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As Rice and Ratner's (1967) three characteristics 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-modification 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 %o béccme a speaker. In situations such as a lecture,
however, the listener may be performing these fuhctions 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 listener 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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f Another way of v1ew1ng listener functlons was sug-
i H

gested by Fessenden (1955) who hypothes1zed that 1lsten1ng
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1s composed of seven dlfferent levels, some of which merge

-

w1th those discussed above. They were. 1) isolate sounds,

41 |

1deas, arguments, facts, and so on; 2) 1dent1fy or give
meanlng, 3) integrate what we hear w1th our past experi-

ences;u4) inspect the new and the old data- 5) interpret |
;hat we hear; 6) interpolate comments and.statements we
hear;iand 7) introspect as well as lis;enﬁ
i iIn reference to the foregoing daia,iit was concluded
that rt is important to note that there are various ways of
v1ew1ng listener functions. f 2" y
I ] ) L
Condltlons for Listening ) j ﬂ
%g Llstenlng does not occur merely because there is a :
po ‘ .

soeaker and a potential listener; certaln;condltlons must
i H rf

be present in the situation.

B

[

Rlce and Ratner (1967) dealt funuamentally with the
condltlons for listening. They malntalned that the temporal .

sequence of the language interaction can be roughly divided
;nto three segments: 1) onset 2) malntenance, and 3)
termlnatlon. For llstenlng to begin, a speaker must be
identifled by a potential listener and the listener must

d é'.

1dent1fy hlmself as such.

r.rk

l$

They explained that the condltlons requlred for the
4 1
malntenance of listening behav1or 1ncludeqthose necessary
'ﬂ' ,
for 1ts onset as well as termlnatlon."Flrst the listener

m wa R ] ] ¥
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cannot be a speaker at the same time, since the speaker
must "pay attention" (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 is maintaining
action for listening; driving a car or reading is
a competing action) (Rice and Ratner, 1967).

Another important condition for maintaining listening

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

« + o« 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

1t was suggested earlier that the major characteristic
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used to identify the listener function is the manner in
4
whlch the llstener 1nteracts with the statements of the
'
speaker about the referent. Accordlng to Rice and Ratner

(1967), several variables may affect thls interaction, and,

%

therefore, influence the onset, malntenance, and termina-
1.4
{

tlon of listening. In other words, the:way s speaker

1 i

reacts to the listener, determines how the listening act B

is affected. If the speaker reacts'negatlvely, the onset

i,

of llstenlng will most llkely be affected' and 1f this con-

') l!

. tlnues during speaking, listening nay even be terminated.

B a

In their description of varlables affectlng listening

behav1or, Rice and Ratner (1967) stated that a listener'!s

behav1or may be influenced by hlS past contact with a par—f

1

tlcular speaker. They noted that a llstener who ‘is well

o

acqualnted with the speaker may modlfy that speaker's state-

1, mentrmore than if the speaker and 11stener are strangers.

It also follows that recording behavdor“would be lessened.

, ' Harms (1961) conducted a study to test listener com-

prehens1on of 180 adults selected from a non-college popula=
R-

rtlon. There were nine male- speakersﬂaged 30 to 50 years.

Each listener heard three speakers of whlch one was high

social status, one middle social statusLand one low social .

X

%;statﬁs. Each speaker was heard by 60 llsteners of which 20~

l r(

4:were hlgh status, 20 were middle status. and 20 were low

i 9

statqs. The results indicated that llsteners belonglng to 1

. the 'same social status as the speaker tend to have less



trouble comprehending that speaker than one that is of a
: » ,
different status. It was not only found that a long history

|

of llstener—speaker contact may 1ncrease listening onset, '
but also may increase the probablllty of stroklng, espe- o
01a&ly if the contact is an 1nt1mate one. It was thought H
that if the llsteneraspeaker contact 1s;short or there is
no #istory of contact, then referenéialglistening would

more than likely be difficult to maintain until the listener
adaﬁts to the personality and speecﬁ cﬂaracterlstlcs of the
speaker. It also was most probable that no history of
llstener—soeaker contact would decrease the possibility of

stroklng and the termlnatlon of llstenlng. This was due to,

e m— —mm e =

the'fact that the listener would have more difficulty pre- -

dlctlng the referential activity of‘a strange speaker and ? L

i

relatlvely more accuracy in predlctlng referentlal act1v1ty . !

