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statement-modification, the listener may change his role to 

that of the speaker, or may begin listening again (since he 

had to stop listening to modify the statement and must 

begin to record again before he can again modify the state­

ment), or he may stop listening completely. 

According to Rice and Ratner (1967), another listener 

reaction, not considered to be a referential listener-state­

ment function, frequently occurs and should be mentioned. 

This was �c�~�l�l�e�d� ritualistic or stroke listening and has been 

described by Berne (1964). Rice and Ratner (1967) stated 

that this reaction occurs in normal greetings such as, 

"Hello, how are you?", or when the listener is faking atten­

tion to the speaker's statement for the reason of "pleasing" 

him. Stroke listening can occur independently or along with 

statement-modification listening. When interspersed with 

statement-modification listening, it usually follows a 

statement-directing reaction. \f.hile the listener is modify­

ing a particular statement, he cannot attend to the speaker 

statement occurring at that time; however, he continues to 

give the impression that he is attending by nodding his head 

and/or looking .intently at the speaker. Stroke listening 

and referential listening cannot occur together. 

The four descriptions above characterize the various 

functions in which a listener may partiCipate as he inter­

acts with himself, a speaker, a speaker's statement, and a 

referent in a particular setting (Rice and Ratner, 1967). 
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As Rice and Ratner· s (1967) three characteristic.s and 

stroke listening are viewed in relation to one another, 

other listener behaviors were deemed to be important. First, 

in any given speaker-listener interaction the listener is 

serving all of these functions at different times. In 

conversational listening, these functions are usually in an 

orderly sequence. This means that the listener respectively 

performs statement-recording, -directing, -modification, and 

then finally strokes, until he himself becomes a speaker. 

Statement-modi£ication becomes a powerful stimulus 

for changing from listening to speaking activity, and if a 

speaking response does not immediately follow statement­

modification, the listener will usually stroke until he is 

able to become a speaker. In situations such as a lecture, 

however, the listener may be performing these functions in a 

more irregular manner. Any measurement, therefore, of these 

functions needs to be sensitive to variables other than the 

general setting of the interaction. That is, it cannot be 

assumed that these functions occur in an orderly manner 

(Rice and Ratner, 1967). 

In relation to one another, these major li~tener char­

acteristics suggested a developmental sequence in which 

children may first learn to stroke (a non-referential func­

tion), and then to record, direct, and modify speaker state­

ments. These characteristics also may reflect speaking as 

well as listening functions. 
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:Another way of viewing listener 'functions was sug:­
J~ 
" 

gested:by Fessenden (1955) who 
," I' 
Il.1 

~s co~posed of seven different 
I' , 

hypothesized 
~ ~ 
j~ ;: 

levels,:' sOII}e 
" . ~ 

that listening 

of which merge 
, ., 

with those discussed above. ,; 
11 ~ 

tdeas,:; i arguments, facts, and 
~I r ~ I] !' 

They' were': 1) isolate sounds, 
, 8 '1 '" 

so on; 2)~ identify or give 
J 

~eaniI1g ;,3) integrate what we hear wi tf our pas~ experi-
i~ 

ences;", 4) inspect the new and the old data; 5) interpret 
~ '. 

~hat we hear; 6) interpolate comments l:md":statements we 
.: ~ 

hear; :cind 7) introspect as well as lis~en.i~ 

;In ,reference to the foregoing da~a,' ,k t was concluded 
ii :: r 

that l't is important to note that ther~ are various ways of 
\ .1' 

l ~; ii 
r ~; I 

J 
viewing listener functions. 
'li1; ~. 

" 'I ',' 

ii' Conditions for Listening 
il 
'f ~ 

"Listening does not occur merely because there is a 
I) ~ 
i, 'il 

~neake'r and a potential listener; cert~in ;condi tions must 
..... oft 

~ 
be present in the situation. 
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'Riqe and Ratner (1967) dealt funUamentally with the 

'f ", 
I:' 

condit10ns for listening. 
'~" " ' 

'I 

They maintained that the 
I: . ~ 

~ " 

interaction can b!e roughly 
v ~ ~ • 

temporal 

" sequence of the language 
J 

divided 
'I! ' I 

into three segments: 1) 
~ j' ~ '~ 

onset, 2) maintenance, and 3) 
.. d [t I .. ! ,~~ ~ 

I)" 'J 

termination. 
~,:,!ji"':i ~ 
l' :) 

~dentiJfied by 
l. il, 

For listening to begin, a speaker must be 
. [. ~ 

a potential listener ahd~the listener must 
. ". 

~t 

identify himself as such. 
,. 1 

i~ 

:'They explained that thecondi tio~s ~equired for the 
" " ' 

mainte,:i:J.arice of listening behavior include ;those necessary 
~, ; ~ Ij 
r ~ ,I 

for its onset as well as termination.'}First, the listener > • ' 
~~ , I) 

'~I' 
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'1tl 
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cannot be a speaker at the same time, since the speaker 

must IIpay attentionll (listen) to his own behavior in order 

to maintain speech and thought flow. The listener must 

have some knowledge of the referent; if he does not share 

the same kind of referential information with the speaker, 

he will discontinue recording the speaker's statements. 

The concurrent activity of the listener (those 
behaviors which occur in temporal conjunction with 
listening) must be primarily maintaining rather 
than competing (e.g., head nodding i~ maintaining 
action for listening; driving a car or reading is 
a competing action) (Rice and Ratner, 1967). 

18 

Another important condition for maintaining listening 

as stated by Rice and Ratner (1967) is the setting. 

• • • dangerous settings may provoke maximum 
statement-recording and -directing regardless of 
the listener's knowledge of the particular referent. 
When a listener begins to stroke, referential lis­
tening is not, by definition being maintained, 
therefore, dangerous settings are not conducive 
to stroking. In such situations, an increase in 
information about the referent may reinforce lis­
tening. 

Conditions were described which are conducive to the 

"termination of listening," though the termination may be 

only momentary: the speaker may stop speaking; concurrent 

actions of the listener may intrude, like lighting a pipe; 

or the listener may either have no knowledge of the referent 

(foreign language) or he may have complete knowledge of the 

referent (description of a book he has already read). 

