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ABSTRACT =~ ‘ 2t

An attempt was 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
treatmént groups. The six groups were provided different levels of.
information on a continuum from no information go full disclosure of
the purpose and expectations of the. research. &sures were taken on
a cognitive task and an affective instrument. The data d&mong all
treatment groups yielded nonsignificant differences indicating no,
treatmeht 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 evidencé _‘v :fabla today indicates that a lack of fnte'rnaI.

validity in research can bejl' 1buted to various forms of data bias (Rosenthal,

1966; Rosenthal-& Rosnow, 196

Vieber % Cook, 1972) This research suagests that
. variations in cues and 161’7 ’gion supplied directly and/or 1nd1rect1y to the
subjects participating fr;/ $exper1ment often may result in data bias., That 1s,
the data results from. stud'les are inflated or deflated (changed) by lack of
control or lack of coﬁsfktency of control of extrancous variab]es which result

 in data bias.

'y 8
An area of_datd bias which has received 1ittle attention to date is that

of how much 1nfoﬁﬁtjon about the purpose of the re@earch can be aiven by the:
-experimenter to .r\e.éé;rch subjects who serve as sfudy particirapnts without
- distorting the ‘gg‘séérach results, Most of the’published research before 1973
in the areas 01’f -education and psychology has not reported what the subjects vere
told concemin’_g"tr‘\e purpose ‘of the research in which they served as participants .
(Dolly & Titiman, 1974). The adoption of the American Psychological Association
(APA) Ethicdi Principles 1h the Conduct of 'Research with Human Participants (1973)

has. however. stimulated some interest dnd concern 1n this area. Three of the

nfne prim;{ples which are’ applicable to the research purpose information 1ssvm

+% princlple 3: Ethical practice requires the investigator to . oo
4y Inform the participant of all features of the research that .
‘i reasonably might be expected to influence willinaness to
i participate and to expldin all other aspects of the research
about which the participant inquires. Failure to make full
disclosure gives added emphasis to the investicator's .

E responsibility to protect the welfare and diarfity of the
research participant (p. 29).

3 ../~
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Principle 4: Openness and honesty are essential charagter-
Tstics of the.relationship between investigator and research
participant. ‘lhen the methodological requirements of a study
necessitate concealment or deception, the investiqator is

- required to ensure the participant's understanding of the
reasons for this action and to restore the quality of the
relationship with the investigator (p. 29),

Princigel 8: 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 remove

N\ apy misconceptiens that may have arisen,- "here scientific.
or humane values justify delaying or withholding information,
the investioator acquires a special responsibility to assure

?hat t?ere are no damaging consequences fi particioant
p. 77 .
Although the principles'themselves indica rescarchers should inform

their, subjects of the purposes andcontent of the study in which thn subjects
are to participate, a careful review of the APA Ethical Princ1p1es and especially
the extended discussions of the principles revealed that the amount of research
purpose information provided to subjects should be,based uoon the invest “qator's
Judgment aﬁ& that this Judgﬁent should be checked by consultation with others. -«
However, tﬂé Ethical Principles do not discuss how the results o} a study are
affécted by varying the amount of research purpose information provid&d to
subjects. )

Ueser and Cook (1972) and Orne (1962), along with a host of other re-
searchers, ma1ﬁta1n that full disclosure of the reéearch purpose will result in
biased data and contend that positive rescarch purpose information appears to
elicit more positive task performance than pegative 1nformation; Additionally,
authorities in the a}ea of data bias, Rosenthal.and Rosnow (1969), have stated

ﬂthat, "While we emphatically insist that the usc of deception does involve a

moral cost, we equally insist that it miaht 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 Principies.' Resnick qud

. " Schwartz (1973) conducted a study to investigate the éffects of research uurpose —

information on task performance. I'n contrast to the findings obtained by Orne,

Resnick and Schwartz, fn their verbal-conditioning behavior mdfﬁca_tfon _

experiment, found thaf subjects receiving full disélosure (ethica.'l group) of .the *
research purpose felt that they had been déce1ved and responded neaatively to

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

‘group, However, }he Resnick and Sc;wartz study was a 1aborator'y experiment and

.utilized or‘ﬂxv twir‘f'ievels of research purpose information. The 'pmsént research
was primarily designed to examine the effects of six 1eve]s of written research
purpose information on data gathered in a ciassroom setting, Student perfomance

gl au‘a$wr1tten affective and a written cognitive task was used to evaluate uLe

res;nts of the six levels of written information,

Method

Subjécts y ¢ ’

Two different samples were used in this study. One sample was c'orrmoséd‘
of undergraduai:e junior level college students. and the other sample was com- -
posed of graudate students.

