a meésﬁre of verbal ability. The l1atter association is

) interpreted as concurrent yalidity since measures of verbal ability are
contained in the CCAL. | d

egmmunication competence of students is defined as a perception of the

appropriateness of students behaviors in educational settings. The

. literature on communication competence suggests that the communication
competence of students should be somewhat distinct from concepts such as
communication apprenension (McCroskey, 1982), argumentativeness (Infante & '

‘Rancen, 1982) and students' krowledge (Spitzberg, 1983; Rubin, 1983).

However, others (Kelly, 19&2) argue that lack of knowledge of appropriate

behavior s essentifally the reason;nhy apprehension.occurs and that both these

constructs are manifest in actual behavior. This study, then, examines  the

role of knowledge and apprehension perceptions of competence.

- - J
. Y
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'Methods
Forty-one student volunteers from a randomly selected samp]e of 50

students ‘enrolled in an introductory course at a large midwestern university

- completed two questionnaires and one behavioral analysis. From 3 random

starting point, the three measures were presented to the subJects in a

counterbalanced manner so that order effects uouid be eliminated. .

n e

The behavioral analysis was the Communication Competency Assessdentfﬁ\
Instrument (Rubin, 1982b). 1In this procedure, students are asked to give a
persuasive speech, listen to a videotaped lecture, answer questions about the
lecture, and respond apprapriately to guestions about communication situations
famiiiar to..the student. The behaviors elicited by the various “probes" were
assessed by graduate students skilled in the rating technique. Each of the 19
behaviors was rated on a scale ranging from 5 (most apprOpriate) to 1 (least
appropriate). The total score constituted this measure of behavioral
approoriateness. | ﬁ%\ |

Usually the rater is alone with_the student during'the hdministration of
the CCAI. However, to provide for a seoanate measure of assessing students"'
ski11s during this interaction, a holistic rating method was ysed by a secdnd
observer to the testing process.. This holistic procedure was adapted from
Backlund (1981) and the Massachusetts speakirlg assessment project (Mead,
1980). Raters are asked to assess the students' delivery, organization,

content,'language, 1istening skiiis, and to provide an overall raging of

AY

. communication competen,e. 'To be consistent with the CCAI, a 5-~point scale was |

" used, but no accompanying anchor information was provided. Thus, these raters

observed the student proceeding through the various portions of the CCAI and

gave impressionistic ratings at the end of the testing period.

oo 10
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‘The two que;tioppaires students were asked to complete providec
information on elaboration' and operationalizatien validation; McCroskey's
(1970) 25-item version of the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension
(PRCA), a self-report measure, was used to examine the.relationship between
ski1l Tevels and motivation to commpnicate. Also, the Communication
Competence Self Reporf (CCSR) questionnaire, a 38-1;em self-report peasure of
behavioral .ability, was created as an alternative method of measuring
students' ski]lg. .Statepents found on the CCSR mirrored the competencies
assessed in the CCAI. For each of the CCAI items, one statement on the CCSR

described very appropriate behavior, while one described 1nappropr1ate

, behavior (similar to the "6" and "1" categories in the CCAI manual). Students

were asked to determine how often (ranging from "always" to "never") each of
the statements describes their own behaviors.

The CCSR items were then subjected to coefficient a1pha analysis. The
alpha for the 38 items was .90. When the Ieast consistent item of each 2-
statement pair was eliminated, the coefficient alpha was .87. Statements were
recoﬂed so that a Ngh score represented high-ski11 behavioral appropriateness.
Responses to the resultant 19 items were then summed to provide a measure oﬁl

sel f-reported communication competepce\that 1s consistent with the 19-item

- CCAI, an other-reported measure. Elements in the final 19-item version of the

CCSR are found in Figure 1.

f

. Insert Figure 1 abopt here

Additional information was also collected on each subject. Earlier in

" the semester, in a separate study, 34 of the students had completed the

arguﬁentativeness scale (Infante and Rancer, 1982). This scale provides a

measure of the subject's tendency to approach argumentative situations. It

' 11

—



nature of both .argumentativeness and comfunication apprehension,

’ '
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was hypothesized’ that_students démdnstrating high communication skills Would

not necessarily be more argumentative; hbweVer; due to the approach-avoidance

fel

argumentativeness was 1qcluded as a construct; aTong with apprehension: that

should be distinct from actual skill.

