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ABSTBA'CT 
An attempt Mas made to see what effect implementation 

of ethical guidelines would have on cognitive and affective data 
collected in a classroom setting. A total of 126 graduate and 90 
undergraduate male and female subjects were assigned randomly to six 
treatment groups. The six groups were provided different levels of., 
information on a continuum from no information to full, disclosure 'of 
the purpose and expectations of the. research. Measureswere taken on 
a cognitive task and an affective instrument. The data among all 
treatment groups yielded nonsignificant differences indicating no, 
treatment effects. This is'contrary to much of the published
literature. The data indicate that implementation of ethical 
guidelines in a .classroom setting may have no effect on the internal 
validity of similar research being, conducted. (Author) 
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Introduction 

Much of the evidence available today Indicates-that a lack of Internal. 

validity 1n research can be attributed to various forms of data bias (Rosenthal, 

1966; Rosenthal •& Rosnow, 1969; Weber * Cook, 1972)., This research suggests that 

variations 1n cues and informationsupplied directly and/or Indirectly to the

subjects participating in an experimentoften may result 1n data 
* 

bias. That 1s,

the data results from studies are Inflated or deflated (changed) by lack of

cohtrol or lack of consistency of control of extraneous variables which result 

In data bias. 

An area of data bias which has received Httle attention to date Is'that 

pf how much information about the purpose of the research can be given by the 

•experimenter to research subjects who serve as study partlelapnts without

-distorting the research results. Most of the'published research before 1973

1n the areas of education and psychology has not reported what the subjects were 

told concerning the purpose-of the research In which they served as participants 

(Dolly & Tillman, 1974). The adoption of the American Psychological Association 

(APA) Ethical Principles .In. the Conduct of/Rcsearch with Human Participants (1973) 

has, however, stimulated some interest 4nd concern In this area. Three of the 

nfne principles which are'applicable to the research purpose Information Issue

are:

Principle 3; Ethical practice requires the Investigator to,
Inform the participant of all features of. the research that 
reasonably might be expected to Influence will Inoness to 
participate and to explain all other aspects of the research 
about which the participant Inquires. Failure tff make full
disclosure gives added emphasis to the Investigator's
responsibility to protect the welfare and dlqrflty of the
research participant (p. 29). 



Principle 4; Openness and honesty are essential character-. 
Jsties of the-relationship between Investigator and research 
participant. Hhen the methodological requirements of a study
necessitate concealment or deception, the Investigator 1s 
required to ensure the participant's understandlnq of the 
reasons for this action and to restore the quality of the 
relationship with the Investigator (p. 29). 

Principel8; After the data are collected, ethical practice
requires the Investigator to provide the participant with a 
full clarification of the nature of the study and to removo 
any misconceptions .that'may have arisen.- Hhere scientific 
or humane values JustKy delaying or withholding Information,
the 1nvest1pator acquires a special responsibility to assure 
that there are .no damaging consequences for theparticipant
(p. 77). 

Although the principles themselves indicate thatresearchers should Inform 

their, subjects/of the purposes and'content of the study 1n which the subjects

are to participate, a careful review of the APA Ethical Principles and especially 

the extended discussions of the principles revealed that the amount of research

purpose Information provided to subjects should be based upon the Invost'gator's 

judgment and that this judgment should be checked by consultation with others. 

However, the Ethical Principles do not discuss how the results of a study are

affected.by varying the amount of*research purpose Information provided to 

subjects.' 

Weber and Cook (1972) and Orne (1962), along with a host of other re­

searchers, 'maintain that full disclosure of the research purpose will result 1n 

biased data and contend that positive research purpose Information appears to 

elicit more positive task performance than negative Information. Additionally, 

authorities In the area of data bias, Rosenthal.and Rosnow (1969), have stated 

that, "While 'we emphatically Insist that the use of deception does Involve a 

moral cbst. we equally Insist that 1t might be necessary to pay this cost and 
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continue to use deception rather than to cease our research" (p. 50).

As a result of the adoption of the APA Ethical Principles, Resnlck and 

Schwartz (1973) conducted a'study to Investigate the effects of research purpose 

Information on task performance. In contrast to the findings obtained by Orne, 

Resnlck and Schwartz, 1n their verbal-conditioning behavior modificaiton 

experiment, found that subjects receiving full disclosure (ethical group) of .the 

research purpose felt that they had been deceived and responded negatively to 

the verbal-conditioning task when compared with the no disclosure (nonethlcal) 

group. However, the Resnlck and Schwartz study was a laboratory experiment and 

.utilized only two levels of research purpose Information. The'present research 

was primarily designed to examine the effects of six levels of written research

purpose Information on data gathered 1n a classroom setting. Student performance

on a written affective and a written cognitive task was used to evaluate the 

results of the six levels of written Information. 