Variables Affecting Listening 

It was suggested earlier that the major characteristic 
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used to identify the listener function, is the manner in 
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... ::. I 
':1 'i ,,;: 

:\'" which the listener interacts, with the statements of the 
0:1 ' "p. I;! t t, 1', ; 

spe~er about the referent. Accordi~g,to Rice and Ratner 
~ Ii ~ , :i 

(19~7), several variables may affect this interaction, and, 
J' 

" ~ 

},r therefore, influence the onset, mai1t,en:nce, and termina-

" tiop-' of listening. In other words, ~1the; way s speaker 
I' ' :1 'ij . 

'j::' rea6'ts to the listener, determines ~ow :~he listening act 
-t It • !~ 1!~l 
,ii' is affected. If the speaker reacts :.negatively, the onset 
'Iili" 11, :r Ii 
'iii ~ 

of l,istening will most likely be af:t:ect~d; and if this con-
. , h II 

tinues during speaking, listening may even be terminated. . ~ ~ 

,~\ 

il ,.j 

~:: In their description ,of variao1es" affecting listening 
J~, 

Ii 

',i 
" 

" 4,' 
'i' 
I, 

'~I!1 

!: 

beha~vior, Rice and Ra~ner (1967) st~teq'1that a listener's 

behJyior may be influenced by his p~'st -60ntact with a par-
il" ¥ ~r t , 

'\' 
'" ", ~! ' 

:r 
~ 1 

ticUlat speaker. They noted that a listener who is well 
1"1 

" , 
acquainted with the speaker may mOdifY that speaker's state-

1 :/ 

"!' 
" 

ment';: more" than if the speaker and li'stener are strangers. 
'[!.i:l 

i' i l 

:;1 

" ,. - i -
It also 'follows that recording -behaylor ':would be lessened. 

~ " l) , 

!Iq. 

" 'l~1 . 'I ~I:I Harms (1961) conducted a study) to:':'test listener com-

JJ' preh;,ension of 180 aduits selected fr~m a non-college popula;:' 
·1 I i ~ ' . 

. ll!l; " ir ',' 
J," tion. There were nine male" speakers[l aged 30 to 50 years. 
:i~~ ~ ii ~ 
;,' Eacb> listener heard three speakers o:f which, one was high 
\ 

:1, iii ,; 
soci:al status, one mi4dle social sta:tus land one low social 

~;~ I I· 

ii , 

",::~ stat,~s. Each speake~ was heard by 60 li',steners of which 20: 
l~ 

': I 

~;i';: were~:high status, 20 were 
-:tit, . .:. . 

.p 1/ 

middle status _ !and 20 were low 

'I status. 
I, , 

ii ~. 

The results indicated that listeners belonging to 

'II' the ."same social status as the speaker tend to have less 
'1\,1 

i 
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i"·r trouble comprehending that speaker than one that is of a , 
'I 
~l !I \1 . If 

I ' different status. It was not only found that a long history 
i, ': 

of ;iistener-speaker contact rp.ay inc~eas;e listening onset, 
)1 1, 'I I, 

but:, also may increase the probability o'r stroking, espe-
, ~ "il 
II ~1 } 'I > 

cially if the contact is an intimate on';e. It was thought 

"I'f that if the listener-speaker contact is! short or there is 
i,l' ' "i' 

.1' , ...:f 

~' no history of contact, then referential.[ listening would 
I! 'i ~ , I 

'l~ more than likely be difficult to maintain until the listener 
J; '1 ) 

:~' adap,ts, to the personality and speech characteristics of the 
. , 

il 

speaker. 
:1'" ~ 

It also was most probabl,e '~that no history of 
~ ~ 

list"ener-speaker contact would decrease' the possibility of 
1 

ii' I ", 
str9king and the termination of lis-t'eni,ng. This was due t<? 

• ,. i: 

" i) 
J~' the 'I fact that the listener would haV;,e more difficulty pre- .~ 

il' i; 
i I: dic11ng the referential aqti vi ty of l~a s;t1range speaker and 
I1II ".. " 

.t" relt~ively more accuracy in predictipg ~efe~ential 'activity .. 

:,;," of a, familiar speaker. 11 >~ 
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,1. Another variable mentioned aflecting 
:' " * ,~ 

behavior was the history of the Ii st:ene;r-, , s 

a listener's 

contact wi th th~' 
" 

Ii': 
rf' 

Ii:," '. '" 
refei:-ent. Here a relationship may r:~su~t in which both no '. 
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j,., 

~1, 
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, 
1~~>: 

l' 
'~i" 
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tl ~ ~~; 

history of contact and a very' lOng,htst~ry"Of contact has 
jl • ~ iJ -;, 

an increased affect on listener termination. Time spent in 
I' 

,,, 'h 

list'~ning also may result in an increase: in time spent 
ii ~ ; 

modi:fying the speaker's statements qUc~' and Ratner, 1967).·1 

'~!';' A third 
L 

that"may have 

i, Ij-

variabl~ related by Ri~e . and, Ratner (1967) ,-
J ,""",,~ 

h !' , 

an affect on a listener's,;behavior is the 

speech characteristics of the speaker. . Rice and Ratner 
.... [i J ,~ 

" 
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'I' 

(1967) cited the following referenc'es.- f; Rosenberg and 
~ ~ • ~:~ I 

Curtiss (1954) were mentioned as st'atirig that stuttering 
~ , . . 1: 1 • 

. Ii J 

depressed listener activity; Matara'zza ;and Wiens (1964) 

'~; 
,I~:' 

~~ I' 

we~e credited .wi th saying that the ien~th of the speaker's'; 
it ~ r 

'il" 
11\' 
~!~I 

~~:.r 
~!r,' r 
di:l 

:~ 

~I" 

'~;. ,I 
J~, 

'i 
!~:l 

t;t 
~!I 
Ii 
I!!,., 

H:,j. 
I;;, 

,'r 
~il~ 
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~ 
,Iij. 