. The undergraduate student sample consisted of college juniors enrolled in -
all Education 300 level courses in the College of Education at the University of
South Carolina (U.3.C.) during the summer of 1975. There vere 60 fema'los
(approximately 10 per group) and 30 males (approximate1y 5 per groun) in the

undergraduate sample, The average age of the underaraduate subjects was 20

years and 5 months, 5 ‘ :
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The qraduate student sampIe for the study consisted of 126 graduate
) students enroﬂed in Education 700. Methods and Materia'ls of Research, courses
i the College of Edutation - t U.S.C. during the sumer of 1975, Educaton 700
1s a required course for aH graduate students at the masters deqree Tevel in
~the College of Educatton, _The students in this course vere §e1ected because |
. they were'fe'lt to be éprese'ntat?ve of the graduate student population'in tha
. Col"l'ege of -Eduéation at U.S.C. There were 90 fema1es (approxjmatdy 15 per
A treatment group) and 36 males (approximtely 6 per treatmeht qroup) 1n the
graduate sample, The averaqe age of the graduate students was 29 ygarjs and 4
months. A ) ‘

An subjects were random'ly assigned .to one of the six 1eve'ls of research.

purpose information qroups.

~ Variables o )
The 1'ndepen'd‘ent variahle for the study vas level .g’[ research purpose: ﬁ

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

{

’stud.y. .."These ;tx Tevels were: (1) No Information, (2) Ususl or Traditional f

/

Information, (3) ParBial/Positive Information, (4) Partial/Negative Information, ’f '
: : |

(5) Complete/Positive Infornation, and (6) Comlete/liegative Information, |
Three researchers’ rapked the six iéxe'ls of sreSnarch purpose information ranging / »
from Complete/Negative to. COmplete/PositWe as follows: (6) Complete/‘leqative

to (4) Partial Neaative to (1) Mo Information to (?) Usual or Traditional
Infomation ‘to (3) Partia'l/Positfve to (5) Comple%/l’ositive. As the reseapich

purpose 1nfonnation pmqresses along tne continuu’\ or ranae of levels, the

" information in each successive level becomes more positive and less nnqatfve.
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The information contained in each level follows:

Level- 1: No Information

N “ - " : |

Instructions: Students are requested to corrplete the attached Question-‘ .
naire, AIT information s anonymus. : .

Leve‘l 2: ‘Usual or Traditional Infomtion ’

P

Instructions* " The faculty ‘in/the Educational Research Department is -
colTecting data on student characteristics for,a research project. .
Therefore, we would appreciate your completing the attached question- ;
naire, Al information is anonymous. - : .

Level 3: Partial/Positive Information

Instruc . Prior studies have been conducted at several large
~ universities to predict characteristics of educaters, !'le as hers
. are interested in continuing these investigations because these findings
. have been used for making decisions: about students that appear to us

to. be beneficial,  Therefore, we would appreciate your-assisting us by

completing the attached questionnaire. All informtion is anonymous.

- =

Level 4 Partie'l/Negative Infometion

Instructions: © Prior studies have been conducted at severa1 iarqe uni-
versities to predict characteristics of educators, We as researchers
are interested in continuing these investigations because these.
findings have been used for making decisfons about students that appear
. to us to be detrimental, Therefore, we would appreciate your assisting
© us by compieting the attached questionnaire. All information is anony-
mous. ' .

tevel 5: Cpnplete/PositiVe Information L : T e

Instructions: Prior studies conducted. at several larqe universities
have Indfsated that the attached. questionnaire 1s usgful in predicting -
successful and nonsuccessful educators, . The hypothesis for this study
is: Students who are Togical 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 comp'letinq the attached questionnaire.