' Also, each student's instructor was asked to provide a holistic rating of
the students' skills in four Bkeas: public sbeaking. human relations,

classroom managemenf. and overall communication skills. The first three-of

‘these areas were employed since the 19 1tems dn the bCAI could be used as

. descriptors, to focus the instructor on particular {tems to assess. For

example, the classroom managemeﬁt area was defined as the student's ability to>
ask and answer questions, to understand assignments, to summarize inatéuctions
for assignments, to distinguish facts from opinions, etc. The fourth area was
used as a general assessment of communication skill. Instructors also

provided, at a later date, students' examination scores (as a measure of

‘knowledge) and grades given to their persuasive speeches (the Speéches vere

given approxiﬁate]y'two weeks after the data collection beriod). Final course
grades were not collected since grading procedures were nefther standardized
nor uniform and students were allowed to earn extra credit for non-performance
activities (e.g., research participation).
Results

Conceptualization validation of the communfcation(competence éonstruct,
as measured by the Communication Competency Assessment Instrument, wasl
reported earlier in this paper and elsewhere (Rdbin, 1981). This section,

therefore, wit1 focus on the operationalization, reification and elaboration

validity of the CCAI as a précedure for measuring coﬁmunication competence.

* | 12
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Operationalization - o

>

.The first set of analyses examined the operationalization of the X
comunication competche construct. In \order to discover if differe,/ |
- résponses on the same set of scimuli would produce identical or sim11ar ij
\;results,\the scores produced by holistic 1mpression during the aaministration
of the CCAI were compared to the CCAI scores themsel yes. /) .
As can be seen in Tables 1 and 2, the Pearson correlation between the |
CCAI and the holistic impression correlation was .75 (p < .001); the”pOIistic
public speaking {tem correlated at .62 (p < .001) with the first six items of
the CCAI (those items perte}ﬁing to the extemporaneous persuasiye speech).

Thus, 1t appears that different measures-of the same stimuli produce o

consistent results. However, with the reported degree of inter-rater ®

K

reliabi]ity achggved with the CCAI, one~§gou1d exert caution 1nﬂi.'.§atin% %{
holistic resgonse set since the “holistic rating has. no an/ﬁbr points for the
evaluation. -Also, it would appear unnecessary to consider ﬁoiisxic rating
sirice the time of test administration would remain the same using a holistic
or an anchpred form of measurement. The anchors serve to increase inter-rater

reliability. . | _ \

Insert Tables 1 & 2 avout here

\; The eecond set of analyses considered similar measures of the same
COnstruccito examine the method of obtaining the Judgment of competence. As
reported earlier 1n this paper, the 19-item self-report version (CCSR) of the
CCAl was internally consistent (alpha = .87), Alpha levels, however, do not
indicate 1f one instrument is more or less valid than another. As Table 1
indicates, the cor???ation between the CCAI and the CCSR was .30 (g < .05).

Table 3 examines each of the 19 1{tems, showing a low level of correlation

13
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between "the self- and other-report measures. In fact, only two of the 19
items correlated significantly. Students seemed to have a somewhat accurate
view of their ability to express and defend a point of view, but a somewhat

inaccurate view of their self-introduction behaviors.

©

Insent Table 3 about here

This finding is not surprising. The two self-report measures used in
this study (PRCA and CCSR) did show a high degree of correlation (-.62,
p < .001) indicating something about the nature of self-report vs. other-

report measures. Since the CCAI 1s used to assess skill levels perceived by

others (professors, peers, etce), the other-report measure was most valid for

this specific purpose.
[

S

{ Reification

" Reification deals essentially with convergent validity. That is, do
different measures of the same é nstruct relate to one another? Campbell and
Fiske (1959) refer to this as"th§ mul ti-method aspect of~the1r model. To
establish convergent validity, other measures of communication competence
should correlate with the proteddre in question.