~i 

I, [1 I' ~ 
utt,erances affects the listener when he' later becomes a 

, 
," 

spe:aker; and Keller (1960), was 
" ~ 

a high rate of speaking te~ds to 

hension or statement-recording. 
~l I 

. " 
~1 , 

reporte~d to have found that 
IJ .' 

~ " 
~I o! 

decrease listener compre-. 
"; 

,:" 
.i 

II. D~SCUSSION_ OF ATTENTION 

, 
1: 

One cannot examine listening or auding without con-
, .. 
.: 

sid~ring terms such .as "levels of attention," "selective .. 

attention," and "attention span. 1I 'Therefore, studies and 
j. I ~~ 

arti'cles concerning these three terms wi;Ll be s:ummarized. 

~{ • • ~j .:; 

. " 
'\ , 

Levels of Attention 

~. Peterson (1969): listed three. ievels of attention: 
j ,.1 

L ". 1. The lowest level was labelled "emission which is 
~;: , 'J ,'\ -, ~ 
I'"~ a class of activities characterized ,by self-guidance and 

,I 
i: ~ . 

r:' independence from environmental cues\ Examples of this' 
l ~ ~ 
I. .J I: Ii 

'Ii': level were reciting the alphabet and': counting. Li ttle ' 1: 
1,1. 

r~ ~ 

attention should be required to maintain such activity. 
,~ 

~ : ~ 
2. A higher degree of attention ywas postulated for 

i t ~: :\ 
activities dependent on external event s;i:for which repro-

"r :.' ", 

:l:o; ductions of the event in some sense is :r1equired. Direct 
'11" :l'~' '-

" f cor:r;espondence between input and out~ut. iiis required, but 
ll~ I .: 

",. differences in coding may be prese~t~ 
:~, 
1!i 
Ii , 

',' 

~ example of this 
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h" " 

was,!',reading aloud visual charactersY,and~ shadowing which is' 
il • i~ " ;1 • 

simill taneously reproducing utteranc~s of a speaker. Since;. 
l' I; 

present, ;;in ... ~hat the input is 
.. ,J' , ';. ~ .. , 

a degree of uncertainty is 
" .~ . ~ 
~i::r not.' predictable in the way that a self-~aintained, ~equence " 
;1:~:~ ;;:' ' Th., . "1 

I:!-,' is predictable, a greater degree of~attemtion -is required 
i II:' • ' .. - ~ .' ' ." 

~,'" than'. the case of emissive activities. "J 
~;;~' " . d ;~ 

:, of ' ~~ . ~ 

3. A third level of attentio~ was suggested for 
;i, 

activities which involve 'some types jof problem solving 
,~, ~;' , ,~ .1Ii 

:11 prior to output,_ so that more, than r,eprqduction of ,input 
.' 

1:,': is ~equired. 
'~II 
:' 

.. ~ ¢' • 

Examples were· an ari thinetic computation, or 
..;., ""} I' ~ 

• I' 

an al'lagram solution. 'A rel~tively complex transformati'on 
'i~'} ,f'l" !i- " ( 
it 1 ' \ :j 

:iii" of the input is required, and it was!' assumed that this 
.' i:- ,\ 

I" requ:ires a greater'level of attentioh than the previous 
", ,I" \, 1 ~ 
mi. 

levels. 

I!~, : ': 

;~ Selebtive Attention 
.. ' 

, ", 

~" 
hJ , ... ~~ ! 

J Several- stimuli. may simultaneously,; impinge upon a 
, 

. " 

persqn ~dhe must select to which'stimulus, if any, he will 
.) \' 

stevens (1962), among other~, has conducted studies 
~ A 

attend. 
r 
'I" in selective attention. 
~1 ,~ I r ~\ 

':., In experiments with human subj ects. Stevens .( 1962) .. 
,~ ,l 

found, that the most important step, was to tell when ,to "pay I 

'I,:' 'ii!f 
.. • !~-:. 

attention" to 'a restricted aspect of Lthe'! stimulus. 
\t .. ;~ _ 

He 
I i~ if,. ~l Ii j 

explained that we "tell-- the animal .to ~Ilpa;;:- attention" 
P'~ ~ 

reinforcing two or more v'l,~lues of the 
I· 

by 

differentially con-
'I 

\1t' 

Ii 
;> trolling stimulus. Any aspe?t. of 
Ii, J 1 

the;; s:t~mulus that is ~ 

!' differentially related to 
~~: I • 

i 

I \I 

reinforceme'nt ,~ay then come to , 
, -. 

~; '" 
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jI,l, 
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J, 
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~i!!, 
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'r~ 

" 
j;r,; 

if 
;"'1 
'~ .. \ 
I~I 

.. , 
," 
! 

II" 

I':\" I, 

.~ t 

ltd 
r 

con~rol the animal's'behavior • 

" , 
11 ,,'j 

U su'allY , more than one , 
l~ 

aspect is differentially reinforced:, and the question 
,,!~ ~ \1 

arise's which one or several 'of thes,:e a~pects, actually 
( Ii 

II jJ 

controls the behavior. The experimenter may have qne 
:. 

aspect in mind; the animal, another. 
• ; f~ , L 1 

;1" Stevens (1962)' further statedl that varying the 
,~ ~ 

i~ 

st:rmulus in many dimensions in test'; trials will show ' 
\1 

which dimensions control hehavior •. Va,tying the stimulus 
~'. 

in "all nonessential dimensions during training may elimi-
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J. ~ :t ,< !l . 

nate in advance a dependence on undesired stimulus aspects~ 
I", ." f'l: 
" : 

as 'such variation prev~nts·· particul:;u. '~timulus values from 
? 

I , 

becoming correlated with reinforcement. The experiment 
i' - ~ ~ 

sho!~ld be simplifie~ as much as posfib~e by reducing the 
~ iF ~ 

number of discriminable dimensions.:l, Unfortunately, elimi-' 
~ I • I' 

:1 

nat'ing a dimension in 
If 
t 

this way is,nbt always easy to do, 
• 'Ii . 