1
i N .

of a famlllar speaker, . . - ‘
: .

Another varlable mentioned affectlng a llstener s g E

i
EEl

b, behav1or was the hlstory of the llstener s contact with the

£
i

referent. Here a relationship may result in which both no -
§

' hlstory of contact and a very 1ong.h1story of contact has

4 LI

an lncreased affect on llstener termlnatlon.' Time spent in @ -

\j 'H

,~llsten1ng also may result in an 1ncrease in time spent

modlfylng the speaker's statements (Rlce and Ratner, 1967).

@; A third variable related by Rlce and Ratner (1967)
'ﬂ h

that may have an affect on a llstener S: behavior is the

Speqqh characteristics of the speaker. 'ﬁlce and Ratner
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. ductions of the event in some sense 1is required. Direct
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(1967) cited the following references.% Rosenberg and
Curtiss (1954) were mentioned as stating that stuttering
depressed listener actiVity, Matarazzauand Wiens (1964)
were credited with saying that the length of the speaker 8"
utterances affects the listener when he later becomes a
speaker' and Keller (1960), was reported to have found that
a high rate of speaking tends to decrease listener compre—'

iF
i

hens1on or statement-recording. & o ' f

II. DISCUSSION OF ATTENTION

El

One cannot examine listening or auding without con-

sidering terms such as "levels of attention," "selective
I .1

attention,“ and "attention span." Therefore, studies and

articles concerning these three terms w1ll be summarized.
"' . b )

Levels of Attention
;}.\

Peterson (1969). listed three levels of attention:
] .
" 1, The lowest level was labelled emission which is
‘s 4’*

a class of actiVities characterized by self-guidance and
1ndependence from env1ronmental cues. Examples of this
level were reciting the alphabet andfcounting. Little 2
attention should be required to maintain such activity.

é. 2. A higher degree of attentibn was postulated for
act1v1ties dependent on external events for which repro-

correspondence between 1nput and output is required, but

differences in coding may be present An example of this

»
i
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was, ‘reading aloud visual characters and*shadow1ng which is

s1multaneously reproducing utterances of a speaker. Since:

a degree of uncertalnty is present, in. that the input is
; /*%l
EQ not predlctable in the way that a self-malntalned .sequence’

k.

i is predictable, a greater degree of~attent10n is required

b
i than the case of emissive activ1ties. ‘;

i - 3. A third level of attentlon was suggested for

b i

actrylties which 1nvolve some typeslof problem solving
i prlor to output, so that more than reproductlon of input

" is required, Examples were.-an arlthmetlc computation or

* i

, 27 anagram solution. -A relatively complex transformatlon

. of the input is requlred, and it was assumed that this

.;requlres a greater level of attentlon than the prev1ous

w.levels. f ’ . f | .. . -

i i -

: Selective Attention

" Several stimuli. may 51multaneously.1mp1nge upon a
!l.l' 2

tperson and he must select to whlch stlmulus, if any, he will

M"‘
“Jattend. Stevens (1962), among others, has conducted studies
j . i

f in selectlve attention. ’ ; B i ‘

f, ; o
i »
S

Lo '. In experiments with human subJects, Stevens (1962)

ﬂ, |§

Mfound that the most 1mportant step was to tell when to "pay

7
!

rattentlon" to a restrlcted aspect of the stlmulus. He

n i

explalned that we tell-the animal to: pay attention" by

|
dlfferentlally reinforcing two or more values of the con-
x “

Htrolllng stimulus. Any aspect of the stlmulus that is :}
/ 1,
*dlfferentlally related to relnforcement may then come to

§| IR

. . . . J« v a8 . . -~
(5 . 3

" i - - ;
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';
control the animal's' behavior, Usually, more than one
aspect is differentially relnforced, and the question

arises which one or several of these aspects actually

(’ lx

controls the behavior. The experimenter may have one
aspect in mind; the animal, another.