Judgments formed by the stqqents' instructors were used as different
measures of the‘konstruct. The overall instructor impression (created by
summing across the four areas) was found to'be internally consistent
{alpha = .90). As.the datalin Tables 1 and 2 indicate, instructor impression
correlated with the CCAI at .65 (Et<.001). while the fnstructor's perception
of the students’ public speaking abilities COﬁralated with with speech section

of the CCAI at .52 (p < .001).

' 14
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' T0‘exam1ne the first relationship in more_depth,f%he instructors' overall

impression scores were split at the mean, forming two groups, ski]led and
.‘unskﬂlnd f’he 'mean CCAI scores of the skilled group {1 = 70.36) and |
unskilled group (M = §9.94) differed s1gn1f1cant1y (t(39) = 3.86,p < .001).

A similar rejationship occurred when overal ] holistié ratings were split at
the mean into skilled (M = 71.00) and unskil l‘éd (M = 61.26) groups in relation
“to CCAL scores (£(39) = 3.50, p < .001). | |

Approximately two weeks after adminisfration of thg CCAI,:pgrsuasive

~ speeches were given in the introductory class (students had not received their
persuasive speech assignment at the time the study was conducted). As
indicated in Tables 1 and 2, even though the instructors used different speech
rating forms End had no anchor points for their ratings, the persuasive speech
grades correlated moderately with the CCAI at .51 (p < .001) and with the
" speech section of the CCAL (r = .40, p < .005). |

¢

EIaboration

Elaboration validation is the multi-trait aspect of the Campbell and
Fiske (1959) model. In particular, it ascertains whether or not variables, or
constructs not theoretically related to the construct are empifically related -
to each other. If they are not, discriminant validity is achieved. - .

Past research has found that cognitive complexity js unrelated to
communication competence and that verbal ability is only slightly related to
the CCAL. However, identification of other constructs thought to be unrelated
was somewhat d1ff1cu1§ (Rubin & Henz1l, 1981). No clear relationsh;p between
knowledge about communication and communication apprehension (motivation) in
comﬁhnication competence has been eé;ablished in the past. Since knowledge,
motivation an?xskil] have been proﬁosed as three constituent elements of

. competence {(Spitzberg, 1983), it was anticipated that the relationships among
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these three constructs yould be moderate:, Also, it was anticipgted that the
tendency t6 argue would not necessarily relate to-perceptions of competence. ,//

As shown in Table 1, the correlation bgtween the CCAI and knowledge |
(average grade on the three exams given in class) was .52 (p < .001) and
between the PRCA and the CCAI was -.37 (p < .01). Littie relationship
existed between the PRCA and the average exam score (_r; = .02, p= 44). Since.
it appeared ‘that perceptions of students' behaviors (CCAI scores) are reiated
to their knowledge ébout communication ahd sel f-reported apprehensior, the
CCAI scores were regressed on knowledge and apprehension. As indicated in
Table 4, the communication behavior of thosé studenfs who were high in >
know1edge an& Tow in apprehension behaved in a way fhat was evaluated more |
positively by the raters. The relatively weak correlation between the CCAI
and the PRCA strengtﬁens the conception that one is only partially related to
the other. Behavior may not accurately reflect apprehension. When
controlling for apprehension, the correlation between the CCAI and know1edge
increases only slightly (r = .57, p < .Odi)f an& when controlling for

knowledge, the correlation between the PRCA and the CCAI also increases anly

s1ightly (r = -.45, p < .01).