'~ " 

bec.ause one must know in advance what the animal can dis-". i1 "i 
t ,~,!! 

criminate. -. 
" 

", 
:; Treisman 

~ ·1 

(1969) stated that a~tention can be defined 
, r 
I! ~ I~ -' ;1 

as ~the selective aspect of percepti~m apd response. His 

fi~dings suggested: 
" . " c, 

I' •••. divi~ion·of attention between two or'more 
, inputs and between two .. or more targets is difficult 
(or impossible, when no time is allo,wed for alternating' 
,> attention or serial analysis, and that selective 
j1:,focusing is both .efficient and frequently used with 
;:inputs reaching a single analyzer from different 
!1 :physical sources or with target I: items identified by 
:~, the same analyzer or by overlapping groups of shared 
;" analyzers. ,~ ,,;, 
:!,' , " '. i' , 
II' He (Treisman, 1969) noted, ,ho0ever, that experiments~! 

." , ~ 'j; 
..;. .e ,tt 

',i .. ' 



requiring attention to different dimensions were less con-

clusive, because 

• • • experiments testing focused attention have 
often assumed that divided attention is impossible 
and looked for perceptual interference from irrele­
vant analyzers, while experiments testing divided 
attention have often assumed that focused attention 
is possible and measured decrements with divided 
attention. The evidence on the whole suggests that 
focusing on a particular dimension is difficult, at 
least when it involves selecting one of two inde­
pendent aspects of a single set of stimuli (e.g., 
when it cannot be combined with input-selective 
attention), while division of attention between 
analyzers is relatively efficient at least compared 
to division of attention between inputs. 

He (Treisman, 1969) provided an example which may be 

24 

helpful in clarifying the above quotation. An observer may 

be in a situation of over-hearing two conversations about 

the same topic. It would be most difficult for the observer 

to focus attention on one of these speakers. On the other 

hand, if there were two simultaneous conversations about two 

totally different topics the observe~ would have less diffi-

culty focusing his attention on one of the conversations. 

In his paper, Treisman (1969) reviewed experiments on 

selective attention, mainly to competing speech messages, 

and related th~m to Broadbent's (1958) filter theory. Four 

types of attention strategy were distinguished: The first 

restricts the number of imputs analyzed; the second restricts 

the dimensions analyzed; the third restricts the items 

(defined by sets of critical features) for which subjects 

are listening; and the fourth selects which results of per­

ceptual analysis will control behavior and be stored in 
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memory. 

Clifton and Bogartz (1969) stated that Broadbent's 

"selective attention" referred to a single "communicative 

channel," and that messages arrive to a person by various 

communicative channels. Any attribute of a message has 

the potential for specifying a channel. 

For instance, a message's attribute of being 
visual can be used to specify a communicative 
channel. And, the attribute of being presented 
to the right ear, or of being high in pitch, can 
be used to specify particular auditory communi­
cative channels. 

According to Broadbent (1958), people receiving messages 

25 

were able to filter out those messages arriving by certain 

channels, so that the messages transmitted to these channels 

were attenuated. 

A person rejects, to some incomplete extent, a 
message transmitted on the filtered channel, and 
does not process (e.g. make an immediate reaction 
to, or store in memory), all aspects of the message. 
This ability to filter out the messages transmitted 
on certain channels accounts for the putative ability 
of receivers to concentrate on a single message at 
one time (Clifton and Bogartz, 1969). 

There has been acceptable experimental evidence that 

adult listeners are able to attend to messages transmitted 

on one channel, while largely ignoring the messages coming 

in on other channels (Treisman, 1964). 

Clifton and Bogartz (1969) found data reported by 

Naccoby and Konrad (1966) indicating that 

• • • kindergarten children can selectively recall 
a message in one channel, when the channel is defined 
by the sex of the person speaking the message. Their 



data, however, do not allow the conclusion that 
messages in other channels are actually attenuated. 
In a subsequent study, Maccoby and Konrad (1967) 
obtained evidence that children selectively recall 
a message in one channel more effectively when the 
channel to which response is demanded is identified 
before the message is transmitted than when it is 
identified after the message. 
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This result suggested the conclusion that the irrelevant 

channel was filtered by the listener when it was identified 

prior to the transmissio~ of the message. 

Maccoby and Konrad's study, as reported by Clifton 

and Bogartz (1968), attempted to provide a demonstration 

of childrens' selective attention to messages transmitted 

via a particular channel. Subjects were given an auditory 

short-term memory task in which remembering material 

presented to one ear (channel) was consistently rewarded, 

while remembering material presented to the other ear was 

never rewarded. 

Extended training on this task might be expected to 
result in attenuation of the messages presented to 
the nonrewarded (irrelevant) ear, and thus selective 
attention to the relevant ear, in that attenuation 
of the messages presented to the irrelevant ear would 
reduce the amount of material Ss would have to remem­
ber on each trial. To test for such selective atten­
tion, several test trials were given toward the end 
of the experimental session on which Ss could con- . 
sistently respond correctly only by attending to and 
remembering the messages presented to the previously 
irrelevant ear were attenuated, poorer performance 
would be expected on these trials than on adjacent 
trials testing memory for items presented to the ear 
that was consistently relevant earlier (Clifton and 
Bogartz, 1968). 

Snan of Attention 

r 

Attention span is a third important aspect of attending 



behavior. In an article by Powers (1969), he stated that 

contemporary literature suggested that the concept of 

attention span refers to two different phenomena. English 

and English, cited in Powers (1969), listed under span of 

attention: n(a) The number of distinct objects that can 

be perceived in a single momentary presentation; and (b) 

the length of time a person can attend to one thing." 
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The length of time a person can attend to one thing 

was referred to as voluntary attention by James in 1890 and 

by Angell in 1904. Subsequently, the length of time a sub­

ject concentrated on a task has been referred to as per­

severation by Cushing in 1929, interest span by Herring 

and Koch in 1930, sustained attention by Schac~er in 1933, 

and as attent.ion span by Botte in 1928; Van Alstyne in 1932; 

Cockrell in 1935; Gutteridge in 1935; lVloyer and van Haller 

Gilmer in 1955 (Powers, 1969). 