F” Stevens (1962) further statedfthat varying the

stimulus in many dimensions in testftrials will show

" ai

which dimensions control behav1or.= Varying the stimulus
I;n i
in"all nonessential dimensions during training may elimi-

:,t Kl

nate in advance a dependence on unde51red stimulus aspects,

as such variation prevents particular stimulus values from

:-o

becoming correlated with reinforcement, The experiment
H . : ; N "
should be simplified as much as pos%ible by reducing the

5

number of discriminable dimenSions.; Unfortunately, elimi-
1 . |

nating a dimension in this way is- not always easy to do,

because one must know in advance what the animal can dis-.

Jq .
Ly
ol

criminate. : . e ’

,j . ‘

7' Treisman (1969) stated that attention can be defined

as the selective aspect of perceptlon and response. His

’

findings suggested:

i
. :
d

!ii

¢« o o division of attention between two or ‘more

" inputs and between two- or more targets is difficult

¢ or impossible, when no time is allowed for alternating:
srattention or serial analysis, and that selective
ﬁfocu51ng is both efficient and frequently used with
.;inputs reaching a single analyzer from different
'physical sources or with target:items identified by :
the same analyzer or by overlapping groups of shared
analyzers. ‘

B
-

He (Treisman, 1969) noted, however, that experiments,

R AN ¥,
' - - . % b . i
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requiring attention to different dimensions were less con-
clusive, because

. o » 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
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 observer 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 them 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
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 memorys, 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 message$ coming
in on other channels (Treisman, 1964).

Clifton and Bogartz (1969) found data reported by
Maccoby and Konrad (1966) indicating that

« « o 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
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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.

This result suggested the conclusion that the irrelevant
channel was filtered by the listener when it was identified
prior to the transmission 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 Sg 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 Sz 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).

Span of Attention

Attention span is a third important aspect of attending
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behavior. In an article by Powers (1969), he stated that
contemporary literature suggested that the concept of
attention span refers to two different phenomena. XEnglish
and English, cited in Powers (1969), listed under span of
attention: "(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.™

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 Schacter in 1933,
and as attention span by Botte in 1928; Van Alstyne in 1932;
Cockrell in 1935; Gutteridge in 1935; Moyer and van Haller
Gilmer in 1955 (Powers, 1969).

History of early work on the span of attention was
given in a concise manner by Whipple 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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dlfflcult to spe01fy, and 3) attentlon span is sometlmes

J

dlscussed as though it were an 1nher1tupower or ability

'M; iy

and the observed behaviors of dlstractlblllty and hyper-

i ¥ : 2
act1v1ty .are the result of an. underlylng short attentlon

,‘( i : . »
kK . . .. L B .

span."m : i Do ;; ‘ :
'l I ) ’ : Cou E . - -
ai‘“

i’
b An operant condltlonlng analys1s of“attention span

!,,!\ i : R
suggested an alternatlve v1ew.(Powers, 1969) The most L

th i

important, single principle of operant’condltlonlng is the .
! 4

emplrlcal pr1n01ple of relnforcement. ,The principle refers
to the.observation that there are certaln env1ronmental

h 4 ,,

events that are commonly called rewards, and to make a

behav1or more frequent, . 1t 1s subsequently rewarded. These T

», !

,:

rewardlng events are more technlcally referred to as rein-

:z

forcers. A reinforcer was deflned as a stlmulus, the :

,|r

presentatlon of which, follow1ng a response, increases the
@ ni

probablllty of future occurrences of the response (Powers,

R S -

1969) | AU A |

s,

%e stated that several varlables are cru01al to the

e

i

success of the relnforcement procedureg The first was the

J

contlngent relatlonshlp between the response and the rein-

[él * “
forcer, The contlngency is a. logical if-then relatlonshlp, L
which is to be distinguished from a simplefpleasant or ot

ri‘ . - & g

drewardlng situation in which a person mlght find himself,

f i u

Ik .

