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ABSTRACT

Previous research has emphasized the reliability and
the validity of peer ratings. However, the cognitive and affective
impacts of peer evaluations within specific academic disciplines is
lacking. The present study explored the impact of fpeer group
evaluations on student attitudes toward the basic speech course and
student achievement on speech assignments. Subjects for the
investigation included 160 students enrolled in the basic speech
course at Central Missouri State College. Eighty of the subjects
received both peer and instructor ratings of performance, while the
other eighty subjects were exposed to instructor evaluation only.
Eighty of the subjects were taught by white instructors (one male and
one female), while the other eighty subjects were taught by black
instructors (one male and one female). Three attitude surveys, scores
on two objective examinations, scores on each of five speech
performances and the final course grades comprised the data for the
study. Although results of the analyses suggest that peer evaluations
do not serve as significant achievement incentives or as initiators
of more favorable student attitudes toward the course or instruction,
peer ratings appear more valuable in classes taught by black male
instructors.
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ABSTRACT

Previous resecarch has emphasized the reliability and the validity
of pcer ratings. However, the cognitive and affective impacts of peer
evaluations within specific academic disciplines is lacking. The pres-
ent study explored the impact of peer group cvaluations on siudent
attitudes toward the basic speech course and student achievement on
speech assignments. Subjects for the investigation included 160 students
enrolled in the basic speech course at Central Missouri State College.
Eighty of the subjects rececived both peer and instructor ratings of
performance, while the other cighty subjects were exposed to instruc-
tor evaluation only. Eighty of the subjects were taught by white
instructors (one male and onc female), while the other cighty subjects
were taught by black instructors (one male and snc female). Three
attitude surveys, scores on two objective cxaminations, scores on cach
of five specch performances and the final course grades comprised the
data for the study. Although results of the analyses suggest that peer
evaluations do NOT serve as significant achievement incentives or as
initiators of more favorable student attitudes toward the coursc or
instruction, peer ratings appear more valuable in classes taught by
black male instructors.
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PROBLEM UNDER CONSIDERATION

Rescarch completed within the last decade has established that in
academic [(1), (5), (7), (8)], industrial (4), and business (6), settings
pecr group ratings of performancce can be as reliable and as valid as the
ratings of ''trained observers.'" Additional research has implied certain
benefits of peer ratings. For example, John Muma discovered a high posi-
tive corrclation between peer approbation and overall academic achicve-
ment of high school students(3). In a follow-up study, Muma concluded
that pecr acceptance/rejection was more of an achievement determinant in
performance courses (band, driver's education, ctc.) than :n non-per-
formance courses (2). Taken at face value, Muma's conclusions regarding
the social and psychological impact of pesr pressure, coupled with
empirical cvidence that peers are capable of '"valid'" and '"reliable"
performance cvaluations tend to support the utilization of peer ratings
in the classroom as student-achicvement incentives or as initiators of
more favorable student attitudes toward the course or instruction.
llowever, rescarch designed to determine the cognitive aud cffective
impacts of pecr evaluations within specific academic disciplines is
-lacking. The present study was an effort to determine the influcnce of
pecer group evaluation on student attitudes and achievement in a basic
. speech comnunication course. Specifically, answers to the following
questions were sought:

1. Does peer group evaluation significantly alter student
attitudes and/or achicvement?

2. Does peer group cvaluation effect more differcnce in
attitudes and/or achievement in classes taught by
minority instructors than in classes taught by
instructors whose race is shared by the majority of the
students?

3. Does peer group evaluation effect more differcnce in
attitudes and/or achicvement in classes taught by
females than in classes taught by males?

4. Do the conjunctive effects of the instructor race

instructor sex, and peer group evaluation, significally
alter student attitudes and/or achievement?

9
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PROCEDURI:S

Subjects

Students cnrolled in the basic speech course at Central Missouri
State College cowprised the subjects (ii=160) for the investigation. The
subjects were dravn from eight scctions taught by ONE lecturer and FOUR
graduate assistants (one white male, one black male, one white female &
onc bluck female). Subjects enrolled in four of the scctions (N=80)
werce exposed to BOTH instructor (graduzte assistant) and peer evaluations
of cach of five speech performances. Subjects cnrolled in the other four
sections (N=80) were exposed to instructor (graduate assistant) cvalua-
tion ONLY (Sec Figure 1).