Inéért Table 4 about here

Further examination of the relationship between apprehension and
knowledge was conducted by performing a.median split on these variables,
producing four groups: high apprehensive/high knowledge, low
apprehensive/high knowledge, high apprehensive/low knowledge, and 1ow
apprehensive/low knowledge. The-mean communication competence scores of these

four groups were then compared. /Table § reports a significant ANOVA where
, ‘

1]

16
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- communication behavior, is clearly superior to self-report methods. ' The
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\

high knowledge/low apprehensives- scored stgnificantly higher on the CCAI than ™
did low knowledge/high apprehensives (F(3,37) = 3.05, p < .05).

) . ~Insert Table 5 about here

Discussien
The goal of tﬁis study was to provide fnformation on the validity of the
CCAI' as a procedure for assessing communication competence in an educational
setting. Conceptually,.the CCAI has been shown to be a vélid 1nstrume;t. It
appears to tap ;he variety of situations in which students éommunicate and the ‘
items in the instrument represent these situations. o L N

The method of operationalizing the construct, direct observation of

| resuits'indicate that students generally do not;perceiﬁe their behaviors as

others perceive them. When fhg_goal of assessment is to ascerta1n'how others
actually view studenté'skills. the direct observation technique js most
appropriate. In fact, the .30-cprrelation between the CCSR and the CCAI found
in.this investigation may very well be a function of creating the self-report o
measure from the CCAI. Other self-report measures of bethior may not
correlatc as highly with the CCSR as the CCAI Qid.' In particular, scales that
combine behaviorai ftems with attitudinal or predispositional ftems (such as |
that probosed by Wiemann, 1977) may skow even less of a ¥elat10nship. And
since only 41 subjects were assessed in this 1nvestigat}on, the relationship
may be even more minimal. > |

Past research has found the same 1ncongruencg between self- and other-
report data for different measures (Hewes, Haight, & Szalay, 1976; Norton,
1978). However, Dgly (1978) argues that self-reported behaviore are

consistent with actual behavioral measures. The behavioral measure Daly used,

, - 17
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though, were actually of the #elf-report variety and would be expected to
corrélate with self-report measures.

One interesting outcome of this study is the possibility-that some people
have mo;g accurate perceptions of their behaviors than others. High self-
moni}ors (i.e., those with a high correlation betwgen CCSRFand CCAI)-ma} be
able to analyze the outcome of their actions and take the perspective of the
other. As Snyder (1979) explains: | | | |

. The prototypic High Self—Monitoriqﬁ Individual -is one who, out of"

‘\\_ ' concern for the sﬂtuational and interpersonal appropriateness of

his or her socia] behavior, is particularly sensitive to the
expression and self-presentation of relevant others in social
situations and uses these cues as guidelines fo" monitoring (that
1s, reguIating and controlling) his or her own verbal and

nonverbal self—presentation. (p. 89) _ !
Snyder's (1974) scale consists. of twenty-five statements concerning one's
style of self-presentation. Research suggests that high sel f-monitors are
more consistent in their judgments of their behaviors (Snyder, 1974, 1979;
Turner, 1980}, are better at influencing others and more verba) than low self-
monitors (Détbs, Evans, Hoppep & Purvis, 1980), and are more accurate in their
ratings (Turner, 1980). Follow-up research is now investigating the
relationship between the self-monitoring scale and the self-report measure
used here,

Convergent validity also seems to have been established. Instructors'
berceptions of students skills are borne out in the CCAI ratings. Use of the
contrasting group method of establishing construct validity has shown that

masters and non-masters of the skills are differentiated by use of the CCAI.

Weiss (1982) previously found the same results; students’ advisors=sent those

v
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who were thought to be deficient in communication skills for CCAI testing, and'

all were found to be below average in CCAI skil1 levels.