ThlS is mainly due to the relnforcement procedure which

requlres the occurrence of some spe01f1ed response prlor

I" 4

to the presentatlon of a relnforcer and a. pleasant situation

: LI , H
r‘( 3’., - - .. 5,, .
" 4 . N . A
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does not. The second crucial varlable was the immediacy

.! K -c ;2 -

of relnforcement To be effectlve, the relnforcer must

i
5
1

¢

follow the response without delay (Powers, 1969).

‘ Worklng within the framework-of‘onerant condltlonlng,
the term "attention span® referred‘to nothlng more than the
behav1oral events to which the name 1sqattached These

behav1oral events were explained 1n terms‘of env1ronmental

varlables in the presence of whlch the»behav1or occurs.,’
Thls 1nterpretatlon emphas1zed behav1or that interfere w1th
attendlng to a task, as well as attendlng behavior itself..

He (Powers, 1969) summarizedfthat a long attention

span 1is the result of presentlng relnforcement contlngent'
‘I

upon attendlng behavior, and not relnforclng behav1or that

is' 1ncompat1ble with attending. Short attentlon span can

!
§

be observed when relnforcement is contlngent upon behavior

that is incompatible with attendlng, and not reinforcing

" oo

b

the attending behavior. - . .7
: . ! . s,, Ou
R ITI. CHARACTERISTICS AND MEASUREMENT
i oF LISTENING ! 4

it
yﬁ H

Ten Characteristics of Good and Poor Llsteners

'Nichols and Lewis (1954) noted that research completed
at Mlchlﬂan State College, Stephens College, Florida State.

Un1vers1ty and the Universities of Iowa, Mlssourl, Mlnnesota,

and Denver made it possible to be more exp11c1t in dev1s1ng

i
!r

i
tralnlng programs to improve llstenlng comprehen51on. Based

on;the results of these studies, ten components of effective

A . - s 4

(SO S
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listening were 1dent1f1ed which made 1t¥poss1b1e to clarify

b _

at 1east ten important characteristics of the good and poor

listener. ;
Q‘ These ten characteristlcs of good and poor listeners

were as follows:

o
t
i

1. Previous Exoerience with Difficult Material. The

1; Y
1nexperienced listeners are the .poorest!listeners of all. -
' S
They are inexperienced in’Hearing‘mdterial that is difficult
{ .
in nature. These listeners have a tendency to spend their

leisure time listening to or watching purely recreatlonal

programs on the radio or televisionﬁ> Good listeners, how-

oo

ever; seem to take advantage of the more difficult radio and

don

telev1s1on programs that tend to challenge their mental .
capacities. T L : E EAN

2. Interest in the Topic at Hand., It has been noted4
; ﬂ

in many objective studies concerning listening, that the

1nterest factor in "aural ass1milation"1is of tremendous

significance. Good 1isteners seem to be able to find ele-'j

meents of interest in almost. all topics of discussion; on the

A

- other hand, poor listeners are frequently bored and find the

1

‘ ¥
]ntopic uninteresting or "dry These/ poor listeners have

f:undoubtedly developed the bad habit of condemning a topic

as uninteresting without putting effort into finding some-

., m; 1 ‘N
thing of interest. - . S T ;

i
H . '

a

1 - W i

3., Adjustment to the Speaker.é Et;ry speaker has his

'K

. S o Cook o X
+ peculiarities, some more noticeable and distracting than
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othere; 'It is natural for the llstener to note the speaker's,
éecullarltles' however, the poor llstener has a tendency to
become‘preoccuoled by them and, eventu;lly; to use them as

a rationalization for following some. mental tangent ‘rather

*

ﬁhan the speaker's subject matter. He?ls!;ln fact, throwing

A

ﬁhe entire responsibility for communicétioh upon the speaker
whlch 1s a serious listening fault. "No more than half such

.ﬁ.,‘

respons1b111ty, at most, can 1oglca11y beiplaced upon the

. ( N 4
. n . Ey
conveyor. . . - .. cot e
- " K

T '3

P NlChOlS (12948) found objective ev1dence that the

llstener s attitude toward the speaklng characterlstlcs of

‘ the conveyor influence the efficiency of oral communlcatlon.

h
In a later publication (Nichols and Lew1s,w1954) he writes:

W Communicative efficiency is stronglyraffected by

" the audibility of the speaker and by the listener's

estimate of the proprlety of the lahguage being

v used. Communication is less strongly, but still

{, consistently, affected by four other such factors: .

