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Abstract

Basic Course Directors (BCDs) are typically expected to assess course learning outcomes, but few
formal guidelines and resources exist for new BCDs. As one part of a larger, nmulti-methodological
assessment tool development project, this manuscript maps existing quantitative measures onto the
six essential competencies and associated learning ontcomes established by the Social Science Research
Council Panel on Public Speaking. This manuscript compiles dozens of measurement resources,
aligned by outcome, and also identifies areas where future assessment measures development is
needed. Although there are many measures available for evalnating ontcomes related to creating
messages, critically analying messages, and demonstrating self-efficacy, there are measurement gaps

for outcomes related to communication ethics, embracing difference, and influencing public discourse.
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Introduction

According to the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U),
almost 70% of accredited colleges and universities across the United States have a
required general education basic communication course (Hart Research Associates,
2016). The most common version of this course is public speaking, with more than
61% of institutions responding to a basic course survey indicating this is the course
structure they use (Morreale et al., 2016). With thousands of basic communication
courses being offered in any given semester, it is beneficial to have an established set
of communication competencies that guide course development, as well as a variety
of measures that can be utilized to assess course effectiveness and learning.

In 2017, the Social Science Research Council (SSRC), in partnership with the
National Communication Association (NCA), gathered a group of eight
communication professors from across the United States to analyze communication
concepts, competencies, and learning outcomes in public speaking. This experienced
public speaking panel composed of basic communication course directors and
instructional communication scholars built on previous assessment projects and
reports to explore existing measures and determine opportunities to develop new
measures and assessment tools (see Kidd et al., 2016; Morreale et al., 2016; Morreale
et al., 1998; Ward et al., 2014). The public speaking panel of the Measuring College
Learning project with the SSRC identified six essential competencies, 12 essential
learning outcomes, and 44 enabling objectives that all students who complete a
public speaking course should be able to accomplish (Broeckelman-Post & Ruiz-
Mesa, 2018); these authors’ call for a complete set of assessment tools was the
impetus for this project.

The goal of this manuscript is to provide a summary of existing quantitative
measures that can be used to assess each of the communication competencies or
learning outcomes that should be achieved by students when they are enrolled in an
introductory communication skills course. To compile these measures, our team did
searches of communication journals, consulted Communication Research Measures 1: A
Sourcebook (Rubin et al., 2004) and Communication Research Measures 11: A Sourcebook
(Rubin et al., 2009), and searched other journals and databases that were likely to
include relevant measures (e.g., education and psychology journals). Our hope is that
this compilation will provide a valuable resource for course directors and instructors
who are preparing to assess their own introductory communication skills courses and

identify several opportunities for measure development.
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Each of the following sections describes one of the six essential competencies of
public speaking, as determined by the SSRC Measuring College Learning panel, and
provides resources for instructors and course directors who are looking to conduct
assessment in this area. The six essential competencies include: 1) Create messages
appropriate to the audience, purpose, and context, 2) Critically analyze messages, 3)
Apply ethical communication principles and practices, 4) Utilize communication to

embrace difference, 5) Demonstrate self-efficacy, and 6) Influence public discourse.

Competency 1: Create Messages Appropriate
to the Audience, Purpose, and Context

The SSRC panel recognized the first essential competency for public speaking
students as the ability to create messages appropriate to the audience, purpose, and context,
which includes analysis of the speaking situation, locating and using information, and
presenting messages (Broeckelman-Post & Ruiz-Mesa, 2018). Since the early 1990s,
multiple measures and instruments have been introduced and tested to assess
message creation within the public speaking context (Schreiber et al., 2012). Most of
these measures focus on competencies related to preparation and delivery. To
illustrate strengths of these assessment tools, we highlight the learning outcomes
associated with message creation. Then, we introduce the measures that have been
utilized to evaluate public speaking students’ ability to create communication
messages that are appropriate for the audience, purpose, and context. Next, we
discuss other assessment measures that can be utilized to assess specific objectives
associated with the message creation competency. We conclude by discussing the
need for additional assessment measures that focus on the evaluation of learning
outcomes associated with message creation.