Figure 1: BREAKDOWN OF TREATMENT GROUPS

Houx 8:30 LECTURE 11:30 LECTURE

Treatment .

Peer Group + G.A.i#1 G.A.{#2 C.A.#3 G.A.#4
Instructor White Black White Black
Evaluation Female Male Male Female

N=20 N=20 N=20 N=20

Instructor G.A.#3 G.A.#4 G.A.#1 G.A.#2

Evaluation White Black White Black
Only Male Female Female Male
N=20 N=20 N=20 N=20

Independent Variables

The independent variables in the investigation were instructor race
instructor sex, and the utilization of peer group evaluations of student
assignments.

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables in the investigation were student attitude
and student achievement. Student attitude was measured toward cach of
eleven items on an attitude survey administered ot the beginning, the
middle, and the end of the term. Items on the survey included student
appraisal of lecture and practicum content, lecture and practicum
instruction, examinations, classroom spcech cvaluations, and the text-
book and course syllabus as lecture and practicum aids. Student
evaluations of each item werc indicated on three semantic differentinl-
type scales. A copy of the attitude survey is included as Exhibit #1
in Appendix A.

Student Achievement was derived from three sources: (1) grades on
individual speech assignments, (2) grades on two objective cxaminations,

and (3) course grades. Uniform rating sheets were used in all treatment
groups. The forms required numerical grades that cnhanced statistical
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analysis (Sce Exhibit #2 and ExLibit #3 in Appendix A).  In the peer
group cevaluation treatment, students rated one another on the same
forrm used by the instructor. ‘o be certain of considerction of the
peer ratings, cachh subject was required to turn in an evaluation
composit to his instructor following cuach assignment (Sce Lxhilit #4
in Apvendix A). llowever, only the instructor ratings in the two
treatuents were statistically compared,

The following items are indicative of those included on the two
objective examinations:

1. The term in the following list which does FOT refer to
part of the communication process is:
a. receciving
b. feedback
c. signal
d. induction
c. noise

14,  The primary aim of the "informational talk" is:
a. to change belicef
b. to move the audience to action
c. to entertain the audience
d. to put the audicnce at ease
e. to create or increase audience understanding

Administration of Treatments

(n the fourth day of the term the initial attitude survey was
administered to all subjects., Since the subjects had met only twice
with their speech evaluat or (graduate assistant) and only once with
their lecturer prior to the initial survey, the word "expectation"
was substituted for "appraisal on the instrument. The following
item is indicative of the change:

3. Indicate your cxpectation of the course lecturer.

expert : : : : : : inexpert
qualified : : : : : : unqualified
informed : : : : : : uninformed

Approximately half-way through the term and again at the end of
the term the eleven-item attitude survey was administered to all
subjects, Serious and candid student responses were cncouraged on the
occasion of each attitude survey by (1) assuring the subjects that
their responses would be considered in revising and up-dating the
coursc, and (2) identifying the subjects by number rather than by name.

Graduate assistants provided the rescarcher with cach subject's

specch grades throughout the rerm and with each subject's course grade
at the end of the term.

!
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Two examinations verce administered. The first, consisting of
fifty maltiple choice items, wag taken by all subjects approximately
half-way through the terim.  The sccond, consisting of oue hundred
multiple choice items, was taken by all subjects on the last day of
the term.

Since all subjects were involved in a lecture-practicum instruction
arrangewrcnt, no significant variations in theory exposition werve
encouantered.  Under the lecturce-practicum arrangement, onc-half of thoe
subjects met jointly for theoretical instruction on eaclhi of two hours
(See Figure l:  BREAKDOWR OF TREATMEIT GROUPS). On performance days cach
of the graduate assistants et separately with his twenty assienad students
on cach of two hours., Consequently, cach of the four graduate assislants
was iavolved in one section with peer evaluation and one section without
peer evaluation. Since the same imitividual delivered the mass lectures
for all eight scctions (four sections per hour during two class periods),
lectuce instruction remained constant across all sections. To minimize
the cffects of minor variations between the two lecture presentations,
two of the four scctions were involved in the peer group treatment during
each of the two class periods (Sce Figure 1). Such an arrangement also
reduced the possibility that the tiwe of day could intervene as a
variable in speech performances.