Future research efforts in this area might &xamine the speaking section
of the College Outcome Measures sProject (COMP) test (Forrest 1979) in
relation to the CCAI, TESOL-type interview methods (Pailmer, Groot & Trosper,
1981), tests of communication accuracy or effectfveness (see, e.g., Hale's
1980 ose of the tinkEr-toy test), 1istening tests (such as the SfEP test), or
interpersonal skills tests (Wiemann, 1977). Only moderate relationships would
be expected,. however, since the CCAI is a muiti-dimensional instrument that

?

attempts to assess more than one‘skilg. The instrument provides a more
comprghensive view or impression of the student's general ability to
communicate and 1isten in interpersonal and public communication situations
within the educational context. |

The attempt to establish discriminant validity was somewhat successful.
The CCAI shows very little reletiohship to cognitive complexity and to
argumentativeness, and_o slightly greater relatiooship to communication
apprehension. As predispositionel measures, ‘these indices seem to be
assessing- something other than appropriateness of behavior 1n'a particular
situation. One 1nterpretationwmight be that people do not always behave in
ways ‘that conform to their inclinations. Apprehensive individuals may not
appear to be apprehensive, cognitively complex individuals may not use their
constructs in taking others' perspect{ves, and argumentative individuals*may
not always behave in an argumentative manner.

On the other hand, attributions of cohpetence'may be based on both

observable and non-observable characteristics. Cronkhite and Liska (1980)

express the same point of view in their conclusions about impressions of

‘source credibility:

19
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When one reeiiy beginsito consider how much infonmation is available on

which to make Judgments:of others, it 1s easy “to see we are not dealing

with a processnin which impressions must be fabricated from fleeting

snatches of experience. There is no question that we sometimes do

construct our views of others somewhat independently of what we actuaiiy

observe, but 1t is glso ciear that that does not happen by default.

(p. 113) ' k

The source credibility iiterature is particuiarly pertinent to the study
of communication competence. While competence and trustworthiness are often
considered the main dimensions of credibiiity. perceptions of acceptability
are often situation-bound. Cronkhite 3nd-liska's (1989) view.of credibility $
mirrors the definition of competence proposed here, indicating that the same .
sort of processes are used in these pérceptions: | _
The conceptuaiization we have in mind is one in which an'individuai
attributes certain unobservabie characteristics to others on the basis of
observed characteristics. The individual then evaluctes the others by
comparing these -attributed characteristics to criteria for desirahie
communicators which have been derived from the needs/goals which are
salient in the specific communication situation. (p. 105) S

The studxraiso demonstrates the role of knowledge and motivation in the

tion. Since {nferences about knowledge and motivation are made when impres- “ -
sions of competehce are formed, it is reassuring to see that a relationship \
does exist. Still, measures of skill do not completely tap knowledge or

motivation. Any impression of behavior will, to some degree, assess predis®
positions. The CCAL. is proposed as a valid and reliable method of assessing

the behavioral aspect of.communicationAcompetence; 1t assesses those skills

that are directly observable 1in the impressions formed of students by others.

A
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Notes - . . y
1. Specifically, the four pénel members independently determined: (1) that
the items addressed the appropriate knowlédgé base for éhe competencies; (2)
Fhat the probes were clearly Qorded, they made clear the tasks to be”
performed, and they were free from extraneous materia]; (3) that the scenarios
were realistic and appropriate for tﬁe competencies; (4) that the }tems had
face validity; (5) that_the {tems did not contain any information or
stereotypic depict{ons that could be seen as offensive to any racial,
cultural, sexual or religious g;oup; (5) that ?he items did hot portray
culturdl, racial, sexual or religious groups . as Qnequal in abildty'or 5
endomuent; (6)'that the items did not contain clues or information that could
“be seen as working to the benefit or detriment of any racial, cuftural, sexual
;r relig{ous group; and (7) that the items contained no group-specific

Tanguage or vocabulary.

prs P ¥
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| FIGURE 1
COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE SELF-REPORT (CCSR) SCALE ITEMS

I mispronounce a 1ot of words.
4

wheh speaking with someone, the words I use say one thing while my face and
tone of voice say Something different. ]

When giving a speech, I speak clearly and distinctly.
When giving a speech, 1 can be persuasive when I want to be.
Mhen I speak with others, my ideas are clearly and concisely presented.

When giving a speech, I thoroughly express and fully defend my ﬁositions on
1ssues.

I am unable to tell whether or not someone has understood what I have said.