Essential learning outcomes. The first learning outcome, analysis of the speaking
situation (audience, purpose, and context), has been included in numerous
assessments that measure effective public discourse (Avanzino, 2010; Morreale et al.,
2007; Schreiber et al., 2012). Backlund (1978) argued that to demonstrate
communication competence, one must have “the ability to demonstrate a knowledge
of the socially appropriate communicative behavior in a given situation” (p. 24). The
second learning outcome, /ocate and use information, has also been included in
numerous assessments of public discourse (Avanzino, 2010; Motreale et al., 2007;
Schreiber et al., 2012; Thompson & Rucker, 2002). For a student to create a message

that is appropriate for the audience, purpose, and context, the student must search
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for appropriate research resources and use the information gathered from that
research appropriately and effectively. Broeckelman-Post and Ruiz-Mesa (2018)
explained that in relationship to message creation, students should demonstrate their
ability to locate and use information by conducting research to support ideas and
arguments, by evaluating the credibility and the appropriateness of research
materials, and by designing presentation aids that clarify the message and improve
understanding. The third learning outcome, present messages, focusses on the message
organization and delivery, which includes the development of a speaking outline with
attention to arrangement as well as the use of evidence and reasoning, the use of
effective verbal and nonverbal techniques, and the use of appropriate technology and
communication modalities to present a message. Again, several scholars have utilized
measures that assess this outcome as well (Avanzino, 2010; Morreale et al., 2007;
Schreiber et al., 2012; Thomson & Rucker, 2002).

Measures for broad-based assessment of message creation. Instructors who
have sought to provide comprehensive evaluation of students’ public speaking
competence have traditionally utilized common assessment measures described
below. Although designed for holistic evaluation, each measure appears to provide
opportunity for pre- and post-test evaluation of public speaking students’ ability to
create messages appropriate to the audience, purpose, and context. (For a
comprehensive review of these instruments, see Schreiber et al., 2012.)

Morreale et al. (2007) developed the Competent Speaker Speech Evaluation
Form, based on an NCA large-scale assessment effort, “to assess public speaking
competency at the higher education level...” (p. 8). The scale, developed as one of
the first comprehensive public speaking assessment tools, assesses a speech as

2 ¢

“excellent,” “satisfactory,” or “unsatisfactory” in eight competencies, half of which
focus on public speaking preparation and half on delivery (Morreale et al., 2007).
Seven of the eight competencies connect to the audience, purpose, and/or occasion.

Avanzino (2010) created the Oral Communication Assessment rubric to assess
the general education outcomes for oral communication at her institution. The
instrument examines each speech’s organization, content, and delivery as “effective,”
“adequate,” or “unacceptable” (Avanzino, 2010). Although this instrument has not
been utilized in pretest/posttest analysis, it has demonstrated reliability and appears
to evaluate the fundamental outcomes associated with message creation.

Schreiber et al. (2012) developed the Public Speaking Competence Rubric as an
assessment tool that could be easily utilized not only by communication educators,

but also educators in other academic areas. The instrument evaluates nine core
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competencies and includes two additional performance standards that can be
evaluated based on five levels of standards. Nearly all of the competencies appear to
relate to the message creation outcomes outlined by Broeckelman-Post and Ruiz-
Mesa (2018).

The AAC&U (2009¢) advanced the Oral Communication VALUE rubric which
assesses public speaking in five areas including organization, language, delivery,
supporting materials, and central message. This measure, however, was created to
assess oral communication, in general, as opposed to communication specific to the
public speaking situation. One of the critiques of this instrument focuses on its lack
of precision (Schreiber et al., 2012). Our review of the literature did not identify
published studies that used the VALUE Rubric for assessment.

Measures for focused assessment of message creation. We found a scant
number of assessment measures that focused on precise markers in the analysis of
message creation learning outcomes. Below, we discuss those measures that can be
used to assess some, but not all, of the essential learning outcomes associated with
message creation. Thomson and Rucker’s 20-item Public Speaking Competence
Rubric (PSCR; 2002), for instance, did not assess analysis of the speaking situation;
however, the student’s ability to locate and use information was assessed in questions
six through eight, which inquired whether a speech employed an adequate amount of
supporting material that “adds interest to the speech” and “aids audience
understanding of the topic.” Presenting messages was also assessed in this measure
via Questions 1-5, which focused on elements of outlining and structure, and
questions 13-19, which assessed elements of nonverbal delivery. Thus, some items
from these measures could be utilized for assessment of the noted learning
outcomes. Nonverbal delivery can also be assessed using a modified form of several
of the questions on the Other-Perceived Nonverbal Immediacy Scale (Richmond et
al., 2003), which asks such questions as “His/her voice is monotonous ot dull when
he/she talks to people” (p. 510). Although used primarily for immediacy research,
this tool could be adapted to evaluate a component of the presenting messages
outcome.