Method

Subjects 

Two different samples were used 1n this study. One sample was composed 

of undergraduate'junior level college students, and the oiher sample was com­

posed of graudate students. 

The undergraduate student sample consisted of college juniors enrolled 1n 

all Education 300 level courses 1n the College of Education at the University of 

South Carolina (U.3.C.) during the summer of 1975. There were, 60 females 

(approximately 10 per group) and 30 males (approximately 5 per group) 1n the 

undergraduate sample. The average age of the undergraduate subjects was 20 
years and 5 months. 



The graduate student sample for the study consisted of 126 graduate 

students enrolled 1n Education 700, Methods and Materials of Research, courses

In the College of Education t U.S.C. during the summer of'1975. Education 700 

1s a required course for all graduate students at the masters degree level 1n

the College of .Education. The students 1n this course were'selected because

they were felt tb.be representative of the graduate student population 1n the

College of^Education at U.S.C. There were 90 females (approximately 15 per 

treatment group) and 36 males (approximately 6 per treatment group) 1n the

graduate sample. The average age, of the graduate students was 29 years and 4

months. 

All subjects were'randomly assigned .to one of the six levels of research*

purpose 1nfqrmat1on groups.

Variables 

The independent variable for the study was levelipV research purpose^

information. Six levels of research purpose Information were used 1n this 

'study. These six levels were: (1) No Information, (2) Usual or'Traditional 

Information, (3) Partial/PositiveInformation* (4) Partial/Negative Information, 

(5) Complete/Positive Information, and. (6) Complete/Negative Information. 

Three researchers ranked the six levels of research purpose Information ranging

from Complete/Negative to Complete/Positive as follows: (6) Complete/Negative

to (4) Partial Negative to (1) No Information to (2) Usual or Traditional

Informatlon-'to (3) Partial/Positive to (5) Complete/Positive. As the research

purpose Information progresses along the continuum or range of levels, the 

Information In each successive level becomes more positive and less negative.



The Information contained 1n each levelfollows: 

Level- 1; No Information 

Instructions; Students are requested to complete the attached Question-
nalre. KTPlnformatlon Is anonymous.

Level. 2; 'Usual or Traditional Information 

instructions; The faculty in the .Educational Research Department 1s 
collecting data, on student characteristics for, a research project. 
Therefore, we would appreciate your completing. the attached question­
naire. All Information 1s anonymous.

Level 3; Partial/Positive Information

Instruc Prior studies have been conducted at sieveral large
universities to predict characteristics of educators. .Me as researchers
are Interested In continuing these Investigations because these findings 
have. been used for making declslo'ns about students that appear to .us 
to.be beneficial.' Therefore, we would appreciate your-ass1st1ng us by
completing the attached questionnaire, AM Information 1s anonymous.

Level 4; Partial /Negative Information. 

Instructions; Prior  studies have been conducted at several, lajrqe'unl.-
versltles to. predict characteristics jbf educators. Me as researchers 
are Interested 1n continuing these Investigations because these. 
findings have been used for making decisions about students that appear
to us to be detrimental. Therefore, we would -appreciate your assisting
us by completing the attached questionnaire. All Information Is anony­
mous. 

Level 5; Complete/Positive Information 

Instructions; Prior studies conducted at several large ua1vers1t1es
have 1nd1aated that the attached. questionnaire 1s useful 1n predicting
successful and nonsuccessful educators. The hypothesis for this study
1s; Students who are logical tend to -be more effective educators 
than students who are not logical. As researchers we find these results 
to be useful In making decisions about .students. Therefore, we would
appreciate' your assisting us by completing -the attached questionnaire.
All Information 1s •nonymous, 

Level 6; Complete/Negative Information 

Instructions; Prior studies conducted at- Several large universities. 



have indicated that the attached .questionnaire Is useful 1n^pned1ct1nq 
'successful and nonsuccessfut'-ieducators. The hypothesis for this study
1s: There 1s'ho relationship between-scores on this test of logic and 
success as educators. As researcher's we do not find these results to 
tie accurate and believe that these findings are misused 1n making de-.-

"c1s1ons about students. Therefore, we would appreciate your assisting 
us In disproving these prior studies by completion the attached .questlbn-
.nalre.. All .Information 1s anonymous. 