Data Analysis

Attitude scores on cach of eleven variables were computed using a 3
between, 1 within analysis of variance with repcated measures design. The
Between Subjects main cffects were A:Group (pecer vs. non pecr), B:Sex
(male vs. female), and Cirace (black vs. white). The Within Subjects main
cffect was T:time (mid term vs. final). Between Subjects interactions were
analyzed using the Newman-Kuels tes!. The .05 level was set as the minimum
level for all tests. DIracticum grades were analyzed using the same model.
Attitude pre-test, Mid exam, final cxam, and coursc grades were analyzed
using a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance model. llere too, significant
interactions were analyzed using the Newman-Kuecls test. In the reporting
of significance levels only .05 and .0l levels are reported.
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RESULTS

The data analyses provided the following answers to the research
questions:

1. Does pecer group evaluation significantly alter student attitudes
and/or achievemcnt?

The statistical comparisons Lietween the four peer-group secticns
and the four non-peer-group sections indicated N0 significant diffcrences
in any of the eleven attitude items, on any of the five specch perfor-
mances, on either of the two exawminations, or in the final course grades.
Statistical comparisons between peer and non-peer sections way be
cxamined in Appendix B, Tables 1-52. Those comparisons arc designated as
"A (CGroup)" under the heading "Between Subjects'.

Although the peer-group and non-pecr-group subjects did not differ
significantly in their expressed attitudes on any one of the threce surveys,
subject's involved in the peer treatment expressed more negative change in
their attitude toward the lecture coutent than did non-peer subjects (See
Table 23). The difference (F = 7.27) was significant at the .01 level.

A possible explanation for the dirfference is provided in the next section
of this rcport.

2. Does peer group evaluation effect more difference in attitudes
and/or achievement in classes taught by minority instructors
than in classes taught by instructors whose race is shared by
the majority of the students?

An cxamination of the tables in Appendix B will show that instructor
race initiated NO significant diflerences between peer-groups and non-
pecr-groups. Those comparisons are designated as "A x C'" under the
heading "Between Subjects". One scemingly apparent significant difference
(See Table 15) should be disregarded, since that difference materialized
on the pre-test before the subjects were exposcd to the peer-group treat-
ment. The really important obscrvation is that no significant "A x C"
(pecr-group by race) interactions materialized on the mid-term and final
attitude surveys, the two cxaminations, the five speeches, or the final
coursc grades.

When the effect of peer cvalnations was examined within subjects,
one significant difference did emerge (Table 29). Students enrolled in
sections taught by black instructors and involved in the peer cvaluation
treatment were more negative in their attitudes toward examinations
across time ("A x C x T"), while their counterparts enrolled in sections
taught by black instructors and involved in the control groups were more
positive in their-attitudes toward examinations across time.

Of sociological significance (although not directly related to the

utilization of peer ratings) is the fact that statistical comparisons
indicated a better than average willingness of white students to accept

9
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black instructors in a speech performance course. ‘fhat willingness was
expressad en the pre-test (Sce Table 21) when students in clagees Ltaught

by black instructors were significantly more favorable toward the course
(overall) than were their counterparts in scetions taught by white instruc-
tors. An examination of the tables in Appendix B will reveal a number of
significant differences "Between Subjects on the "C (Race)" line and
"Within Subjects" en the "C x 1" line. Subjects taugiut by black instructors
wvere wore favorable toward the content of the mass lectures (Table 23), the
theoretical material in the text (Table 25), the theoretical material in the
syllabus (Table 27), cexaminations (Table 29), the course lecturer (Table 31)
the speceh assignments (Table 33), the textbook as an aid in speech prepara-
tion (Table 35), the syllabus as an aid in speech preparation (Tahle 37),
classroom cvaluatiens of speech performance (Table 39), the practicum
instructor (Table 41), and their overall appraisal of the course (Table 43).

3. Does peer group evaluation effect more difference in attitudes
and/or achievement in classes taught by females than in classes
taught by males?