. A1 informatian is AnOnyESy _

Level 6:‘ Comglete[Negative ]nformation

- Instructions: Prior studies conducted at Several larae universities -

w3

v
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v ’have indicated that the attached questionnaire is useful in predictinq
o, “'successful and nonsuccessful:educators. The hypothesis for this study

«++ ~1is: TYhere 1s 'ho relationship between-scores on this test of logic-and:

| - . success as educators, As researchers we do not find these results to .

[ 4= -7 . be acéurate and believe that these findings are misused-:in making de=-.

e+ .. .“cisions about students, Therefore, we would appreciate your assistina
LR ‘'us in disproving these prior studies by compietino the attached question-

.naire, A1l information is anonymous.

The dependent variables for, assessina the effects of resnarch puroose

1nformation on’ task performance were student - scores ‘on an affective task and

student ecores on‘a cognitive logica1 task

The affective task used was an adapted version for colleqe students of.
Scott S Academic Self-Concept Sca]e (1975): This instrument Was desiqned to.
measure self-concept of academic abiiity or one's fee1inns ahout ‘his acadenic '
_capabilities. The ‘Cronbach's a alpha for the scale ts r=,92; “The results from
_this study‘on the 15-item mu]tipie choice scale were'fqetqr enaluzed (orincipal
. . componepts and varimax rotation), all 15 itéhs'1oaded on one facter and were
< ‘retained for subsequent analyses, (See Appendix A for copy of self-concept,
scale.) " ‘ _— ' N
 The cognitive logical task consisted of 39 items that were riddle, novel,
or 1ogical in nature and were written or adopted'from various sources by the. ‘
- three researchérs. The task vas desianed. to' measure comnitive Toaical ahility
L ;0f §tudents. Although the fesearchers initidi1y agreed that. the coanitive logi- .
cal’tdsk possassed 1ogiéal‘content validity,,an empirica] vaiidatﬂon of the
instnunent was necessary. Tne TSSA2 canned proaram vhich was oniginated at the
. Uni;ersity’ef Chicado in 1972 was used for the item analysis, Based unon item
A difficulty. item.dfscrimination, and factor 1oadin0- twenty-five of the oriqina[

- - 39 items were retained for subsequent statistical analyses of this study'sf.

8
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resul ts " for the cognitive logical task. The reliability of the eoqnitive loqi-

7cdl~task'ems establisheu by, the Kuder Richardson Formula Zn'es being- .812 for

’undergraduate students and .863 for graduate students. The re'su]ts su!istan- :
tieted pHor pﬂot study resu]ts of the cogn1t1ve 1oq1ca1 task The q‘uestions
on the cogn1t1ve loaical task were open-ended, A written set of 1nstruct10ns
(or answers) was used for scor'lng, and each task was 1ndependent‘|y scored by
two researchers. Therefare, the data was coded in a reverse fashfon, and the,

.score réceived 1nd1cates the mean number of errors made by six treatment
groups. (See Appendix B for copy of the coqnitive logical task,) - '
- A 1tiona'|'l y. ‘a three-i tem quest‘lonnaire was written for the purnose of

) collecting gragmc information on the students 1nvo1Ved in the reseav‘_gh~

study. The four items on the questionnaire Dere- aae, sex, and edUcational
status, .

Procedure

N
¢ , \ -~

The students in the classes for both samples were rafjdom}y assigned to
the six treatments (levels of research purpose 1n?orjamt‘lori),. 'E'ac.‘tf‘ (:'Ia‘ssrjoom '
1estr0ctor handed out the experimental packets and fo_’]]'md'_‘ standerdiz’ed
timed administration format for the adm1n'lstr'atioin ofeach of the two tasks; |
Total time for experimental participation.was appfq_x1mate‘l; 30 minutes, Each
"student received an expgrimental packet which contaieed in order the foﬂgwi»nq-:
| (1) an instruction sheet which contained one of t:he six levels of research
purpose infom.na‘tion‘, (1) the affective task (academic sel,f—concept sc.a_h,)" .
(3) the cognitive logical task, and" (4) t}\e demeqrcphic 1nformatien shfﬁ. The |

experimental packets were also collected by the classroom instructors.