.Th& dependent variables for, assessing the effects of research purpose

Information on task performance wre student scores pn an affective task, and 

student scores pji'a_ cognitive logical tasV-. 

The affective task used was an adapted version for college students of

Scott's Academic Self-Concept Scale (1975); This Instrument Was designed to. 

measure- srelf-concept of academic -ability or one * feelings .about'his academic 

capabilities. The 'Cronbach's alpha for the scale ts r?.92. The results from 

.this study on the l5-1tem multiple choice scale were'fartor analyzed (principal 

components and varlmax rotation), all 15 Items loaded on one factor and were 

retained for subsequent analyses. (See Appendix A for copy of self-concept scale.)

•The cognitive logical task consisted of 39 Items that were riddle, novel,

or logical 1n nature and were written or adopted from various sources by the.

three researchers. The task" was designed-to'measure cortn1t1ve logical aMUty 

of students. Although the researchers Initially agreed that, the cognitive Iog1-

cal task possessed Iogl6al content validity, .an empirical validation of the

Instrument was necessary. The TSSA2 canned proaram v<h1ch was originated at the

University" of Chicago 1n 1972 was used for the Item analysis. Based upon Item 

difficulty, Itenud1scr'lm1nat1on, and factor loading, twenty-five of the original 

39 Items were retained for subsequent statistical analyses of this study's



resu.lti for'the cognitive logical task. .The reliability of the cognitive logi­

cal-task was .established by. the Kuder'Richardson Formula 20 as being-.812 for 

undergraduate students and .863 for graduate students. The results substan-

tinted prior pilot.study results of the cognitive logical task. The questions 

on.the cognitive logical task were open-ended. A written set of Instructions 

(or answers) was used for scoring, and each task was Independently scored by 

two researchers. .TherefQret.the data was coded 1n a reverse fashfon, and the, 

score received Indicates, the mean number of errors made by six treatment 

groups. (See Appendix 6 for copy of the cognitive logical task.):

Additionally, a three-Item questionnaire was written for the purpose,of 

collecting demographic Information on the students Involved In the research

study. The four Items on the questionnaire were: age, sex, and educational

•status. 

Procedure
The students 1n the classes for both.samples were randomly assigned to" 

the six treatments (levels of research purpose inforamtion). Each classroom 

Instructor handed out the experimental packets and followed standardized 

timed administration format for the administration of each of the two tasks. 

Total time for experimental participation was approximately 30 minutes. Each 

student received an experimental packet which .contained 1n order the following* 

(1) an Instruction sheet which contained one of the six levels of research 

purpose Information', (1) the affective task (academic self-concept seal",). 

(3) the cognitive logical task, anH (4) the demographic Information sheet. The 

experimental packets were also collected by the classroom instructors.



Statistical Design and Hypothesis 

The design for analyzing the continuum data wa's that of a Single Factor,

Fixed Model where

.The continuum data for this study meet the assumptions'.of the Single 

Factor, Fixed Model and consist of: (1) u, an unknown constantfor all treat­

ments and for all subjects; (2) a., (treatment 'effects), a systematic fixed 

constant for a>l. subjects but may differ for .the various levels of the treat­

ment;-and (3) 6*4, a random variable; that 1s independent of a.j and distributed
2 

as N(0,o ) within each treatment group. 

The. following statistical nuW hypotheses were established and tested:

•'•>Hybothesls 1; There will-be "no significant mean differences In

uiwlergraduate students' •scores on an affective task among the six

levels of research purpose Information groups. 
U • = ; __ __ __ __ '

Hypothesis 2; There will, be no significant mean differences 1n

graduate students' scores on an affective task among the s1x^ 

levels of research purpose Information groups. 

H: " " "3 "
l

.Hypothesis 3; There will he no significant mean differences 1n 

undergraduate students' scores on a cognitive logical task among 

the six levels of research purpose Information groups. 

Ho : "6 "r" "2" 

Hypothesis 4; Th6re will be no significant mean differences 1n
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graduate students' scores on a cognitive logical task among the 

six levels' of research purpose Information groups. 