An cxiamination of the tables in Appendix B will show that instructor
sex initiated NO significant differences between peer-groups and non-pcer-
groups. Those comparisons are designated as "A x B" under the heading
"Between Subjects". No significant "A x 13" (peer-group by sex) interac-
tions materialized on the mid-term and final attitude surveys, the two
e’ m.:ations, the five spceches, or the final course grades.

ngain, of sociological significance (although not direcctly related
to the utilization of peer ratings) is the fact that statistical compari-
sons (with one exception) indicated no sex discrimination toward instiuc-
tors on the part of the students. An examination of the tables in Appendix B
will reveal only onc significant difference "Detween Subjects" on the 'B
(Sex)" line and "Within Subjects" on the "B x T" line. As indicated in
Table 47, subjects enrolled in classes taught by male instructors attained
significantly higher grades on the mid-term examination than did subjects
enrolled in classes taught by female instructors (F = 5.00). Three other
surface differences (See Table 41, Table 45, and Table 51) louse their
significance upon carcful analysis. 1In all three cases the significant
difference on the sex line ('B'") results partially frowm the significant
difference on the race line(''C') to create a significant "B x C" inter-
action. Qualitative analysis of the data indicates that the white male
instructor gave somewhat lower grades than did the other instructors, thus
accounting for the differences in achievement (Table 45 & Table 49) and
attitude (Table 41).

4. Do the conjunctive cffects of instructor race, instructor sex,
and peer group evaluations significantly alter student attitudes
and/or achicvement?

Although two "A x B x C" (Peer-Sex-Race) interactions materialized
on the pre-test (Table 5 and Table 15), the subjects had not at that time
been exposed to the treatment condition, Conscquently, it should be assumed
that the significaut: differences were influenced mora by the sex and race
variables, and that the peer effect was duc to chance.

10
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0f greater importance were significant differences which emerged
on the mid-term and final evaluation surveys, well after the subjects
wvere exposcd to the treatment condition. Subjects cnrolled in the
section taught by the balck male irstructor and involved in the peer
trecatment (Sce Table 31) were significantly nore favorable toward the
course lecturer than were the other subjects (F = 5.49), Subjects
enrolled in the section taught by the black female instiructor and

involved in the control treatment were more favorable toward the course
lecturer than were the subjects taught by the same instwuctor and

involved in the peer treatment and all subjects (peer and non-peer)

taught by thie white instructors (Sce Table 31 & Table 32). Further
examination of Table 32 will rcveal that non-peer-group subjects taught

by tle balck male instructor were more favorable toward the course
lecturer than were subjects taught by the white male instructor and
involved in the peer treatment. Subjects taught by the black female
instructor aad involved in the peer trecatment were more favorable toward
the course lecturer than were subjects tanght by the white male instruc-
tor and involved in the pcer treatment. Subjects enrolled in the secction
taught by the white male instructor and involved in the contrel treatment
were more favorable toward the course lecturer than their counterparts
tauglit by the same instructor and involved in the peer treatment. Subjects
enrolled in the scction tauglit by the white female instructor and involved
in the peer trecatment were more favorable toward the coursc jecturer than
the subjccts enrolled in the section taught by the white male instructor
and involved in the peer treatment.

Perhaps the most important race-sex-peer conjunctive interactions
were discovered in the analysis of the overall attitude toward the course
(Tabie 43 and Table 44). Subjects enrolled in the section taught by the
black male instructor amil involved in the pecer treatment were sigaificantly
more favorable in their appraisal of the speech course than ware the other
subjects (F = 5.43). Subjects enrolled in the section taught by the black
female instructor and involved in the control trecatment were significantly
more favorable in their appraisal of the specch course than were subjects
taught by the same instructor in the peer treatmeat and all subjects in the
sections taught by white instructors. Subjects enrolled in the section
taught by the white male instructor and involved in the peer treatment were
morc negative in their appraisal of the course than were sul jects taught
by the same instructor in the control treatment (Sec Table 44).

Race-sex-peer conjunctive interactions across time accounted for two
significant differences (Table 29 & Table 35). In student attitude
toward examinations and toward the textbook, subjects cnrolled in the
section taught by the balck female and involved in the control treatment
expressed MORE FAVORABLE attitudes, while all other subjeccts cxpressed
more negative attitudes across time ("A x Bx C x T").

ERIC 10
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CONCLUSIORS

The most obvious conclusion which can be expressed on the basis
of the present study is that peer group cvaluations in a speech classroom
do not result in significant attitudinal or achievement differences,
The one difference across time in student attitude toward lecture content
(Table 23) could be interpreted in two very different lights. The fact
that non-pcer subjects expericenced less ncegavive change in their attitude
toward the leccture content could maan that peer subjects were so conltent
with their practicum sessiong (where peer evaluations were expericenced)
that they saw less value in the lecture sessions., On the other hand,
the more ncgative attitudes cxpressed by peer subjects could have denoted
a negative effect of peer group cvaluations, Since such a difference
emerged on only onc variable, no firm conclusion is posaible at this time.