., admiration for the speaker, estimate of his overall g

I effectiveness, amount of high schocl speech training
received by the listener, and the llstener s personal
susceptlblllty to distraction.

nf} 4
o

; Good listener's, when affllcted w1th a weak Speaker,

w1ll glve their conscious and overt attentlon to him., They

reallze that the speaker and the audlence share respon51-
!. ‘i ||

blllty for the success or fallure of communlcatlon. They,
. ,f i

therefore, assume not less than half of the obllgatlon for

communlcatlon. On the other hand, "poor llsteners slight

thelr falr share of the task, and hold the conveyor 51ngly

respon51ble for holding their attentlon. 3

; i -
‘:v- . r i . N .

" < TSN
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4 4. Energy Expenditure of the Llstener. Although
eff1c1ent listening is considered the s1mplest way known

to obtaln ideas and 1nformatlon, it is stlll hard work.,

b *f

"It is characterlzed by increased heart actlon, faster

c;rculatlon of the blood, and even sllghtly increased

!r i

bodlly temperature." It was noted thatuanzputstandlng

. Y

characterlstlc of poor listeners is therr unwillingness<
to”expeﬁd energy in a listening situation.'ﬁThey also seem
tohbe unchallenged by the phy81cal demands that are made

upon them when confronted with a llstenlng 31tuatlon. They

tend to "fake attention" which is cons1dered to be M, ., .~

i oo

onée of the surest of all indices to low—level comprehen-~

pooe i

sion . ;Q." and ", . . one of the worst hablts affllctlng
us as a people ' - . . y :
{v 5.? Adjustment to the Abnormal Llstenlng,Sltuatlon.

o

Another deflnlte dlfference between good and”poor listeners

is the way they react in abnormal llstenlng 51tuatlons. It
(,

has been noted, for example, that good listeners tend to

1 A

make qulck adjustments to ". . . poor room ventilation or
h |‘

temperature, 1naud1b111ty of the speaker, personal hearing
II

dlsabllltles, unnecessary. room noises whlch dlstract atten-

K
!

tlon, and -noisy neighbors or seatmates 1n the audience." In
i .
contrast to this, poor llsteners ", o tend»to tolerate all
5., q
of the above conditions and in some 1nstances, even to

create dlstractlons themselves which needlessly 1mpa1r com=-

prehen31on.
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6. Adgustment to Emotlon-Laden Words. To be a good

Il

Fi

;llstener one must make-adjustments to“"emotlon-laden words."

Thls 1s accompllshed through a careful e;amlnatlon of the
Mwords-that arouse emotion within him as a listener. Thls
“examrhatlon will most likely reveal thatxsuch words really
ushoufd not bother one at all. -1t has“been found that poor
:11steners are frequently aroused emotionally which seriously
“handrcaps their ability to reason. Goodwllsteners, on the
rother 'hand, are more obJectlve-mlnded;andlanalytlc enough

!

“to be '1ittle affected. ‘ , B } 'f

1“ "

'Wr. '

ment to emotion-rousing p01nts is more dlfflcult to overcome

! 4 x

than to emotion-laden words, largely because of their

" | \ I L]

greater duration. In . both s;tuatlons;theﬁdamage is done

through "over-stimulation." ”“Good listeﬁers tend to wait
runtll they fully understand a point before attempting to
‘Judge 1t " As mentloned prev1ously, poor listeners have

I1ess emotlonal control and may develop an- intense dlSllke

"
" i

“for a ‘speaker early in his speech becauseiof some minor
M h

.....

~§.