Additional assessment needs. The assessment measures described above have
demonstrated their capability to measure learning outcomes associated with message
creation — a core competency in the evaluation of public speaking (Broeckelman-
Post & Ruiz-Mesa, 2018). However, as Morreale and Backlund (2007) asserted, “the
next generation of assessment will need to expand upon these practices with more

precise and detailed strategies” (p. 48). Based on a review of the assessment
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measures, there is the need for the creation of specific assessment measures to
evaluate students’ ability to analyze the speaking situation. Therefore, additional
measures are needed to specifically assess the proficiency with which a student
“selects a presentation topic that is appropriate for the context in which the speech
will be given,” as well as those that “analyze the audience and situation” and the

«

student’s “ability to adapt a speech to the specific cultural and social context in
which it will be delivered” (Broeckelman-Post & Ruiz-Mesa, 2018, p. 8).

Competency 2: Critically Analyze Messages

The second competency identified by the SSRC Public Speaking Panel is Critically
Analyzing Messages, which includes outcomes for analyzing others’ messages as well as
analyzing one’s own messages before, during, and after speaking (Broeckelman-Post
& Ruiz-Mesa, 2018). These outcomes are further broken down into enabling
objectives that center around listening, responding, argumentation and logic, and
information literacy.

Listening. Listening is viewed as a complex, multidimensional construct that
consists of cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes. The cognitive dimension
focuses on attending, understanding, comprehending, receiving, and deciphering
messages (Imhof, 2010). The affective dimension relates to the motivation or desire
to listen based on the listener’s relationship with the speaker (Bodie & Jones, 2018).
Finally, the behavioral dimension attends to providing verbal and nonverbal
feedback (Weger et al., 2010). Janusik (2010) argued that teachers spend more time
teaching students how to speak than on how to listen. Most educators and scholars
agree that listening is universally valued (Weaver, 1972), yet we spend very little time
on how to do it well. The construct of listening has been studied for more than 50
years, and typically measures assess individual differences (Bodie & Worthington,
2010). Further, measures have typically been designed to (a) develop the construct of
listening, (b) measure perceived listening abilities, or (c) identify how listening
includes another communication phenomenon such as patient satisfaction (for a
review of additional listening measures see Fontana et al., 2015).

Numerous listening measures can be and have been applied to the basic
communication course. Rubin’s (1982) Communication Competency Assessment
Instrument (CCAI) was designed to measure speaking and listening skills. The goal
of the instrument is to assess only actual speaking and listening skills, not knowledge
about communication. The CCAI was designed using the NCA (then SCA)

https://fecommons.udayton.edu/bccalvol32/iss1/4
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Education Policy Board report on “Criteria for Evaluating Instruments and
Procedures for Assessing Speaking and Listening” (Backlund et al., 1979). The CCAI
has three sections, and the listening portion has students watch a videotaped lecture
and respond to four questions to determine how well they understood the material
presented. Other measures ask students to self-assess their listening behaviors.

Watson et al.’s (1995) Listening Styles Profile-16 is a 16-item scale that asks
participants to reflect on their preferred listening style across four orientations
(people, action, content, and time). Initial and follow-up studies have demonstrated
low reliability estimates for the LSP-16 and indicate that the four styles in the LSP-16
are interrelated (Bodie & Worthington, 2010). Cooper’s (1997) Listening
Competency Model, typically applied to workplace settings, is a 19-item survey that
asks respondents to identify their attitudes and behaviors about listening. Ford et al.
(2000) created the Self-Perceived Listening Competency (SPLC) scale, which has
students report the extent to which they engage in 24 listening behaviors in four
different contexts (e.g., in other classes, with family, with friends, and at a current
job). Also, the SPLC assesses students’ self-perceived competencies on five levels of
listening (e.g., discriminative, comprehension, appreciative, critical, therapeutic) and
attending behaviors (Wolvin & Coakley, 1996). The SPLC was further validated by
Mickelson and Welch (2012). Bodie et al. (2013) further validated Bodie’s (2011)
Active-Empathic Listening (AEL) scale, a self-report measure of active-empathic
listening. Active-empathic listening is “...the active and emotional involvement of a
listener that can take place in a least three key stages of the listening process” (e.g.,
sensing, processing, and responding; Bodie, 2011, p. 278). Bodie et al. (2013) found
that the AEL is a reliable measure, regardless of context, of individual tendencies
towards active-empathic listening. Additionally, those with high-levels of AEL
engage in this practice in most situations, which can be interpersonally rewarding in
many situations but problematic in others.