Although subjects enrolled in sections taught by black instruc-
tors expressed significantly more favorable attitudes than did their
counterparts in sections taught by white instructors, the utilization
of peer evaluations was not a significant factor in the development of
those favorable attitudes.

Subjects receiving the peer txreatment in sections tadght by male
instructors did not differ significantly in attitude or achievement
from their counterparts taught by female instructors.

Interestingly enough, the peer treatment resulted in significant
differences only when examined in conjunction with instructor race AND
instructor sex. Subjects enrolled in the section taught by the black
male and involved in the peer treatment were significantly more favorable
toward the course lecturer and in their overall appraisal of the course
than were other subjects. Subjects enrolled in the scction taught by
the black female and involved in the control treatment werc more favorable
toward the textbook and toward examinations than were other subjects
and were more favorable in their overall attitude toward the coursc than
their peer-group counterparts. Although further research will be necessary
before definitive conclusions can be rcached, the present investigation
points toward the utilization of peer ratings in sections taught by
black males and indicates that such ratings have little or no positive
effect in other sections.

Although the results of this investigation suggests that peer
evaluations do NOT scrve as significant achievement incentives or as
initiators of more favorable student attitudes toward the coursc or
instruction, it is interesting to note that the additional work required
in the peer treatment (rating fellow students and filling out the composit
evaluation form) did not significantly impair the instructors status
in the classroom, the attitude toward the classroom evaluations, or the
overall appraisal of the coursc. Consequently, if for any reason instruc-
tors might desire to obtain peer ratings of performance, the results
of this study clearly indicate that such ratings may be required without
significant reduction of students' appraisals of coursework or instruc-
tion.

11 12




REFERENCES

Burke, Ronald J., "Some Preliminary Data on the Use of Seclf-
Evaluatiens and Peer Ratings in Assigning University
Course Grades," The Journal of Educational Research,
62: 444-448, 1969,

Muma, John R., "Peer Lvaluation and Academic Achicvement in
Performarce Classes,” The Persomnnel and Guidance Journal,
46: 580-585, 1968,

Muma, John R., "Pcer Evaluation and Academic Peiformance, "
The Personnel and Guidance Journal, &44: 405-409, 1965,

Roadman, Harry E., "An Industrial Jse of Peer Ratings," Journal
of Applicd Psychology, 68: 211-214, 1964.

Titus, H. Edwin, "The Usc of Peer Nominations as a Predictor
of Academic Success in College,' The Journal of Experimental
Education, 37: 63-66, 1969,

Waters, L. K.; Waters, Carrie Wherry, "Peer Nominations as
Predictors of Short-Term Sales Per formance," Journal of
Applied Psychology, 54: 42-447 1970,

Wiggins, Nancy; Blackburn, Margaret; Hackman, J. Richard,
"Prediction of First-Year Graduate Success in Psycholopy:
Peer Ratings," The Journal of Educational Research, 63:
81-85, 1969.

Wiseman, Gordon; Barker, Larry, "A Study of Peer Group Evalu-
ation,' The Southern Speech Journal, 31: 132-138, 1965.




APPENDI: A




Exhibit #1:

Communication 1000 Evaluation
Winter, 1971

Your instructor is cooperating with the communication department in an
evaluation of Communication 1000, Public Speaking. This information
will be confidential and will be used to make necessary improvements

in the course. Today, information is needed concerning your evaluations
of Communication 1000. Below are sets of descriptive scales on which
you can express your evaluations of this course.

For example, you might be asked to describe your classroom facilities.
If these are very closely related to one end of the scale, you should
place X marks as follows:

valuable X : : : : :____worthless

good X : : : : : : bad

fair ¢ X : : : : unfair
or

valuable : : : : : X ¢ worthless

good : : : : : : X bad

fair : : : : ¢+ X ¢ unfair

In some cases you may have no evaluation, or you may be neutral, or

you may feel the scale is irrelevant. 1In this case mark the middle space.
There are three scales following each item. Please mark each one of the
three scales. All three scales need not be marked the same. In every
case, please mark every scale.

valuabile : : : X : : worthless
good : : : X ¢ : : bad
fair : : : X ¢ : : unfair

Please work quickly. Your first impressions are most important. In
addition, at the top of your evaluation sheet please record your section
number in the appropriate place. Remember, these results are confidential
and can in no way affect your grade in this course.