V V6" U4" "I mv 2 m »3" v5-

Results' 

The four study hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of confidence,• 

and the following results-were found:, 

Hypothesis 1; 

The results from the .Newman-Keuls studeiitlzed ranne procedure 

.-for Undergraduates on the Aca-demlc Self-Concept' Scale across the six. 

levels of-research purpose Information are presented 1n Table 1. These

results Indicated that there .were nonsignificant differences -among*any

of the ordered pairs of mean-compaHsons. 

Insert Table I about here. 

As .suggested by Games (1971) since no significant ordered pair-

wise differences were found 1n the results'from the Newman-Keuls test,' 

an overall analysis of variance test was run at..the .05 level.' The 

justification ofo foil owing., the Newman-Keuls -procedure with an overall 

F Is that we do-not know the power* of the Newman-Keuls test, and 

any solution .for adequate^n must bfe based on the F test. -The Mean 

SqMaire (MS) for Treatments (lovils of research purpose Information)

with 5 dfwas 4.7311, and the MS Experimental Error with 84 ;df was 

26.1508. The results from the F test Indicated that there was no 



significant'difference among the treatment means (F "..1807, p > .9673). 

The analysis of variance Information Is presented 1n Table 2.

Insert .Table 2 about here.'

The means and standard deviations for the'Undergraduate students 

on thfi Academic Self^-Concept Scale are presented In Table 3. 

Insert Tahle 3 about here,. 

Hypothesis 2; 

Table'4 .Includes the results from the Newman-Keuls studentlzed 

range procedure for Graduates on the Academic Self-Concept Scale across 

the six levels of research purpose Information.' These results'demon-

strated that there were no s1un1fleant .differences amono any of the 

ordered pairs of treatment means. 

Insert Table 4 ̂ bout here. 

An overall F test revealed that the MS for Treatments (levels of

research purpose Information) with 5 df was 14.7571 and the MS Experl-, 

mental Error with 120 df was 23.7095. The results from the F test 1nd1 T 

cated that there was no significant difference among the treatment means 

(F • .6224, p > .6856). The analysis of varlartce Information Is 



•>-presented 1rt Table 5.

Insert Table S about here.

The means and standard deviations for the Graduate students on 

the Academic Self-Concept are presented In Table 6.

Insert Table 6 about here. 

Hypothesis 3; 

The results from the Newman-Keuls procedure for Undergraduates

on the Cognitive Logical Task across the six levels of research purpose 

Information are presented In Table 7. These results Indicated that. 

there were-no significant differences among any of the ordered jnean 

P«t«. 

Insert Table 7 about here.

Art overall F test was run. The MS for. Treatments with 5 df was 

29.1200, and the MS Experimental Error with 84 df was 21.985*7. The

results from the F test Indicated that there was no significant dif­

ference among the treatment means (F • 1.3245, p > .2609). the analysis 

of variance Information 1s presented 1n Table 8. 



Insert Table 8 about here.

The means and standard deviations for; the Undergraduate students
on the Cognitive Logical Task are presented In Table 9.

Insert Table 9 about here. 

Hypothesis &

Table,10 presents the results from the Newnan-Keuls procedure
for Graduates on the Co<m1t1vt Logical Task across, .the $1* levels of 

research purpose.Information. These findings Indicated that there 

were no significant differences among any of the ordered pairs of

treatment means. 

Ihsert Table 10 abtfu.t here.

An overall F test Indicated that the MS for Treatments with 5 
df waj'9.5746 and the MS Experimental Error with 120 df was 32.3286.
The results from Ahe.F test Indicated that there was no significant.

'difference among treatment mean; \(f • C296Z, p > .9.137). The.analysls
of.variance Information 1 s-presented 1n* Table 11. 

Insert Table 11 about here. 



The means and standard deviations for the Graduate students on 

the Cognitive Logical Task are presented In Table 12» 

Insert Table 12 about here. 

Conclusions 

Previous research studies (Orne, 1962; Resnlck S Schwartz, 1973; Waber 

ft Cook, 1972) seem to Indicate that when research purpose Information~or hy-

pothesis information ts provided the data vdll be Mased/ Most of this 

research, however, has been carried out In what' rriqht be termed laboratory 

settings* where the experimenter worked with one subject at a time or with

small groups of subjects. In this type of settlno, there my be a stronger

tendency for other types of research artifacts ?uch as experimenter effects,

evaluation apprehension, anil demand characteristics influencingsubject 

responses. However,'the results from this study contradict these previous 

findings^'-

The results from" this research Indicated that the level of research

purpose Information provided to students had no significant effects on under­

graduate or graduate,students' performance on • written affective task. 