History of early work on the opan of attention was 

given in a concise manner by 'ofhipple in 1924, and Garrett 

and Schneck in 1933 (Stevens, 1962). 

According to Powers (1969), the concept of attention 

span seemed to be used currently in at least three ways: 

1) empirical evidence indicates that "attention span" is 

task specific; 2) many authors have given the impression 

that short attention span, distractibility, and hyper­

activity refer to different phenomena, differences among 

the behavioral referents of these concepts are often 
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1 I 

difficult 
",~ :1 

, '~" ~ ~ 

discussed as though it were ah inheri t'~ po~er or ability 
" 1; H 

'ili ~' I) < :t ~ 

and the observed behaviors of distractibility and hyper-

I' " ~~ 
'I ';Ii 

to specify; and 3) attentio~ span ·is sometimes 
. I 

i' 

. i ;: II ~> { , ~ 

acti vi ty "are the result of an, underlying short attention 
::;< 1

1

' ~ • I; :, i' ~! :i 
~, ~ " 

~pan. 'I' 
,,':1' 11 :' ~ ~ 
"~ ::Jm operant conditioning analysis'; of:~attention span 
:l!'t ;: -~ . II ~ ~ 

~ugges'ted an alternative view, (Powers,( 1969). The most 
~~:;- ., ~ I; , ~ ~ ~ " 

,import,ant, single principle of operanti conditioning is the ·r, il ~ " " . ~ -. - )~ 1t'i 

~mpirical pr,inciple of reinforcement""_ 1) The: principle refers 
i 
I 
I, 

I 

.~ "' l' 11 

:to the ~ observation that the;e are cert~in :~environmental 
fl 

i:!.~ : ~. ~ 1; 
~vents,that are commonly called rewards, and to make a 
, . I .., -, . :~ 

{'ehavi!'or more frequent, ,"it is sUbseque~tl~ rewarded. These 
4 ~ _ 

,.~ ~,,: I.~ 
r1 .. 

rewarding 
',1' 

~;: ' 

forcers. 
I' 

events are more technically referred to as rein-
~ , 

A reinforcer was d~f:i..ned as ~ stimulus, the 
r 

~ollowing a respons,e, increases the 
" ~resen:'tation of which, 
~ l ", 

II~' ~ I, 

probab1ili ty of future occurrences of "the response (Powers, 
i: 

1969).: ,1 
~ ~ : t 

UI 

He stated that several variables,~ are'; crucial to the 
" , -
:t "! 

succes':s of the reinforcement procedure. 'The first was the 
J~' '~ A ~. il 

;~ u 

contingent relationship between the re~pon,se and the rein-
~I ;, ' 4 
forcer. The contingency is a logical if-then relationship, 
i:'I, .. • ~ {' ~ -
J~ ,1 " • ; I ~ 

~~ich is to be distinguished from a simple: pleasant or 
• -~ " ~ ~ :,: g ~: -

r:ewardlng situation in which a person might find himself. 
... '" ~ 'I 1 

~~I I~~ "~ -,~ 
This i's mainly due to the reinforcement· procedure which 

1" ... " 
'i' ~ 

'I :.., 

fequir¢s the occurrence of some. specified,response 
~I'.;:, 'il ~ ~ . it' I; 
"il . I 
to the:l:presentation of a reinforcer?Jl~ a, ,pleasant 

'j "i '. I, 

prior 

~' ,j " ? .. 
" , ~'~'" 

situation 
-j 

~~h 
" , 

':)'j. 
\ , 
~, 
-I ... ,I 
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The second crucial variable,; w?-s the immediacy 
:~ . \ 

il > <,1 

" 

doe's not. 

of,' 'reinforcement. To be e'ffecti ve ;1, the reinforcer must 
• ,J ' 

: . ~ if 

follow the response without delay ~Pow~rs, 1969). 
'J 'I,' ", ., 

_"~ Working within the framework ~of ,9perant conditioning, 
:j .. • ~ \. ~ ~i 

the' term Il a ttention span" referred :!io '~othing more than the 
~ f .... ,.~ 
I) ~, Fl ' ~ 

behavioral events to which the name is'attached. These 

be~avioral events were explained iJ t~1ms of environmental 
II T" .. ~ 

variables in the presence of which iithe 4 behavior occurs.' 
{ ~ ,.. i jj 

Thi's interpretation emphasized beh~vior that interfere wi ~h 
~ , *... . 

- ~ :1 

att,ending to a task, as well as attending behavior itself., ,. -

He (Powers, 1969) summarizedtthat a lqng attention 
f ! ~ ~ 

sp~ is the result of presenting reinforcement contingent :: 
,. ,. . if- " l,' 

'1 . 

upon attending behavior, and hot r~inforCing behavior that 

is 1'incompatible with attending. S~ort::attention sp'an can 
i~ !l 

be ii observed when reinforcement is contingent upon behavior, 
• 

• ",j II 

th~t is incompatible with ,attendi~el, _ ~d not reinforCing 
II· 

the," attending behavior. , ~' 

'i ,"- I 

'. 

i . " 

, 
III. CHARACTERISTICS AND MEASUREMENT 

OF LISTENING 
~ 1t 

:~ IJ 
'j , 

~ " 

Ten'! Characteristics of Good and- Poor Listeners 

'. ··Nichols 'and, Lewis (1954) not~d 'tAat research pompleted 
',; I, "':: 

at ~~1ichigan State College, Stephens Co'llege, Florida State. 
;; :. '~.- it ~ ~ 

Un~ versi ty and the Uni versi ties of :,Iow'a, Missouri, MinnesoLta, 
;;., 

and J?enver made it possible :to be m,ore :~ explicit in devising 
~ - if ~ 

tralning programs to improve listening, ,comprehension. Based 
1 ~ ~~ 

on :fthe results of these studies, t~h ~',~mponents of effective 
f 
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ijl" 30 
II;' I' 

;1:; listening were identified which made i tJi possible to clarify 
~{ -,~ 

at least 'ten important characteristics 'of the good and poor 
, ,? ~ ": !! 

listener. 