Student Number

Section

1. Indicate your appraisal of the content of the lectures.

valuable : : : : : : worthless
good : : : : : :___bad
fair : : : : : : unfair

2.a. 1Indicate your appraisal of the theoretical material in the textbook.

valuable : : : : : : worthless
good : : : : : : _bad
fair : : : : : : unfair

2.b. Indicate your appraisal of the theoretical material in the course

syllabus.
' valuable : : : : : : worthless
good : : : : : : bad
fair : : : : : : unfair

2.c. 1Indicate your appraisal of the exams covering theoretical material.

valuable : : : : : : worthless
good : : : : ¢ bad
fair : : : : : unfair

3. Indicate your appraisal of the course lecturer.

expert : : : : : : inexpert
qualified : : : : : : unqualified
informed : : : : : : uninformed

4. 1Indicate your appraisal of the content of the practicum session
(classroom speeches).

valuable : : : : : : worthless
good : : : : : :__ bad
fair : : : : : : unfair

5.a. Indicate your appraisal of the textbook as an aid in preparing
classroom speeches,

valuable : : : : : : worthless
good : : : : : : bad
fair : : : : : : unfair




Indicate your appraisal of the syllabus as an aid in preparing
classroom speeches.

valuable : : : : : : worthless
good : : : : : : bad
fair : : : : : : unfair

Indicate your appraisal of the classroom evaluations of specch

assignments.

valuable : : : : : worthless
good : : : : : : bad
fair : : : : : : unfair

6. Indicate your appraisal of the instructor who listens to and evaluates
your speeches.

expert : : : : : : inexpeft
qualified : ¢ _unqualified
informed : : : ___uninformed

7. Indicate your over-all appraisal of Comm 1000, Public Speaking.

valuable : : : : worthless
good : : : : : bad
fair : : unfair




Exhibit #2
Comm. 1000: Rating Sheet #1
Peer Group Evaluation
Informative Speech

Student
Topic
]
5] olo 1)
T o Salz o
O |5 uinld wly COMMENTS
515 8i8)s 2l
N g <|<ai]eo <<irz

1. Introduction (caught atten-
tion, thematic statement,
initial summary)

o
wi
o
N
0
(o)}
W

2. Vocal Delivery (pitch,

! rate, volume, diction,
pronounciation, and 1018 (614 {2

enthusiasm)

3. Physical Delivery (poise,

gestures, eye-contact, 108 (6] 4 |2
mannerisms)
4., Language Use(Clarity, vivid- sla 32 1

ness, appropriate)

5. Organization of Major
Points (logic, clarity,
suitability, coherence)

20116 {124 8 |4

6. Supporting Materials
(adequacy, relevance,
variety)

20116 112 8 |4

7. Conclusion (summary, 151121916 |3
close)

8. Subject (originality,

informative approach,: 514 {31 2 11
wor thwhile)
TOTAL SCORE 100
15 1




Exhibit #3
Comm. 1000: Rating Sheet 3#2
Peer Group Evaluation
Persuasive Speech

Student

Topic

[

S Q)g)J V]
o cq &0
93 BIDIS T v COMMENTS
SR
Ol <| <lm < =
1. Subject (Originality,
Persuasive approach, 514 |31 211
wor thvhile)
2. Effective opening remarks;
caught attention and focused k
it on speaker's ideas. 10 8 16] 4 12
3. Supporting Material (adequacy
P regevance, variety) ( 15112 191 6 |3

4. Motive Appeals: Degree to
which speaker made the prob-
lem relevant to the audience's [15/12 [9] 6 |3
neceds.

5. Organization: arrangement of
issues made speech easy to :
follow and gave impression
of progress toward prede- 15112 {91 6 |3
termined goal; Motivated
sequence utilized.