Another approach was used by Ferrari-Bridgers et al. (2015), who created a
critical listening assessment instrument to assess gains in critical listening. The critical
listening instrument has students listen to a speech and identify critical aspects of the
speech. To do so, students watch a substandard speech and identify missing elements
in the introduction, body, and conclusion and answer a series of questions about the
content of the speech itself. This approach is fairly easy to replicate with the use of
taped speeches or during peer presentations. Finally, the Metacognitive Awareness
Listening Questionnaire (MALQ) is useful to facilitate the measurement of language
learners’ ability to reflect on and build second language (L.2) learning. Metacognition
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of language learning comprises personal reflection and self-motivation as we learn a
new language (Vandergrift et al., 2006). The MALQ) is a 21-item measure that asks
respondents to indicate their level of agreement with behaviors related to strategies
surrounding problem-solving (i.e., dealing with lack of understanding), planning and
evaluation (i.e., preparing to listen and evaluate listening efforts), mental translation
(i.e., aspects to avoid when listening), person knowledge (i.e., perceptions about
difficulty listening and self-efficacy for I.2 learning), and directed attention (i.e.,
concentration methods). In all, listening research has produced a robust array of
instrumentation and analysis.

Responding and feedback. Although there are currently several resoutces for
helping to teach instructors and students to respond to other’s work and to give
high-quality feedback (see Broeckelman et al., 2007; Broeckelman-Post & Hosek,
2014; Frey et al., 2018; Hosek et al., 2017; Simonds et al., 2009), there are few
measures for evaluating the quality of students’ responsiveness to others in
conversation, whether in their presentation, in a peer workshop, or as an audience
member. However, there are several measures that allow a participant to evaluate
someone else’s responsiveness as part of a broader type of communication. For
example, Mottet’s (2000) Nonverbal Visual and Audible Response Items allow an
instructor to evaluate a student’s responsiveness in the classroom. Additionally,
Burgoon and Hale’s (1987) Relational Communication Scale allows individuals to
rate their conversation partner on eight different dimensions, including
immediacy/affection, similarity/depth, receptivity/trust, composure, formality,
dominance, equality, and task orientation. Similarly, Canary and Spitzberg (1987)
have developed a Conversational Appropriateness Scale and Conversational
Effectiveness Scale in which a participant rates a partner’s conversation skills.

Argumentation and logic. Critical thinking (CT) is a term used to encompass
creation and evaluation of messages containing argument, but previous studies
attempting to measure CT have proven problematic in that the operationalization of
the construct has varied (Halpern, 2001). The AAC&U (2009a) offers a general
content analytic critical thinking assessment tool that can be applied to the basic
course. Mazer et al. (2007) developed a measure specifically for the basic course to

2 <c

operationalize critical thinking as students’ “ability to construct meaning and
articulate and evaluate arguments” (p. 176). The questionnaire asks students to
determine how they interact with persuasive materials (e.g., articles, stories, books,
speeches) and how they react in their own writing and speaking as a result of each

statement (e.g., “I look for the hidden assumptions that are often present in an
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argument”). Meyer et al. (2010) offer an alternative way to approach the assessment
of critical thinking by examining students’ preemptive argumentation usage in
persuasive speeches.

Information literacy. The American Library Association argues, “To be
information literate, a person must be able to recognize when information is needed
and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and use effectively the needed information”
(1989, p. 1). Information literacy is a crucial component of the introductory
communication skills course and often results in teaching collaborations between
instructors and librarians because students must typically do research, evaluate the
credibility of sources, present and interpret information, and cite sources in their
presentations (Hunt et al., 2009; Meyer et al., 2008). There are three primary formats
for existing information literacy assessments: (1) performance-based quizzes, (2) self-
report measures, and (3) measures that ask students to rate specific sources.
Performance-based quizzes have been used by Meyer et al. (2008) and Broeckelman-
Post (2017) to test students’ information literacy using quiz questions. Meyer et al.
(2008) used a test that included multiple-choice items, a citation construction
exercise, and matching items to measure information literacy. Similarly,
Broeckelman-Post (2017) created a ten question multiple-choice quiz that measured
three dimensions of information literacy: locating information, source citations, and
evaluating sources of information. Self-report measures have been developed to
evaluate students’ perceptions of their own media literacy, which is an important
component of information literacy.