Additionally, the level -of research purpose Information tiad.no significant 

effects on undergraduate or graduate students' performances on a written

cognitive logical task. Based upon these results, the undergraduate and

graduate students' performances >on thesi two tasks appeared to be Independent

'of the research purpose Information provided to them. Therefore, apparently, 



varying tKe amount of research purpose Infornatlon provided to undergraduate 

and graduate stujects In a classroom setting does not tend to b1'as,the data. 

obtained. 

These results seem to Indicate that under similar conditions and uslnn

similar tasks full disclosure of the research purpose will not result In any 

significant change 1n data collected. The findings lend support to ihe 1nple-

mentationof ethical guidelines In classroom settings. The fact that the 

results of this study did .not Indicate any tiata bias 1n a classroom setting 

nay be due to the lack of direct Influence and Individual contact between 

experimenters and subjects In the study. If subjects had been tested Indlvld-

ually or 1n small groups,' as other researchers have done (Oren, Rosenthal, 

Heber 4 Cook. Resnlck & Schwart?), the results my have been different. 
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Table 1 

Newwn-Keuls Analysis "for Undergraduates on Academic 

Self-Concept Scale 

Ordered Pairs of Treatment Means 

  

       

5 * 

18.6000 19.2000 19.4000" 19.4667  19.8000 20.2f67 

Tfi .6000 '.8000 .8667 1.2(m J.6667 

T2 __ .2000 .2667 .6000 1.0667 

V  .0667 .4000 .8667

T4 __ .3333 .8000  

a  *^"^ 
.14667 

Tl  
 

Truncated ranqe r 2 ..3 4 '5 6  

q:95(r,84) 2i8150 '3.3800 3.7150 3.9500  4.1300

3'.7169 4;8295 4.9053 5.2156 5.4533 

HSE - 26.15079365 623451 NS 



Table 2 

Mean Scores for Undergraduates .on Academic 

Self-Concept Scale. 

treatment 

2 

-Mean

20.266667. 
19.200000 

SD

6.4194164 

'5.073742 
3

-4 
5

19.400000
19.466667-

1ft. 800000 

4v74793* 
3.758166

-4.126569 

6 18*600000 6-.021390 



Table 3 

Analysis of Variance for Undergraduates

on Academic Self-Concept Scale 

Source df SS. MS             F p>F 

Treatments 5 23.65555556 4.73111111 .18092 .9673

Experimental Error
84 2220.32222222 26.15079365



Table 4

Newman-Keuls Analysis for Graduates on Academic 

Self-Concept Scale 
Ordered Pairs of Treatment Means

17.0952 17.3810 17.4762 18.1905. 18.9524 * 19.0476 

.T3 __ ,.2358 .3810 1.0953 1.8572 1.9524-

T2 __ .0952 .8095 1.5714 1.6667. 

Tj ___ ,,7143." 1.4762' 1.5714 

T5 .7619 .8571 

T6 
•MHMM 

.0952 

truncated range r        2            3              4            5 K' 

q >95 (r,120) 2.8000 3.3POO. 3.6900 3.9200 4.1000

HSE/n 2.9744 3.5693 3.9199     4.1642 4.3554 

HSF • 23.70952381
 

321564 MS 

n " 21 

 



Table 5 

Analysis of Variance for Graduates 

..on' Academic Self-Concept Scale 

•Source df SB MS                                 F P>F 

•'.Treatments 73.78571429 14.75714286 .62241 .6856 

Experimental
Error 120 2845.14285714 23^70952381  



Table 6 

Mean Scores for Graduates on Academic 

Self-Concept" Scale 

Treatment

1
Hean 

17.476190 

so 
4.178744 

2 17.380952 4.375799 

3 

4-
5

6 

 

17.095238 

19.047619 

18.190476 

18.952381" 

5.233591, 

,5.152438 

5.134485 

5.034642 

n • 21 



Table 7

Nevman-Keuls Analysis for Undergraduates 
.on Cognitive Logical Task

Ordered' Pairs' of Treatment Means

T2
V1 Tl T4 T3- T6 V 

17.1333 16.9333 16.8000 15.2000 15.1333 13.6000

Ij __ .2000 .3333 1.9333 2.0000 3.5333. 