>

’ 9
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Statistical Design and_Hypothesis - s o
The design for analyzing the continuum data wa's that of a Sinale Fact
Fixed Model where '

; X1J-u+u‘+e”. : . /

- The continuun data for this$ study meet the assumptions of the Single
Factor. Fixed Model and consist of: (1) u, an unknown conswt for all treat-
mants and for all subjects; (2) 01 (treatment effects), a systematic fixed
constant for all subjects but may differ for the various Ieveis of the treat--.
. ment, and (3) €qq0 random variab]e that is independent: of oy and distributed
as N(O,oz) within each trea’tment group. y - P

The, following statist'lca] null hypotheses vere estabHshed and tested:

e - Hypothesis 1: There wﬂl be"no significant mean differences in
undergraduate students scoreés on an affective task amonq the six
levels of research purpose information groups.

Hyt g™ vg = uy = g = uy = g .

Hypothesis 2: Th‘ere will be no sianificant mean differences in

‘graduate students' scores on an affective task among the six'

levels of research purpose 1nfdnnetion groups. |

Hyt v = "4."”1 T up U3t s , |

- zmthesis There will be no significant mean differences in

undergraduate students' scores on a cognitive logical task amonq

the six levels of research‘purpos‘e information qroups.

Hot g ™ g™ ¥1.® Hp T g™ ug

Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant mean differences 1n.

Z

10
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" . graduate students scores on a cognitive 10q1ca1 task amonq the ' ! _J'\
six levels of research purpose information qroups. '
Hof Mg T Ty TupTugitug o "

The four study hypotheses: were tested at the 05 level of confidonce.

2

and the following results -were fbund° P
Hypothesis 1: x te g 2 g y &
~The results from the Newman-Keuls studentized:ranne procedure '

% l,xfor Undergraduates on the Academic Self-COncept Scale across the six
levals of ‘research purpose 1nformation are presented in Table 1, These - ;f
re:ults indicated that there were nq\significant differences ‘amonq any

" of the ordered pairs of mean-comparisdhs,i"‘

S

Insert Table 1 about here,

%) : . &

As suggested by Games (19715'since no siqnificant ordered pair=
wise differences were found 1nzthe resu1ts'from the Neuman-%euls test;
an overa11 analysis of variance test was run at .the .05 1eve1 The

~ Justification ofo follouinq the Nevman-Keuls procedure with an overall
v F 1s ‘that we do- not know the power of the ﬂewman-Keu1s test. and
E any solution for adequate.n must be based on the F test, The_Hean
Square (MS) for Treatments (1evels of research purpose 1nformation)
with § df was 4.7311, and the S Exoerimental Error with 84 df was
26,1508, The results from the F test 1nd1cated that there was no

" 4. /.
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signtficanf‘différence'aMOng the treatment means (F‘-;.1307, p >4.9673),

The ana!ysls'of variance information is presented in Table 2,

- Insert Table 2 about here.

-

The means and standard deviafions'fcr the'Undergraduate students
on thée 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 studentized
range procedure for Graduates on the Academic Self-Concept Scale across
»lthe six levels of research purpose information,  These results demon-
strate& that there were no sianificant differences amona any of the

. ' : >,
ordered pairs of treatment means, b%>

Insert Table 4 about here. {

An overall F test revealed that the MS for Treatments (levels of
' Aresearch purpose 1nforvntion) with 5 df was 14,7571 and the ¥S Ekperi;,
_mental Error with 120 df was 23.7095. The results from the—F test indi-
cated-that there was no significant différeﬁée among the treatment means

(F = .6224;‘p > ,6856), The analysis of variarice information is

12
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> ‘presented 1h Table 5.

Insert Tahle 5 about here, -

The means and standard deviations for the Graduate students on
the Academic Self-Concept are presented in Table 6,

4

Insert™Table 6 about here,

Hypothesis 3: ; oA E=r
" The results from the “ewman-Keuls procedure for Underqrafluates .

on the Cognitive Logical Task across the six levels of research' purpose
information are presented in Table 7, These ﬂ!sults indicated that
there were no significant differences amonq any of the ordéred Jnean

-’

patrs,
e

.