I know when I'm hearing a fact and when I'm hearing someone's personal
opinion, )

-~

When professors make suggestions in class on how I can improve, I understand
the suggestions. '

I understand the assignments that are given orally in class.

When I tell others about a class lecture I've heard, my version leaves out
some important 9tems.

]

When [ have td introduce myself in a classy I am able to fuily and concisely
describe my 1nterest§ and let others know who I am.

When speaking with others, I have to ask a question several times, in several
ways, to get the information ] want.

1 have to answer a question several times before others seem satisfied with my
answer,

I find 1t difficult to express my satisfaction or dissatisfaction about a
course to the professor, )

when I explain something to someone, it tends to be disorganized.
When I give directions to another person, the directions are accurate.

When I try to describe someone else's point of view, I have trouble getting it
right.

I am able to give a balanced explanation of differing opinfons.

27
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h A TABLE 1
PEARSON CORRELATES OF THE CCAI, CCSR, KNOWLEDGE AND PRCA

CCAI CCSR KNOWLEDGE " PRCA

4 COSR’ /} 0.30%
 KNOWLEDGE .  0.52%%* -0.07

PRCA -0, 37%* -0.62% % 0.02

INSTRUCTOR 0, 65%*+ 0. 70%** 0.65%++ -0.24 -
HOLISTIC 0, 75% %+ 0.2 . 0.49%k 0,434
PERS. SPEECH 0.51%r* 4 0.02 0.57%kx -o',,;g
ARGUMENTATIVE  -0.02 0. 36 ~0.20 - -0.39

(N = 34) -
* p<.05 ~ *xpe, 01 w**p¢, 001
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TABLE 2
PEARSON CORRELATIONS FOR PUBLIC SPEAKING RATINGS

PUBLIC SPEAKING RATINGS | CCAI SPEECH
INSTRUCTOR'S " 0. 52wk
HOLISTIC = 0.62%xx
PERSUASIVE SPEECH, - , 0.40%*
Cpes MOl repecal
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. TABLE 3
— S ' - PEARSON CORRELATION OF CCAI & CCSR {TEMS
CCAIM  CCSRM r
Pronunciation 4.12 3.83 .10
Facial Expression/Tone of Voice  3.88 © 3.61 .11
Clear Articulation ~ " 3.90 3.83 17
Persuasiveness ' ¢ 3.41 3.83 .12
h Clarity of Ideas 3.59 3.61 13
Defend & Express a Point of View 3.46 3.90 L2
Recognize Misunderstanding ~ 3.71 3.73 12
Distinguish Fact from Opinion 3.49 4.02 .22
Understand Suggestions 2.73 370 .03
Identify Class Assignment 3.17 | 4,00 .23
Summarize 3.02 3.34 .11
Introduce Self to Others 4.07 3.83 -.27*
Obtain Information 3.71 3.49 ' .03
* Answer Questions 3.63 3.78 -.03
Express Feelings 3.53 3.66 .05
Organ;ze Messages 3.41 3.37 18
Give Directions 2.66 3.95 .13
Describe Another's Viewpoint 3.29 3.54 -.01
Describe Differences of 6p1nion 2.73 3.56 .21
\ *p < .05 {5 = high ski11, 1 = low skill)
o | 30
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TABLE 4

MULTIPLE REGRESSION: KNOHLEbGE AND APPREHENSION AS
PREDICTORS OF COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE

b t
Knoﬁledge , . .53 4.30%*
4

Apprehension -.38 -3.08*

4
F(2,38) = 13.67%%"

_Multiple R = .65**
RS = ,42

* p < 005 ** p < ,0001
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»
TABLE 5
MEAN COMPETENCE RATINGS
, MOTIVATION
KNOWLEDGE Low Apprehension High Apprehension
L
\
High Knowledge 70,33* 68.50
Low Knowledge 64.00 58.00%
F (3,37) = 3.05, p <™05 nificantly

"

using the Tukey

Means with asterisks dif si?
~B procedune (p
i
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