These measures include Ashley et al.’s (2013) News Media Literacy Scale and
Vraga et al.’s (20106) Self-Perceived Media Literacy Scale and Perceptions of the
Value of Media Literacy Scale. Finally, some measures have been developed that ask
students to rate the credibility of a specific news source, such as Meyer’s (1988)
Credibility Index and Gaziano and McGrath’s (1986) News Credibility Scale.
Although it is not a specific measure that can easily be used in a study, students can
also be encouraged to use the CRAAP test (Currency, Relevance, Authority,
Accuracy, and Purpose) to evaluate sources that will be used in presentations
(Merriam Library, 2018).

Competency 3: Apply Ethical Communication Principles and Practices

The third competency identified by the SSRC Public Speaking Panel is applying

ethical communication principles and practices. In 1984, NCA initiated the formation of a

10
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Communication Ethics Commission. This newly formed commission, as Andersen
(2000) explained, “developed convention programs, established a newsletter and
sponsored a biannual conference on communication ethics” (p. 132). On November
6, 1999, NCA adopted the Credo for Ethical Communication. Prior to this credo, as
Andersen (2000) notes, students rarely brought up ethical issues, instead depending
on the text, the instructor, and the curriculum for guidance; ethical concerns dealt
predominately with plagiarism, content appropriateness, and violations, not on the
importance of ethical reasoning.

Teaching ethical reasoning in the communication classroom. McCaleb and
Dean (1987) addressed the need for teaching ethics and tolerance within
communication courses and noted that “group discussions of current events, role
play exercises, and classroom and co-curricular speaking and debate often concern
moral issues” (p. 411). However, they argue that unless embedded into the
curriculum, these topics are rarely touched. They explain that “understanding the
relationship among communication, ethics, and morality is vital to this integrated
understanding” (p. 412). Although past researchers have argued the necessity for
pedagogy focused in tolerance and ethical communication in the classroom, little
research has been focused on the outcome of this act, possibly due to the lack of
pedagogical tools existing in the college setting.

Measures. There is a dearth of measures for meaningfully analyzing ethical
communication principles and practices in the basic course. The AAC&U (2009b)
Ethical Reasoning VALUE Rubric was designed to assess students’ own values,
recognition of how issues are situated in a social context, ability to recognize
problems, skill at comparing differing ethical frameworks in application, and
identification of possible outcomes through alternate courses of action. Additionally,
Hooker et al. (2013) developed a self-report measure targeting the public speaking
course mapped to NCA’s Credo for Ethical Communication that evaluates whether
the students perceive any improvement in their own ethical communication, but this

measure needs further development.

Competency 4: Utilize Communication to Embrace Difference

The fourth competency of wtilizing communication to embrace difference is achieved
when a public speaking student is able to “articulate the connection between
communication and culture and respect diverse perspectives and the ways they
influence communication” (Broeckelman-Post & Ruiz-Mesa, 2018, p. 7). The first

11
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step in embracing difference, and utilizing communication to do so, is to recognize
how communication norms are established and reified through culture, and how
one’s communication should adapt in a variety of settings. The two essential learning
outcomes in this area include: 1) Demonstrate a commitment to diversity and
inclusivity and 2) Understand the connection between communication and culture.
Currently, very few measures exist that measure these outcomes specifically, but
there are many broader measures that measure this construct by evaluating
Intercultural Communication Competence or Efficacy.

Measures. One of the primary ways that existing research conceptualizes
embracing difference is through Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC)
and Intercultural Communication Effectiveness (ICE), which are both terms that are
measuring the same construct (Bradford et al., 2000). Early research in ICC focused
on defining dimensions that could be used to describe and categorize other cultures
(Hall, 1976; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2019) or lists of skills, attitudes, and abilities that
were important for interacting with culturally different others (Spitzberg, 1989,
1997). Early research defined ICC as being comprised of two primary components,
appropriateness and effectiveness, which are defined by Spitzberg (1997):
“Appropriateness means that the valued rules, norms, and expectancies of the
relationship are not violated significantly. Effectiveness is the accomplishment of
valued goals or rewards relative to costs and alternatives” (p. 279). In the past
decade, however, there has been a shift toward thinking about ICC/ICE as a much
more dialectical and dialogic process. Martin and Nakayama (2015) wrote that “the
majority of ICC models have been based on Eurocentric, ethnocentric, and
egocentric perspectives” and argued that “these individual-centered models tend to
focus on national culture, conceptualize culture and bounded and static, and ignore
issues of power and large structures that constrain and impact individual attitudes
and actions” (p. 14), noting that larger societal attitudes often impact the treatment
of individuals based on gender, sexuality, race, social class, religion, nationality, and
other factors. Instead, they proposed a dialectical approach to ICC that considers the
individuals in the interaction as well as the “larger global, economic, political, and
social contexts in which their intercultural interaction is taking place” (p. 22).
Similarly, Dai and Chen (2015) recommended a reconceptualization of ICC as
interculturality, which is a dialogic process through which culturally different
individuals talk, learn, and connect with others in mutual and reciprocal relationship,
while also mutually adapting to each other and managing the dialectical tension