.;j' , 

,f 
!J 

These ten characteristics of good~and poor listeners 

'~'I' were' as follows: 
If!' 

Previous Experience with Difficult l\1aterial. The 

:::: 
I, j~ ~ , 

inexperienced listeners are the,poorestulisteners of all. 
, ' . 

" 
'~~j 

j~' 
If'" ;- , ~ ! -

They are inexperienced in hearing <material that is difficul:t 
. :~ 

\1 

in nature. 
:: ' 

" 

These listeners have a tendency to spend their" 
";::? 
"I' leisure time listening to' or watchi~ pJrely rec'reational ' 

\ 

"'i,! 
''I' 

"1!'?' 

1 " 

programs on the radio or televisionJ Good listeners, how- ' 
• l l~' ~ , > 

eve~', seem to take advantage of the 'more difficult radio and 
,\ 

ik: television programs :tl).at tend to cha:llep.ge their mental 
1 " 

~": 
cap~ci ties. 

t';, 

'! 
:'!', 

"if 
lilli, 

j: ~ 

2. Interest in the Topic at' Hand .'\ It has been noted, 
I \~ 'j' 

in many objective studies concerning'lli'~tening, that the 

intJlre~t factor in "aural assimil~ti:~m'" 'Iis of tremendous 
1::Jih 
il..~ 

,i\ 

,!i~ 
significance. Good listeners seem to be able to find ele- ' 

.... . '~1 

. '; \~ , ~ ,~/ 

I':'~"ment's of interest in almost, ,all topibs of discussion; on the 
~l' ,~ Ii 'i' ' ~~ " Ij 
I' 

J" .. other hand, poor listeners ar~ frequently bored and find the 
'!!:,;' 
" u 
:~: toplp uninteresting or "dry." These!' pO<?F listeners have 
',j::) ~ ~ , \~ 

undoubtedly developed the bad' habit of ,c'ondemning a topic :, 
, .- ! 

,i\ , 

.ill' as u:p.interesting without putting eff6rt" (into finding some-

v,,"1 ,. i 

thing of interest. 
! 

i., ,t ~ ~ 

~ , . 
,. ,j 

Adjustment to the Speaker.!\ Every speaker has 'his 
" 

~' 3. 
I' 

~ , ~ 

, ,',:: pecutiari ties, some more noticeable ¥d distracting than 
II" ~.~; 

.~ 
~;. 

,I 

" I 
'~Il , 

~ 
, ~ 

~'~ 
, 
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6thers. ''It is natural for the listener to .note the speaker's f 
,~ . ~ 

';1' ,I .r A ,I 

pecull'arities; 
':, i] 

however, . the poor liste~er" ',has a tendency to 

"'1 ' : 1?ecome:preoccupied by them and, eventually;, to use them as 
!~ ,;, 
"" "J ',f! o I~ , 

some~mental tangent 'rather 
,:' , 

a rati'onalization for following 

t1han the speaker's sub j ect matter. 
II .<: 

He:is" in fact, throwing 
I~ ,I "I, 

ihe entire responsibility for communicati~~ upon the speaker 
~' ' 

'I 

which is a serious listening fault. nNo more than half such r ~ 11 

~esponsi bili ty, at most, can logically i'be i'placed upon the 
-Il' t, ¥O I'" 

II': j :t , .. 

c,cmveyor." I. <,j 
" ~ i; 

Nichols (.1948) found ob j ecti ve 'evide'nce that the 
1~ ~ , 

> l~ 

l'istener's attitude toward the speaking characteristics of 
r;. - 1 
\ j • 

tlle conveyor influence the efficiency oi'f oral communication. 
Ill' II" ,f"' " 

II . ~J '~ 
Ih a later publication (Nichols and Lew'is, -1,1954) he writes: 

.' :1 
J ~> '!.I 

Communicative efficiency is strongly',;,affected by 
the audibility of the speaker and by the listener's 
estimate of the propriety of. the language being 
used. Communication is less strong:)..y, ,but still 
consistently, 'affected by four other su'ch factors: 
admiration for the speaker, estimate of his overall 
effectiveness, amount of high sclioo:;!.. sp'eech training 
received by the listener, and the listener's personal 

~ susdeptibility to distraction. 
,:;;~: :! .~ ~ ,,} \j 

I, 
. Ii 

Good listener's, when afflicted'with'a weak speaker, 
r "~ 

, li 
'! I, I " 

give their conscious and overt att~ntion to him. They wjdl 
'l,i' 
'j 

re'alize, ~hat the r speaker and the aUdiende share responsi-
j I t II 

communication. They, 
If \ 

of '~the ': obligation for 

bility for the success or failure of 
, ~[ " ' 

I, ' • ~ 

th~refo~~, assume not less than half 

communication. On the other 'hand, "poo:t. li:steners slight 
ii~, ... ~ I' 

;j ~: 

their fair share of the task, and hold the conveyor singly' 
, '~' ' 

II 

responsible for holding their attention.J,~ 
fi~ 

Ii' II 
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(" 4,; Energy Expenditure of the 

. ~ 

Listener. Although, 
11 " )~, 1 " 

efficient listening is considered the 
:~ 1 

simplest 
~ 

way known 
i1 

to obtain ideas and information, it is ~til'1 hard work. 
~d ~f ~ ~,#o. 

'I, ' , 'i 

"It is characterized by increased heart~action, faster 
i, it ' t. I~ ) 

circti.la~lon of the blood, and even slightly': increased ' 
-l,o ,)1' , 

bodily temperature." It was noted that~an:outstanding 
.~ .,.. " \J .; '~ 

charactb:ristic of poor listeners is their unwillingness ' 
,I ~ " • ;~ , ~ 
II. , 

to' expend energy in a listening situatiq'n. '~They also seem 
'1. : 1 • r~ ,. ~ 

tot be ur?challenged by the physical demands that are made ' 
1 . .,:"''', ( 

upon them when confronted with a listeni':ngsi tuation. 
j. - ii - . if ~1 :! 

fl L ij 

tend to 1"fake attention" which 'is consid'ered to be ". 
I' '-. 