" Insert Table 7 about here,

A0 overall F test was run. The MS for Treatments with § -df‘was
29,1200, and the MS Experimental Error with 84 df was 21,9857,
results from the F test 1ndicated that there was no significant dif-
~ ference among “the treatment means (F = 1,3245, p > .}79) The analysis

of variance 1nformtion is presented in Table 8.

& *

o
A
-+

L
.
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Insert Table 8 ahout here,

[

The means und standard deviations for the Underaraduate studants '

on the Comitive Logical, fask are nresented in Table 9

3 ‘ .

. Insert Table 9 about here,
T et \ ~
/

Table 10 presents the results from the Newman-Keuls procedure

for Gradiyte; on the Coanitive Logical Task across the six levels of

jresearch purposg information, These findings 1nd‘lcated that, there

were no signiﬂcant differences mng any of the ordered pa‘lrs of

‘treatment means.

* Insert Table 10 about here. : TN

! ~ — x

& An overall F test indicated that the MS for Treatments with § °
df was'9,5746-and the MS Expeﬂmta:.ztmr with 120 df was 32 .3786.,
The results from the F test 1nd1cated that there was no significgnt.
difference mng trmnt means (l-' = {2962, p > .9137). The.analysis

of var‘lance 1nfamtion is- presented 1h Table 11,

-’

. . %
2 . ' b

insert Table 11 about he;‘a. o

~N-,
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ol <3 The means and standar& deviations for the fraduate students on
o y, i
“, the Cognitive Logical Task are presented -in Table 12.
. |{ TInsert Table 12 ,z‘bout here. ' ; _ ,
: ] ~
%
Conclus1ons
' Previous research studies (Ome. 1962; Resnick & Schwartz, 1973; \hber
& Cook, 1972) seem.to indicate that when research purpose 1nfon‘nat10n or hy-
. pothesis informtion s provided the data will be hiased,” Most of this -

research, hovever, has been carried t;ut in what = miaht be temd. laboratory
settings, where the experimentér worked with one subject at a time or with
. small groups of sﬁbjgcts. In this type of settina, there may be a2 stronger
tendency for otherktypes of resea;ch artifacts §ucﬁ as experimenter o;.ffects.
‘evglu&tion apprehension, and demand characteristics influenctnq. subject
respénses. However, the results from this study contradict these previous
g findings. - - §
‘ The results from“ this research indicated that the level of résearch
- purpose information provided to students had no significant effects on under-
‘ graduate or graduate students' performncc on a written affective task.
;. Mditiopally. the lewel .of research purpose information had no s‘lqnificant
effgcts on undergraduate or graduate students' perfoman'c‘es on a written/
. cognitive l‘logfcal task, Bas?d_ upon these results, the underaraduate and N
- graduate students' performances:won thesé two tasks ggpeared to be independent
~of the fesearch p,u;pose 1nfor;nat1on provided to them, Thereforé. apparently,

/ 15 \
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.

varying the amount of research purpose infomgtion provided to 'underqraduate

and graduate stujects in a classroom setting does not tend to bias, the data -

These results seem to indicate that under similar conditibns and d§1nn‘
similar tasks full dist;los::re of the research purpose will not resu\; in any
significant change in data collected, The findiﬁgs Tend support to the imple= .
mgntation of ethical guide]lnes in classroom settinas. - Th;rfact that the
results of this study did not indicate any data blas fn a classroom setting
may be due to the lack of direct' influence and {Individual contact between
experimenters and subjects in the study. If sut:ject.s had b;zen tested individ-

ually or in small groups, as other researchers have done (Oren, Rosenthal,

" Meber & Cook, Resnick & Schwartz), the results may have heen diffcrent,.