Hr g -

fu11y|comprehended." - . 5

'4

an ablllty to focus on central 1deas and they can usually

|i , N ‘: N §;
i! ' B ¥

’
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. 7. Adjustment to hmotlon-Rou51ng4P01nts. ‘The adjust-"

’p01nt‘he made, Thls dislike may result 1n an over—eagerness:

faulty comprehens1on. "They\con81stently§prepare an answer .

nto a p01nt, or question about it, beférehﬁhe point itself is

ﬁj 8. Recognition of Central Ideas. Waood listeners have~

A
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recognize the characteristic language in which central
ideas are commonly stated. They also have the ability to
discriminate between ". . . 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 "listen for the facts" in every presenta-
tion,

9. Utilization of Notes. An important component of

effective listening is skill in the "utilization" 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 Sveech Speed.

Concentrating by the listener is influenced by two variables,
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
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and learnlng." It should not be attempted to synchronize

1
r

: . o
thelr rates. : N Rﬁ

"y . L

m 'Although Nichols and Lewis (1954) cIearly 1dent1f1ed

ten characteristics of good and poor: llsteners, they did

I| K}

not d%v1se an obJectlve test for measurlng them. One does

not know how and when the college student develops good and

poor llstenlng habits. - f”r : "

1 I

& They (Nichols and Lewis, 1954) ag.so lhypotheSJ.zed that

: 4
college speech classes, in general, "teach" students to
|| ’ i

_llsten more sklllfully elther dlrectlyaor[lndlrectly.

F il

They dld not admlnlster a formal test to college ‘students

-

to verlfy this theory. o l o=
\:‘4{ . . z ’;-? B o .

Measurement of Llstenlng Behav1or o i %

f#

i Measurement of llstenlng behav1or is the final step

for brlnglng the listening aspect of- the language inter-

actlon under experlmental 1nvest1gatlon. %One method is to

ask the listener what he has been d01ng. ﬁThis .can be done

1nformally or by testing his comprehens1on of either the

1 r

5.!1
speaker s statement or the referent (Rlce and Ratner, 1967)

Bakan (1967) felt that tests of llstenlng should be con-

ducted .so the subgect is unaware- he 1s belng tested' hence,’

he 1sgless llkely ‘to rehearse. Another method of measure-

i ' .o

L
ment fs to observe subsequent=llstener act1v1ty. The sub-

u;”' !
\
may become a speaker, and the- degree of statement-modlflca-

tlon can be observed- (Rlce and Ratner,I1967) What might

o i
'-‘!5 | ‘

-

[

ject can be observed 1nteract1ng w1th obaects, or he himself

-
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appear 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
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 followings

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. TFor 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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ab111ty~was an unpubllshed test developed by Paul T. Rankin

in 1926. : L ;
13 1]

i The first published test des1gned to measure llsten-

i’l

ing;was the Durrell—Sulllvan Readlng Capac1ty Test which

)v J|

‘was; flrst publlshed in 1937 and 1s stlll in use. 1t was
de51gned for the second through thefs1xth grades.

In 1953 the Brown-Carlsen Llstenlng Comprehension Test

was?publlshed It was designed for, the'secondary level as

well as for the first year of college, but has been used at

.

all levels in college and also in bu31ness and industry.
It has been widely used and has beeﬁ the subject of much
research. % |

In 1957 the Educational Testlng Serv1ce of Prlnceton,

m’

New Jersey, published the Sequentlal Tests of Educational.

Progress commonly known as the STEP test. ‘A listening

)
l 4

test was included. It is on four levels and is recommended

for grades four through fourteen. g " .

i

. These are some of the tests that have been developed

and are still extensively used today. The most popular are

the STEP and the Brown-Carlsen Llstenlnc Comprehension Test.

- As mentioned earller, no test’ has!been developed to

b
K

test good and poor listener aptltude. Thls writer devised:
such a test utilizing the ten characterlstlcs identified by

Nlchols and Lewis (1954). The Brown—Carlsen Listening Com-

prehens1on Test (1953) was used to valldate test items.

B

Much of the survey of the llterature 1ncludes theorles
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