" . if 

They'" 

, . . 
-one O.f the surest of all indices to low-level comprehen-

,I "\ 
~t 

sion • 
1,·· 

i" d ,t • ~".' an • • • one of the worst habi:ts afflicting 
t>-
I; 

us ': as a .people. It 
'~ ~ (' 5.::: Adjustment to the Abnormal Listening 3i tuation. 

I I, 
Another definite difference between good;andHpoor listeners 

~ '. - \, 

is:the way they react in abnormal listening situations. It 
:. :' I~ I ,. t, n,; , 

:i 
has" been" noted, for example, that good lilsteners tend to 

, 

poor ro~m ventilation or 
I 

s:peaker,~ pefsonal hearing' 
'I ], ~ \ir 

~1 ~ 

disabilities~ unnecessary" room noises whiich 'distract atten-
,) ;' ~' .:: -~ 

mak,e quick adjustments to It. • • 
I) 1, 

temperat~re, inaudibility of the 

tior, anet noisy neighbors ,or seatmates in' th'e audience ... ' In 
~r I 

contrast ';to this, poor listeners ". : • t'~nd; ~to tolerate all 
~, ~il" ~ -~ ~I' ,1 

t 'I 
of the above conditions and in some instances, even to 

i' :\.1 
~\ . 

needlessly impair com-
, 

creche di's1:;ractions themselves which 
I:· !l ~ 

preli'ensiori. " " ,.. 
~~ 
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[6. Adjustment to Emotion-Lade~Words. To be a good 
.. ~:.; 'J , 

'I, listener one must make' adjustments to; ne~otion-Iaden ,words.", 

"This hs accomplished through a carefu~ eiarnination of the 
," ',_' il 1 

I:' word~i, that arouse emotion wi thin him 'as ~ listener. This, 
~"I ~ £:J 

~ i, ~1 
~t . 

"',examination will most likely reveal 
'il:"! ill 

that}such words really 
r '~ 
jl - '~ 

t shou~,d not bother one at all'. ,It has~ been ,found that poor 
Ijl, :~ , l 

,: listeners are frequently aroused emotion~lly which seriously 
1:1'10 i I; ,'" 
i"handi!caps their ability to reason. Good,~listeners, "on the 
I ~ 1 :i I . ~." 'i~ 

other:: hand, are more objective-minded:: anelL analytic 
',il J~ ~~ :1 

enough 
'1'1 i] I, 

'to b~ little affected. ~}' ..; ~ 
" , 

;" 
_ ,... ~l . i] 

Adjustment to Emotion-Rousing Points. The adjust-:' 
" ill' I; 

"ment'to emotion-rousing points is mor~ difficult to overcome ~ 
'~, ,. ~ ~~: I; Ii 

;;:than ,jto emotion-laden words, largely because, of their 
I ii 1 "' II ",~ 

:!"great':~r duration. In, both si tu~tionsf the~ damage is done 
:,ii ',J, , !l j ~ " 

~j *~, 

I~i"thro~gh "over-stimulation." ""Good listeners tend to wait 
ii" 'II 
l' il ' ~ 
i,until,; they fully understand a point befo~,e attempting to 

, 'l 

I~ ~ ..!, • ~~ 

:,:!:judge, it." As mentioned prevlously" poor, listeners have 

~i;less '~motional control and may develo;' ~~: intense dislike 
~~""~ ~j , ... !i 

~::for ~'speaker early in his speech bec~us~\ 'of some minor 
i'~' i,~, '; 