between inclusion and differentiation, in order to achieve intercultural agreement and

12
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build a productive relationship. Likewise, Ting-Toomey and Dorjee (2015) proposed
an integrative model for intercultural-intergroup communication competence that
includes mindfulness of culture-sensitive and identity-sensitive knowledge, an
ethnorelative mindset and open-hearted attitudes, and intercultural-intergroup
communication skill sets.

Most existing measures reflect older conceptions of ICC, though some of the
newer measures are attempting to capture these more contemporary
conceptualizations of ICC. Additionally, some measures seek to measure negative
attitudes and anxiety around ICC, including the Ethnocentrism Scale (Neuliep &
McCroskey, 1997b), Personal Report of Intercultural Communication Apprehension
(PRICA; Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997a), and the Personal Report of Interethnic
Communication Apprehension (PRECA; Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997a). Yet others
seek to measure an individual’s location on an intercultural dimension, such as the
Auckland Individualism and Collectivism Scale (AICS; Shulruf et al., 2007) and
Hofstede’s six dimensions of national culture (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2019).

Currently, there are over 100 existing measures that attempt to capture some
element of ICC (Deardorff, 2015). Ruben (1976) developed one of the first
assessments of Communication Competency for Intercultural Adaptation, which
relied on the systematic collection and analysis of behavioral observation data.
Hammer et al. (1978) developed a 24-item measure of intercultural effectiveness,
which included three dimensions: (1) ability to deal with psychological stress, (2)
ability to effectively communicate, and (3) ability to establish interpersonal
relationships. Bennett (1986, 1993) proposed a Developmental Model of
Intercultural Sensitivity that included three ethnocentric orientations (Denial,
Defense, Minimization) and three ethnorelative orientations (Acceptance,
Adaptation, and Integration); and Hammer et al. (2003) built upon their previous
work and used Bennett’s framework to develop a 52-item Intercultural Development
Inventory. Arasaratnam (2009) sought to develop a measure of Intercultural
Communication Competence that included cognitive, affective, and behavioral
components that could be used, but had some problems with the factor analysis and
reliability of the measure. Building on this previous work, Portalla & Chen (2010)
developed and validated an updated 20-item Intercultural Effectiveness scale that
was comprised on six dimensions: Behavioral Flexibility, Interaction Relaxation,
Interactant Respect, Message Skills, Identity Maintenance, and Interaction
Management. However, these six factors together only accounted for 42% of the

variance in the scale (Portalla & Chen, 2010), and subsequent studies revealed low
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reliabilities for some of these sub-scales, so Broeckelman-Post & Pyle (2017) later
revised this into an eight-item Abbreviated Intercultural Effectiveness Scale.
Additional assessment needs. Many of the aforementioned measures can
assess the second learning outcome of understanding the connection between
communication and culture; however, to assess a demonstration of 2 commitment to
diversity and inclusivity requires reflection of ideals and beliefs. For example,
Hammer et al. (2003) offer the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) as a tool
for assessing individual cross-cultural and intercultural competence and suggest
resources for increasing intercultural competency. The IDI, and other intercultural
communication measures, can be used to determine how skilled one is at adapting to
diverse audiences but cannot ascertain one’s commitment to diversity and inclusivity,
rather a commitment to intercultural communication competence and efficacy.
Although it may be assumed that one must be committed to diversity and inclusivity
in order to strive for intercultural competence and effectiveness, this is not always
the case. One can strategically recognize the utility or marketability of intercultural
communication skills, yet demonstrate no commitment to diversity and inclusivity.
There is currently no widely available quantitative communication measures to assess
a demonstrated commitment to diversity and inclusivity. Our recommendation
would be for instructors and administrators interested in assessing this learning
outcome to utilize qualitative methods, including interviews, focus groups, and/or
reflections, to better understand if a demonstrated commitment to diversity and
inclusion exists, and pair such assessment with a developmental tool to help build
understanding and empathy across an array of diverse experiences related to

structural oppression, equity, and inclusion.