6. Development of Conclusion:
Audience knew exactly what
the speaker wanted them to 10} 8 (6] 4 |2
believe/do.

7. Vocal Delivery (pitch,
rate, volume, diction,
proncunciation, and 10} 8 |6]4 |2
enthusiasm)

8. Physical Delivery (poise,
gestures, eye-contact, 10| 8 |6({4 |2
mannerisms)

9. Language Uses (Clarity,
vividness, appropriate) 514 {32 1

10. Attitude: concern with
audience reactions; ability
to talk with instead of to 504 1312 41
the audience.

TOTAL, SCORE 100

18 19




Exhibit #4

SYNTHESIS OF COMMUNICATION EVALUATIONS

Name Section Date

SPEECH TOPIC

I. INSTRUCTOR'S EVALUATION (In the space below list both strong and
weak points which your instructor noticed in your speech.)

STRONG POINTS WEAK_POINTS
A A,
B B.
c c.
D. D.
E. E.

ITI. PEER EVALUATIONS (In the space below list both strong and weak
points which your classmates noticed in your speech).

A. A.
B. B.
c. c.
D. D.
| E. E.

III. SYNTHESIS (As a result of your instructor's evaluation and peer
group evaluations, list what appear to be your major communication
problems AND list several positive steps which you plan to take in
your next speech to improve your communication effectiveness.)

Ll
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Student Attitudes:

Variable:

Pre-test

Content of the lectures

Source of Variation SS df MS F

A (Group) 0.01 1 0.01 .00 >,05
B (Sex) 2.34 1 2.34 .33 >,05
C (Race) 5.51 1 5.51 .77 >,05
AxB 3.01 1 3.01 .42 > .05
AxC 1.26 1 1.26 .18 > .05
B xC 19.26 1 19.26 2.69 > .05
AxBxC 0.26 1 0.26 04 > .05
Error 630.08 88 7.16

Total 661.74 95

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

3= most positive attitude
most negative attitude

21=

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 2

21

TABLE 1
Peer Group Non-Peer Group

Male 5.50 5.50
Black

Female 5.17 4,67

Male 4,75 5.42
White

Female 6.42 6.17




Variable:

Student Attitudes:

Pre-test

Theoretical material in the

textbook

Source of Variation

SS

[a5)
N

MS.

A (Group)
B (Sex)

C (Race)
AxB
AxC
BxC
AxB xC
Error

Total

1254,

1359.

.50
.17
.38
.17
.04
.04
.04

50

1.50
28,17
45,38

0.17

7.04

1.04
22,04
14,26

00 K = b= b b e

[}

.11
1.98
3.18

.01

.49

.07
1.55

AR

vV

VVvVy

.05
.05
.05
.05
.05
.05
.05

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OTF VARIANCE SUMMARY

3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 4

22

i

TABLE 3
Peer Group Non-Peer Group
Male 8.00 7.75
Black
Female 8.25 10.08
Male 9.17 9.75
White »
Fenale 10.92 9.75




Student Attitudes: Pre-test

Variab!e: Theoretical material in

course syllabus

Source of Variation S§S

(a5
Hn

A (Group)
B (Sex)

C (Race)
AxB
AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

00 1= b = = b

o]

AVVVVYY

F 95 (588,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

TABLE 5

Pecr Group

Non-Peer Group

Black

7.33

6.00

Female

6.17

Female

3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

TREATHENT MEANS
TABLL 6




Variable:

Student Attitudes:

Pre-test

Exams covering theorctical

material
Source of Variation SS df MS F P

A (Group) 2.67 1 2.67 22| =.05
B (Sex) 1.50 1 1.59 .13 .05
C (Race) 6.00 1 6.ini .50 | >.05
A xB 30. 1 30.38 2,55} >.05
Ax¢C 1. 1 1.04 09 =.05
B xC 22, 1 22.04 1.85 1] = .05
AxBxC 0. 1 0.17 011 >=.05
Error 1049, 88 11.92

Total 1112,

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

TABLE 7
Peer Group Non-Pecer Group
Male 12.50 10.75
Black
Female 10.08 10.75
Male 11.75 10.58
White
Female 11.42 12.33
3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude
TRUEATMENT MIZANS
TABLE 8
(9]
24 ,(,5




Variable: Course lacturer

Student Attitudes: Pre-

test

Source of Variation

(a9
Hh

A (Group)
B (Sex)

C (Race)
AXB
AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

N

00 e

o

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

TABLE 9

Pecx Group

Non-Peer Group

4.58

3.92

Female

Vhite

Female

3= most positive attitude
21= nost negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 10