.
»

X4
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k Table 1
Newman-Keuls Analysis for Underqraduates on Acadenic
. . N 1
Self-Concept Scale
Ordered Pairs of Treaimnt Heans o
T .-+ T T3 Ty L .
18.6000 192000 19,4000 19,4667 10,8000 © 20,2667
Te 1L 7T 000 8000 L8667 . 1.2000 | 1.6667
T, ‘ .2000 2667 60D 1.0667
Ty I IR 0667 L4001 8667
Ty | . o .3333 .8000
Tg . ' 8667
T ) . e
1 ——
. Truncated range r 2 I 4 . "5 €

"- s » . ¢
Cq.gg(r,38)  2.8150 33800  3.7150

. 3.9!’:K 4,130

-

" . .
Q. 05(rs84)JTB/n 37160 4:6205  4.9053
. / . o N

5,2156 - - 5.4533

{

{ “ .
MSg = 26.15079365 .
n= 1s~"

18
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Table 2 '
Mean Scores for Underqraduates .on Academic y
Self-Concept Scale. Lo )
- Treatment - .. . Mean . e
¢ 20.266667 . 6.819464
. 19.200000 . - 5,073742
19.4060070 , 4747932 )

19.466667 . 3,758166 | .
12.800000 © . - 4,126560
18.600n00 ’ 6,021390

¢ & .«
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Table 3
, : Analysis of Variancé for Uindergraduates _
on Academic Self-Concept Scale
Source . df 55 . MS - F pF .
. . Treatments 5 . 23.65555556 473111111 18092 - .9673 .
g * . | y
Experimental : . '
. Error . 84 2220,32222222 26.15079365
e .
% vy
’ s
' . )
- '/
}'}.
4" g ‘ °
. ’ B . R
I s
. ) 1
PR 20
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» Tahle 4
flevman-Keuls Analysis for Graduates on Academic 4
'Self-Concep’t Scale
, . Ordered Pairs of Treatment Means o A
T _ o E L
LI Ty, S R
. 17,0952 17.38_16 17,4762  18.1905. 18,9524 100476
’ - ;. - v
T . 2058 .3810  1,0953 . 1.8572  1,9504- -
: T, L0052 . .8005  1,5714  1.6667
. o _ 7103 147627 15718
T T .19 L8571 )
\ . s 0052 .
R . | kv ®
"‘i;r'uncated range r 2 l 3 4 / 5§ F ‘

4 g5(F1120) 2,800  3.3600.  3,6900  3.9200 - -41M0

. qgs(r120) SMse/n 29784 35603 3.9199 41642 4.3554

:
Mg = 2370052381 , © 321568 %
’ ne=21 ' ‘ .
_ ’ 21
) 31 v i
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- T T . Table 5
4 Analysis of Varifance for Graduates R
.on Academic Self-Concept Scale ' o s
* 7
"Source - o df _ SS . M F p>F .
, o . > .
+ . Treatments - _ 5 7.3.78571429_ 14,75714286 .62241  ,6856
Experimental'. . E,
Error , 120 2845,14285714 23,70952381 ° -
«
®
— i 22
" :’% . ' o




Table 6

4 Mean Scores for Graduates on Academic

Self-Concept Scale

- ~ Treatment

<

Hean SD
1 17.476190 4,178744
2 17.380952 4,375799
3 17.095238 5,233591
ST e 19.M47619 5.152438
| v 18.190476 5.134485
6 18.952381 5.034642
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Table 7
Newman-Keuls Analysis for Underqraduates
.on ‘Cognitive' Logical Task
Ordered Pairs of Treatment Means

P

Ta T3 6 Ts T

16,9333 16,8000 15,2000 15,1333  13.6100

3333 1.9333 2,000  3,5333
1333\ 1.7333 1.8000 . 13,3333
©1.60M 1.6667 3.2000

1,600

1.5333

Truncated range r

““

I qgg(r,84) 2,815 3.3800  3.7150 / 3.9500  4,1370

%

b‘gs(r‘-,m).l MSg/n '3.4081 © 4.0022  4.4978 4.7523' 5.0002

MSE L ?1.?85.71429 / ) " 143 6‘§ 2 NS
" " MNOTE: The above means indicate the mean numher of incorrect responses
. ., ‘made by each treatment aroup. .

.24
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' Table 8 )
Analysis of Variance for Underaraduates
on Coqn1t1ve'Loq[961 Task
ap . , .