Competency 5: Demonstrate Self-Efficacy

The American Psychological Association defines self-efficacy as “an individual's
belief in his or her capacity to execute behaviors necessary to produce specific
performance attainments” (n.p.) (see also Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). The
perception of self-efficacy is critical for students enrolled in the basic course who
must believe that they can develop and eventually deliver a successful presentation.
For the essential public speaking competencies, self-efficacy is further described as
being able to “articulate personal beliefs about abilities to accomplish public speaking
goals” (Broeckelman-Post & Ruiz-Mesa, 2018, p. 9). There are three enabling
objectives associated with this outcome: (1) Establish public speaking goals and
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develop strategies for improving one’s own presentation skills, (2) Manage
communication anxiety and increase confidence in one’s own presentation skills, and
(3) Evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of one’s own presentation skills. Although
there are not quantitative measures that clearly assess objectives one and three, the
second objective can be evaluated using measures of self-efficacy, public speaking
anxiety, and communication competence.

Self-efficacy. There are self-efficacy measures that either have or can be applied
to the basic course. For example, Dwyer & Fus (2002) used Pintrich and DeGroot’s
(1990) Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire to evaluate self-efficacy in a
public speaking course; whereas Lucchetti et al. (2003) used the Self-Efficacy
Inventory (SEI) developed by Haycock et al. (1998). Daly and Thompson (2017)
used part of Sherer et al.’s (1982) general Self-Efficacy scale to measure social self-
efficacy, and also developed a five-item persuasive self-efficacy measure. Nordin &
Broeckelman-Post (2020) adapted Chen et al.’s (2001) General Self-Efficacy Scale so
that it could be used to measure communication self-efficacy. Additionally, the Self-
Efficacy Questionnaire (SE-12), which measures self-efficacy levels before and after
a communication event, has primarily been used in healthcare settings but could
easily be adapted to educational settings to gauge students’ communication skills
(Axobe et al., 2016). Additionally, growth mindset, which is the belief that someone
can improve their intelligence or skills with effort (Dweck, 20006), is associated with
mastery goal orientation (Ames & Archer, 1988) and self-efficacy. Course directors
can use the Communication Mindset Scale (Nordin & Broeckelman-Post, 2019) to
evaluate mindset in a public speaking course, which was adapted from Dweck et al.’s
(1995) Mindset Scale.

Public speaking anxiety. Public Speaking Anxiety (PSA) is defined as “situation-
specific social anxiety that arises from the real or anticipated enactment of an oral
presentation” (Bodie, 2010, p. 72). PSA is a specific type of Communication
Apprehension (CA), which is “an individual’s level of fear or anxiety associated with
either real or anticipated communication with another person or persons”
(McCroskey & Richmond, 20006, p. 55). PSA and CA function as both trait and state
variables and can never be completely mitigated (Harris et al., 2006), but there are
interventions that have been shown to help reduce PSA. Many of these interventions
are commonly embedded in the pedagogy of public speaking courses, and previous
research has demonstrated that an effective public speaking course should reduce
PSA (e.g., Broeckelman-Post & Pyle, 2017; Hunter et al., 2014). The two measures

that are most commonly used to measure CA and PSA in public speaking courses
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include the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA-24;
McCroskey, 1982) and Personal Report of Public Speaking Anxiety (McCroskey,
1970). Additional measures that could be used to measure CA and PSA include
Booth-Butterfield & Gould’s (1986) Communication Anxiety Inventory; Beatty’s
(1988) Situational Causes of Anxiety measure; and Spielberger et al.’s (1970) State-
Trait Anxiety Inventory (from which Beatty’s measure was drawn). While they are
not measuring CA specifically, related constructs can be measured using Burgoon’s
(1976) Unwillingness to Communicate scale and Keaton et al.’s (1997) Reticence
Scale.