lipoint':'he made. This dislike'may result in an over-eagerness; 
~~~'. f! . ~~ , ,. 

,:::i;o debate or annoy the speaker which is a
r 

common product of 
':1--1:.. " _ ~ '" 

:(faul ty c,omprehension. "They "consist~~tlYi! prepare an answer 
~, :' '.... i! 

;::to a ~oint, or question about it, bef6re );he point i tsel.f is 
,!)I ~ ,~ 
III ' i; 

,i,i"'fullyicomprehended. II :; 
,I 1 ;( 

:!i~ , ,,:8. Recognition of Central Ideas. "'Good listeners have 'J' 

'il 

,ian 
·i~ 

ab~lity, to focus on can usually 

Ii 
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recognize the characteristic language in which central 

ideas are commonly stated. They also have the ability to 

discriminate between 11 ••• fact and principle, idea and 

example, evidence and argument." The poor listeners lack 

these discriminating abilities and may take pride in the 

statement that they IIlisten for the facts" in every presenta­

tion. 

9. Utilization of Notes. An important component of 

effective listening is skill in the lIutilization" of notes 

taken during lectures. Note-taking can either aid the 

learner or can hinder the learner by becoming a distraction 

itself. It is a well known fact that the more notes we take 

the more hearing time is replaced with writing time. The 

mere accumulation of notes is not considered a scholarly 

act. A good listener may set aside a period in the day to 

go over notes taken during that day. This is a most effec­

tive way of incorporating the new facts and ideas received. 

10. Reconciliation of Thought Speed and Speech Speed. 

Concentrating by the listener is influenced by two variabl~s, 

largely beyond his control: " ••• his own speed of thought 

and the rate of speech of the communicator." This last com­

ponent of effective listening is the most important of them 

all. It requires the listener to reconcile his thought 

speed and the speaker's speech speed. "By reconciliation 

of thought speed and speech speed is meant the utilization 

of the differential between them to expedite comprehension 



i 

~d 1 e1arning • " 
I} 

cr ,'" jl 

their ·rates. 

It should not be 
D '11 ' 

atte!TIpte~ ,to 
~,~ 

;J 
I" :,.. ... 

synchronize 

~ii, I ' '" 

;i" 'Although Nichols and Lewis (1954) c)Jearly identified 
• ,'" !' • II 
,~, '1' 

ten characteristics of good and poor'liste-ners, they did 
::, ~ ~ Ii' '1 

not de'vise an objective test for measuring them. One does 
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.' ~~ 4' ~~ 

Aot ~ow how and when the college studknt>develops good and 
ij.< Ii. ;; , 

poor ristening habits. 
, ,. ~, '. ~i ,] 

, " 
1!; .. ] t' ' ~ . , 

:,They (Nichols and 
" 1:'-

Lewis, 195,4)-a&so>hypothesized that 
, J - - ~ J 
college speech 'classes, in general, !'teacn" students to 
~' :' 11 • i ~ 

• .1 Ill' j ,j 

Jisten I) more skillfully either' direct+y;i or ~indirectly. 
n11 i. _ J .. ~~ t~ .i 

they did not administer a formal test ~o s:ollege 'students 
k: • t" . ~; ~ -, 

to verify this theory. ;; ".f 

1'~ . :! ~ 
'\!'1 -.. ,Ii 

Measur:ement of Listening Behavior 
~: : 

~ ~! 
,Measurement of listening behav~oF is ~he final step 

- :.. " ' 
rr ,'II 

the listening aspect of-the language inter-
. '1;' i:" "" 

» 

experimental investigatio~. -,1 ;One method is to 

for bringing 
~l!'1 ~ 

~ctiori"under 
c~ • ,: 

ask the listener what he has been doing. :;;This .can be done 
;, II 
informally or by testing his 
,~ 'j .-

comprehension of either the 

'. 
.' 

,~Il, ' 

(3peake,r's statement or 
~ -' ~~'~' ' :r' 

the referent '(Rlce::iand Ratner-, 1967). ' 
," '. 

,!. ,; 
$akan ;1(1967) felt that 

if . ~ 
tests of listening "should be con-

,:" , ' ~ " 
~ucted, so the subject is unaware- he .is~ b.eing tested; hence,' 
"/' ,1 • ~!. . ~l • 

he is i:less likely' to rehearse-. Another method of measure-
';:11 • ~ ," ,~ Ii 

d: 

ment iis to observe subsequent:li:st~ner;'a9t·ivity. The sub-
iI:i~i - r~.· i: 

j ect can be observed interacting with lob j e:cts, or he himself 
• ~ II ~ _ t ' 

'II' .' ';:' , 
may become a speaker, and the'degree~of statement-modifica-
,f' ,j. ~ '" Il 

tion can be observed· (Rice. ana. Ratner,i! 19~7). What might 
I i!!? ~ ~ • -,.. ~ 

~, 

'~r' 

" ;Il 
il', 

II •. 1 
;. !;., 
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app~ar to be statement-modification, however, may be an 

error in statement-recording, and this must be controlled. 

A third method of measurement is to record physiological 

changes in the listener during the language interaction 

and correlate these with psychological changes. Brown 

(1967) in 1962 found no differences in breathing rate 

between "good" and "poor" listeners, though he did find 
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that all listeners tend to adjust their breathing rate to 

coincide with that of the speaker's. Rice and Ratner (1967) 

discussed measurement when they stated the following: 

Measurements which will discriminate the different 
listener functions are paramount. It may be, for 
example, that different kinds of listener concurrent 
activities occur during different listening functions, 
so that a listener may nod and grunt during statement­
recording, but raise his finger or look away during 
statement-modification. Or it may be that the listener 
displays the same behavior in different amounts during 
different kinds of listening functions, so that a 
listener may sit quietly during statement-recording, 
display more concurrent actions during statement­
modification. For the latter kind of measurement, 
of course, it would be necessary to first determine 
the listener's operant rate of activity. 

The phrase "listener's operant rate of activity," 

referred to the time it takes a listener to react to a par-

ticular act of communication. 

Tests of Listening 

Duker (1966) cited the following tests designed to 

measure what he calls "listening ability" which considers 

individual differences. 

The first test specifically designed to test listening 
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":, ability ,was an unpublished test developed by Paul T. Rankin 
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in 1926. 
1) 
~ II 

The first published test designed', to measure listen-
,~ i1 •. ,~ 

ing:"was the Durrell-Sullivan Reading Capacity Test which 
,~ . 

was:"first published in 1937 and is stili in use. It was 
{ " 

deslgned for the second through the~sixth grades. 
,; .... 

, I ,~ 

,In 1953 the Brovm-Carlsen Listening Comprehension Te~t 
[ . 

was;j,published. 
1:' __ ~ 

It was designed for;' the: secondary level as. 
I' 

I~ .. 

well~ as for the first year of college, :but has been. uS!3d at 
/., - 1\ 

~ - !~ 
all,levels in college and also in business and industry • 

" " 

It has been widely used and has been th~ subject of much 
~ J 

resear'ch • 
" " , 

In 1957 the Educational Testi~g Service of Princeton; 
.. 

New' Jersey, published the Sequentiai Tests of Educational. 
i~ _ 

~~. Pro;gress, commonly lmown as the ~ t~<~t. (A li,stening 

,"/ tes'i; was included. It is on four levei~ and is recommended d, 
~r; 
I:~ " 

~ .... ' 

!i;~; 
i!!!r 

fo~:grades four through fourteen. 

':. , These are some of the tests that have been developed 
~ : ~ 

and'~ are still extensively used today. ~he most popular are 
il _ 

the':, :§TEP and the =B=r..;o;.:;wn:.=.:..-...:C~a::;;;r;.;l;;;.s=e;.:n....:;L;,;;i;.::s:..::t:..:e;.:n.:.;l::..:· n::.lg~;;;.C..;o=m;.r::p:.=r:..:e;.:h::..:e;.:n;.:,:s:;:,;l;;;.' ;;;.o:.:;n....:;T..;e;.;;s:..;;:.t. 
II ' 

test "has,! been deve'loped 
'j" . ,As mentioned earlier, no to i 

" I; 

;:;i.~ tes'i; good and poor listener aptitude. This writer devised~· 
" r 

such a test utilizing the ten characteristics identified by 
, .1 

id I 

:~~; Nic:~ols and Lewis (1954) • The B=r.;;;o.:.:wn~,,=-:-..;C;.;;a=r:,;:l:;.:s~e~n:.:....:L::,;l;;;.' s:;.t=en=i;.:n;cg~C..;o;.::m:....-

pre'l'iension Test (1953) was used t~ '~al~'date test items. . 
.' lVIuch of the survey of the literat:u:re' includes theories 
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