T4 __ .1333 1.7333 1.8000 3.3333

T3 __ 1.6000 1.6667 3.2000 

.T6 __ .0667 1.6000 

1,5333 

TZ

Truncated range r 2 -3 4 5 6

* 1 oc(r,84) 2.8150' 3.3800 3.7150 3.9500 4.1300

9 i*(r»WJ 1Sc/n 3.4081 '4.0922 4.4978 4.7823 5^0002 
%99 t

HSr * 21.985.71429 1436 5.2' VS
C 

•n • is 

HOTE: The above means. Indicate the nean nunher of Incorrect responses
nade by each treatment oroup. 



Table  8 
Analysis.of .Variance for Undergraduates

on Cognitive Logical Task 

Source df SS MS F p>F

Treatnents 5 '145.60000000 29.12000000 1.324$ .2609. 

Experimental
Error 84 484p.30,f)00000 21.98571429

NOTE: The above means Indicate the mean number of Incorrect responses made by
each treatment group. 
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Table 9 
Mean Scores for Undergraduates oh 

Cognitive Logical Task 

Treatment                              Mean                            SD

1 "i7..133333 3.P43651 

2 13.6(X)00 4.91Q630 

3 16.80000V, ^678217 

'•'* 16.93333 F.687915-

5 .15,13333' /U4.373073 
6 15/,20000 4.345770

n • 15'

NOTE: The above means indicate the mean. number of Incorrect 
responses made "by each treatment group.



Table 10
Hewnan-Keuls Analysis for Graduates on 

Cognitive Logical Task

T1 T5 T6 Tl T4 f2 T3 
16.8571 15,6571 15.6667 15.4762 15.4286 14.8095

T, 1.0000 1.1904 1.3809 1.4285 2.0476
y ^™*^"

T* ^^^^ \1904 .3809 .4285 1.W6

If __ .1005 .2381 ,8572 

__ .0476 .6667m

T. __ .6191
_

3

Truncated range r 2 3-4 S 6 

9,05(^*120) Z'W00 3.3600 3.6000 3.9200 4.1000

q<95(r.l20) J «E/n 3.4740 4.1688 4.5782 4;8635 '5.0869 

MS- • 32.32857143 4*3123   MS
* 

n • 21
NOTE: The above mans Indicate the mean number of Incorrect response

Mde by each treatnent group. 



Table 11 

Analysts of Variance for Graduates 
on Cognitive Logical Task

Source df ss MS F P>F

'5Treatments 47.87301587 9.57460317 .29617 .9137

ExpertMental 
.Error 12Q 3879.42857143 3213M57143 

NOTE: The above means Indicate the wean nunber of Incorrect responses made by
each treatnent group. 



Table 12 

Mean Scares for Graduates on 
Cognitive Loqical Task 

TreatMnt Mean SO

1 15.666667 4.374167 

2 15.428571 5.626468 

3 14.809524 6.50091* 

4 15.476190 7.040022 

5 16.857143- 4.693460 

6 15.857143 5.415586 

n • 21 

NOTE: The above mans Indicate the mean nunber of Incorrect 
responses Mde by each treatnent group.-



APPENDIX A

Scott's Academic Self-Concept Scale 

Directions; Tht statements below .are about your course work In oeneral. 
Please Indicate on your answer sheet the nunber 1n front of each statement 
that seems to be the most like your opinion. Note that because this Is simply
a questionnaire, there are no "better" or "best" statenants. It Is only
your opinion that Is Important. 
1. When I compare this.class with other classes, I think that It Is probably

a very smart class 
one of the smartest classes.
smart. 
average. 
dumb. 

2. Compared to the other students In ny courses, I an probably
0! the smartest 

one of the smartest 
smart 

3 average
4 

3. I think that I have the ability to do course work that Is 
excellent
good
fair 
poor 

|. When a course Is borlnq, I usually
make myself listen carefully anyway
listen for something Important
think about other thlnqs
rest my mind 

5. The tirades.that I get In my course's generally show me 
(0 how smart I am 
1 how hard I studied 
2 how much I don't know 
3l how hard I need to study
4 not much of anything 



6.
0 *the smartest person In the tlass 
1 one of the smartest In the -class 
2 smart 
3 average 
4 dumb 

7. *I believe that my course work 1s 
0 generally worth thinking about 
1 usually worth thinking about* 
2 sometimes worth thinking about 
3 rarely worth thinking about 
4 not Important enough to think about 

B. My family expects my school work to be
o mostly A's 
i A's aixTB's 
2 nostly C 1?
3 my famTly.-doesn't have any set expectations 

9. The grades that I get In college are 
very Important
Important
sort of Important
not worth worrying about 

10. I usually try to get grades that arei n mostlyM*»IU A's
A's aiwTB's 
mostly (7s
I dont'~"try to get any particular grades. 