Communication competence. Communication competence is “an impression
formed about the appropriateness of another person’s behavior” (Rubin, 1985, p.
173) and is comprised of three dimensions: motivation, knowledge, and skill. There
are several broad-based measures that can be used to measure perceptions of one’s
own communication competence as well as to rate others’ communication
competence. Some of these measures include Rubin’s (1985) Communication
Competence Self-Report Questionnaire, Wiemann’s (1977) Communication
Competence Scale, McCroskey & McCroskey’s (1988) Self-Perceived
Communication Competence Scale, Pavitt’s (1990) Communicative Competence
Scale, Norton’s (1978) Communicator Style measure, and the Willingness to
Communication scale (McCroskey, 1992; McCroskey & Richmond, 1987).

Because interpersonal and group interaction is often required to help meet public
speaking course outcomes, measures that focus specifically on those types of
communication competence can also be helpful. Some of the measures that can be
used to measure interpersonal communication competencies include the
Interpersonal Communication Competence Scale (Rubin & Martin, 1994), the
Interpersonal Communication Satisfaction Inventory (Hecht, 1978), the
Communication Adaptability Scale (Duran, 1992; Duran & Kelly, 1988), the
Interaction Involvement Scale (Cegala, 1981), and the Revised Self-Disclosure Scale
(Wheeless, 1978). Group interaction skills can be measured using the Competent
Group Communicator Scale (Beebe et al., 1995), the Small Group Relational
Satisfaction Scale (Anderson et al., 2001), and the Group Behavior Inventory
(Friedlander, 1966).
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Competency 6: Influence Public Discourse

The sixth competency identified by the SSRC is znfluence public disconrse. This is
achieved by demonstrating advocacy and becoming more civically engaged in one’s
community. The goal is for students to explain complex ideas for different audiences
and promote action through involvement using logic. The Carnegie Foundation
sponsored the Political Engagement Project (PEP) to explore ways to implement
instruction and measurement of civic engagement (Beaumont, 2013). The project
utilized scales of political knowledge and understanding, political interest and media
attention, civic and political skills, political identity and values, political efficacy, and
civic and political involvement (Colby et al., 2007).

Moely et al. (2002) developed a Civic Action scale to measure intent for
involvement in the community. They used the lens of service learning not just for
existing projects in the area, but also for the potential for students to engage in
future endeavors. This scale can be used to measure outcomes, longitudinal
participation, and as a pre-test to examine opt-in characteristics for service learning.

Bennion and Dill (2013) reported issues of weakness in studies of civic
engagement including “a lack of focus on political engagement and skill
development...an overreliance on self-reported data...(and) a lack of longitudinal
studies that test...the long-term effect of their work™ (p. 427). More research on and

development of assessment in this area is needed.

Conclusion and Areas for Future Research

This review demonstrates that there are numerous measures that can be
quantitatively used to measure the Essential Learning Outcomes and Enabling
Objectives associated with the six Essential Public Speaking Competencies
(Broeckelman-Post & Ruiz-Mesa, 2018). Our goal in writing this manuscript was to
provide a comprehensive list of possible measures that Basic Course Directors
(BCDs) can use for assessing the Essential Public Speaking Competencies in their
own programs. Whether BCDs choose to select measures that allow them to
measure all six competencies or to select one or two areas for initial assessment as
part of a longer assessment cycle, this study provides a valuable reference and set of
recommendations. Although any comprehensive assessment in a public speaking
course should include multiple measures and might include a blend of course

performance, speech evaluation, and self-report measures (e.g., Broeckelman-Post et
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al., 2019), these quantitative measures are an important component of a basic course
program assessment process.

However, those measures do not map evenly onto the essential competencies,
nor do they comprehensively address those competencies. Some of the areas where
there is the greatest need for assessment development include Competency 3: Apply
ethical communication principles and practices, Competency 4: Utilize
communication to embrace difference, and Competency 6: Influence public
discourse. Though there are numerous measures for assessing ICC and ICE, which
allows for assessing understanding the connection between communication and
culture, none of the measures that we identified assess the first outcome,
demonstrating a commitment to diversity and inclusivity. Likewise, assessments of
ethics and influencing public discourse are still in developmental stages, so many
opportunities exist for future development. The dearth of assessment measures in
these three areas also suggests that these are especially difficult outcomes to
measures using quantitative methods, so in addition to working on the development
of quantitative measures, researchers should explore ways to evaluate these outcomes
using qualitative methods. This study also suggest that there are opportunities for
further scale development, perhaps including a comprehensive measure that includes

sub-scales for each of the six competencies.
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