Source df sS ' ns F ' pF

Treatments 5 '145.60000000 * 29,12000000. 1,3245 .2609

Experimental o . S
, *Error 84 ', 1846,30007000 21,98571429 : T
p NOTE: The above means indicate the mean number of incorrect responses made by o

. each treatment group.
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_ _ Table 9
SO - Mean Scores for Undergraduates on 5r
S S Cognitive Logical Task = . . b S
T,U'Jitmnt #o 4 Mean . ’ . sh g % A
17,1333 0 3943681
113.60000 Y 8,010630 . - , N
e LS "t .y
. “ 16.80000- . . . . 4,678217 - N

4

T U6LRT915
15,3333 L aa,373078 -

1
2

3

S I 1k
5 . |
6 (435770 .

15,20000'

N\

ne1s

v ., NOTE: The above means indicate the mean number of incorrect
_— ‘ responses made by each treatment aroup. ' A

. "m .




/ Y

. B
] ’ v
: \ ; }
" . ' 3
) L] o . N .

Table 10 ' .5
Hewman-Keuls Analysis for Graduates on ) ] ] C g
T . ’ " Cognitive Logical Task . ., ’
Ty Ts s TN W LT
- 16,8571 158571 156647 154762  15.4286 148095 .
e i .y
- 1.0000 11904 13899 1,4288 2 A7
Te I L1904 .3809 4285 10476
= ey S ot oawms 2w 8sn2
‘;’ T‘ ‘ ‘ / ._0‘76 om7
T . R 6191 ‘
: Ty . —
» ' .
Truncated range r .2. 3 -4 5 6
; .
q.95(rs120)  2.8000 33600  3.6%0  3.9200 4,100
. | .
et e v —— : . U - . .
q'”(r.m)‘/ ?SEIll 3.4740 4,1688 4,5782 4.8635 . 5,086 ;
MSg = 32.32857143 s 465123 %
J
ne21 : : . . \
: NOTE: The above means {ndicate the mean S T S— responses o
wo® made by each treatment group, . J
L]
.
/\\ .
. % .
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Table 11
Analysts of Variance for Graduates

F on Cognitive Loaical Task - , p
: - R
\') " ‘
Source af ss s F p>F
Treatments ‘5 47,87301587  9,57460317 .29617 i Y
Experimental - o
- _Error 120 3879,42857143  32,32857143

. ROTE: The above means indicate the mn number of 1ncomct responses mde by

uch treatment group. c.
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’ y Table 12
. Mean Scores for Graduates on
? : Cognitive Loqical' Task
Treatment . Mean _sn
. 15666667 - 4.374167
2 15.428571 . 5.626468
_ 3 14,809524 6.5NN916.
4 e 15.476190 7.080022 N
5 16.857143° 4.693460 ‘
6 15.857143 5.815586
n=21 e
NOTE: The above means {ndicate the mean number of fncorrect
responses made by each treatment group.: .
o “ P
o - " '
’ . . ! " ! -
I :‘t‘:f ’ e
) ' .
! .29
-
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APPENDIX A

Scott's Academic Self-Concept Scale

Directions: The statements below .are about your course work in neneral,

PTease Indicate on your answer sheet the number in front of each statecment

that seems to be the most 1ike your opinion., Note that hecause this i§ simply ..
a questionnaire, there are no "better" or "best” statements, It 1s only

your opinfon that is important, ) ‘ :

1. Yhen I compare this.class with other classes, I tMnk that 1t is probably
0) a very smart class .
(1) one of the smartest classes; T ra e
smart. : -
3) average, |
(4) dumb,

2. Compared to the other students in my courses, 1 am probably
0) the smartest
1) one of the smartest
2) smart
3) average .
4) dumb

1 think that I have the ability to do course work that {s
0) excellent

1) good

2) fair

3) poor

§. ‘hen a course {s borin;y. 1 usually
§ § lnke myself listen carefully anyway

3

isten for something important
think about other things
rest my mind

5. The grades. that I get in my courses ae=nerally show me
how smart [ am
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.

rofessors usually think that I am
the smartest person in the class -
one of the smartest in the-.class ' .

;vl:;qge : . . . S Y

&uNMOa

7. "1 believe that my course work is e
generally worth thinking about ;

usually worth thinking about’

sometimes worth thinking about

rarely worth thinking about

not important enough to think about

family expects my school work to'%h

.
3 DN O

0) mostly A's
1) A's and B's
2)mostly C's
3) my famTly~doesn't have any set expectations

9. The grades that I get in college are
0) very important ’
1) important
2) sort of imoortant
3) not worth worrying about -

10. I usually try to get grades that are .
(0) mostly A's . ‘ ‘
1) A's and B's :
2) mostly C's . g
3) 1 dont' try to get any particular grades.