11. In my course workVlt Is Important to me  to
really know the material well, no matter how Ipnq It takes me 
spend enough time to know the material fairly Well 
know the naterlal enough to get through as quickly as I can 
get my work finished as quickly as I can 

12. Because of the way that I act In class, most of the other students 
think that I am 

the smartest person 1n the class 
one of the smartset In the class 
smart 
average
dumb 



13. I would grade ny course work. In' general 'as
outstanding
good
below average
falling 

14. When I think about college life 1n <jenera1 
ny course work 1s the most Important thing* 
ny course work 1s Important along with other things 
my course work 1s not as Important as some othee thlnos 
ny course work doesn't natter at all. 

15. If r don't*do as well Iniqy courses as I thinkI should. I usually feel
terrible

1 bad 
sort of bad
not bad at all



APPENDIX B 

.Coqnltlvi Loalcal Task"./ 

Directions; All the following questions are'logical and have logical answers, 

1. What Is the voting age .for federal elections 1n the United States of 
America? 

2.; Hhere Is Argentina? 

3. What. 1s opposite of south? 

.4. Why do we celebrate the 4th of July? 

5. Name a play written by Shakespeare.

6. Who was Confusclous? 

7_ Who wrote Tom Sawyer! 
8. What .Is the square of a .number?' 

9. I went to bed at 8 o'clock In the eveninq and set the alarm to qet up
at 9 jn the morning. How many hours of sleep would this allow me?

10. Divide 30 by H. Add ten: Wilt 1s the answer?

Jl. How many animals of each species did Hoses take aboard the ark?

12. How many birthdays does the average man have? 

13. Do they-have a 4th of July 1n England? 

14. Take two apples from three apples, and what do you have? 

15. What Is the total of the nine numbers between 1 and 10? 

16. How far can a horse walk with a 50-foot rope tied around his neck? 

17. Two mothers were walking down a sidewalk. Each had their 
daughter with her. While walking they met an old friend who nave then 
three oranges. How did they d1v1d the three oranges between them 
without so much as cutting an orange? 

18. In the space provided oh your answer sheet, print a lower case (saall
letter) I with a dot over It. 
19. If you throw the dice and "7" 1s showing on top, what 1s facing down? 

20. How much 1s three plus three plus three tines three tines zero? 



21. Some months have thirty days* some have thirty-one.- How many months 
have twenty-eight days? 

22. If a doctor gave you .three pills and told you to take one every half-
hour, how long would they last? 

23. How far'can '1 dog run Into the woods? 

24. What are four words that appear on every denomination of U.S. coins? 

25. I have 1n my hand two U.S. coins -which total 55 cents 1n value. Ane 1s 
not a nickel. Please keep that In mind. Hhat are the coins? 

26. A nan builds a house with four sides to 1t. Jt 1s rectangular1n shape.
Each side-has a southern exposure. A bio, bear came wandering by. What color is the bear?

27. A woman gives a beggar 50 cents. The woman 1s the beggar's sister. 
The beggar Is not the woman's brother. How cone? 

28. Mhat Is the maximum number of active baseball "players on the. field 
during any -part of the game?

29. Two men play checkers. They played 5 games* and each man won the same 
nunber of games. How can you figure this? 

30. Is It legal 1n South Carolina for a man to marry hlsjrldow's sister? 

31. If you had only ope match and entered a room 1n which there were a 
kerosene lamp, an oil burner, and a wood burning stove, which would 
you light first? 

32. Why can't a man living In H1nston-Salen, t.C. be burled west of the 
Mississippi River?

33. A farmer had 17 sheep. All but 9 died. How many did he nave left? 

.34. An archaeologist claimed that he found some gold coins dated 46 B.C.
Do you think that he did? 

35. Where Is New Caladonla? 

36. How many Inches are there In a mater? 

37. Define anthropology. 

38. Define autarchy. 

39. Define suttee. 
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