11. In my course work,.it is important to me to
0) really know the material well, no matter how long it takes me
1) spend enough time to know the material fairly well
2) know the material enough to get throuqh as quickly as I can - .
3) 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 .
N) the smartest person in the class
1) one of the smartset in the class
2) smart .
3) average
1(4) dumb

31
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13,

14,

15.
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1 would grade my course work in' qeneral as

I

0
1
2
3
f
0
1
2
3

outstanding

01

1) good

;2; below averaje
’

failing

When I think about college 1ife in qeneral

my course work is the most important thing,
my course work is important along with other things
) my course work is not as important as some other thinas
my course work doesn't matter at all,
I don't"do as well in‘my courses as I '{hink I should, T usually feel
bad ,
sart of bad v
not bad at aM s :
T -
¢

.
-
s
ey vt byl 7

32
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: | T APPENDIX B - R
- ) Coqnit'lvé Loaical Task R . )
Directions: A1l the followinq questiona are ‘logical and have lonical answers,
1. What is the voting age for fedenl elections in the Unite& States of )
America?
2. ,Hhere is Argentina? . .
3. Wnat.is opposite of south? . g . Coe . v
4. Why do we celebrate the 4th of July? o _)
6.—Hame a play-written by Shakespeare, .
" 6. Who was Confuscious? ) ‘ *
e 7.. Who wrote Tom Sawyer? * . . ) B
8. HWhat is the square of a number?’ . ’
9, I went to bed at 8 o'clock in th; evening and set the alarm to get up
at 9 in the morning, How mny hours of sIeep would this allow me?
10. Divide 30 by k. Add ten What is the answer?
'/, :ll.«_ .How many animals of each species did Moses take aboard the ark? . J |
li. How many birthdays does the average man have?
13. Do they-have a 4th of July in England? ‘\\ e
14, Take two apples from three apples, and what do you have? .
15. ‘Nhat 1s the total of the nine numbers between 1 and 107 :
) 16. How far can a horse walk with a 50-foot rope tied around his neck?"
. 17. Two mothers were walking down a sidewaTk, . Each had thefr . -
daughter with her. While walking they met an old friend who nave then
three oranges, How did they divid the three oranges between them
without so much as cutting an orange?
18. In the space provided on your answer sheet, print a lower case (small
letter) I with a dot over it.
19, If you throw the dice and "7" {s showing on top, what {s facing down?-
20, How much 1{s three plus thrpe plus three times three times zero?

.
-
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Some months have thirty days, some hav? thi_rty-one. How many months

have twenty-ef ght days?

1f a doctor qave you_three pills and told you to take one every half-
hour. how long would they last? ‘

How far-can a-dog run into the woods? = ®

]

Hthat are four words that'eppear on every Wination of U.S. coins?

I have in my hand two U.S. cofns-which total 55 cents in value. Mne fs
not a nickel. Please keep that in mind, What are the coins?

A man builds a house with four sides to it. ]t is rectapaular in shape,
Each side -has a southern exposure. A bio. bear came wandering by. What

PN e e el S 2 G o i -

colar._1s the bear? _

A woman gives a beggar SO cents. The woman {s the beaqar H sister.
The beggar is not the woman's brother. How come?

Nhat 1s the maximum number of active baseball players on the field
during any part of the game?

Two men play checkers. They plaved 5 qames, and each man won the same
number of games, How can you figure this? . -

Is 1t leqal in South Carolina for a man to marry his widow's sister?
If you had only gpe match and entered a room in which there were a
kerosene lamp, an oil burner, and a wood burning stove, which would
you light first? .

Why can't a man 1iving in Winston-Salem, 4.C, be buried west of the
Mississippi River? )

A farmer had 17 sheep,

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

Where 1s New Caladonfa?

A1 but 9 died. How many did he have Teft?

How many inches are there in a mater?

Define anthropology. f
Define eu;archz.
Define suttee,

\
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