25




Student Attitudes;

Pre-test

Variable: Content of the practicum
session
Source of Variation SS df MS F p
A (Group) 12.76 1 12.76 1.20 } > .05
B (Sex) 19,26 1 19,26 1.8 | >.05
C (Racu) 3.01 1 3.01 .28 1 >.05
A x B 0.01 1 0.01 .00 | >.0S
AxC 4,59 1 4.59 A3 ] = .05
BxC 0.84 1 0.84 .08 | =.05
AxBxC 27.09 1 27.09 2,55 1 >.05
Error 933.42 88 10.61
Total 1000.99
\
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARTIANCE SUMMARY
TABLE 11
Peer Group  Non-Peer Group
Male 7.50 5.25
Black
Female 5.33 5.25
Male 6,17 6.92
White
Female 6.50 6.17

= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS

TABLE 12

26




Student Attitudes: Pre-test

Variable: Textbook as an aid in preparing
classroom specches

Source of Variation SS ‘ df MS F P

A (Group) 36.26 1 36.26 1.58| >.05
B (Sex) 8.76 1 8.76 .38] >.05
C (Race) 27.09 1 27.09 1.18| =.05
AXB 3.02 1 3.02 .13 =>.05
A=nC 0.01 1 0.01 .00} >.05
BxC 12.76 1 12.76 .56 =.05
AxBxC 31.50 1 31.50 1.38] >.05
Error 2015, 25 88 22.90

Total 2134,65

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95 -

F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

TABLE 13
Peer Group Non-Peer Group
Male 11.75 9.75
Black
Female 10, 83 10. 42
Male 8.83 9.08
Vhite
Female 11.67 8.92

3= most positive attitude
21= most ncgative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 14

o . 27 A8




Student Attitudes: Pre-test

Variable: Syllabus as an aid in preparing
classroom specches

c.
Hn

Source of Variation SS

A (Group) .67
B (Sex) .67
¢ (Race) .00
AXxXB .50
AxC .00
BxC .50
AxXxDB x¢C .00
Error .00

DV H B H

o)

Total 23,34

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY
TABLE 15

Pecer Group  Non-Peer Group

7.42 6.83

Female

Male

Female

= most positive attitude
= most negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 16

28




Student Attitudes: Pre-test

Variable: Classroom evaluations of
speech assignments

Source of Variation

Q.
"

A (Group)

)

O

o]

i T

VVVvVVYVY

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95

F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY
TABLE 17

Peexr Group

Non-Peeyr Group

7.25

5.83

Female

White

Female

3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 18

29




Student Attituvdes:; Pre~test

Variable: Instructor who listens to
and evaluates your speeches

Source of Variation SS df MS F P

A (Greup) 1.50 1 1.50 A2 1 = 05
B (Sex) 13.50 1 13,50 { 1.07 [ > .05
C (Race) 10.67 1 10.67 84| >.,05
AxbB 0.17 1 0.17 01| =.05
AxC 0.00 1 0.00 001 =.05
BxC 66.67 1 66.67 | 5.26 | < .05
AxBxC 2.67 1 2.67 21 1 = .05
Exror 1114.67 88 12,67

Total 1209.84

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY
TABLE 19
Peer Group Non-Peer Group
Male 6.00 5.50
Black
Female 6.67 6.67
Male 8.00 8.17
Vhite
Female 6.00 5.33

3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

TREATHMENT MEANS
TACLE 20

o 30

bt




Student Attitudes:

Variable:s

Pro-test

Cverall eppralsal of Comm 10G0

Source of Variation

SS df MS F P
A (Group) 15.04 ] 15.04 1.41} > .05
B (Sex) 4,17 1 4,17 L39 | - .05
C (Bace) 42,67 1 42.67 4,01 1< .05
AxB 14.1.7 1 4,17 . 34 = .0%
AxC 0.67 1 0.67 .06 | - .05
BxC 2.0% 1 2.04 .19 | > .05
AxB xC G.38 1 9.38 .88 | = .05
Error 937.50 8§ 10.65

Total 1015.6%

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS 0F VARIANCE SUMMARY

3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

TABLE 22

31

TREATHENT FEARS

TABLLE 21
Pecr Group  Non-Peer Group
Male 6.58 4.92
Black
Female 4.83 5.25
Male 7.17 6.42
White
Female 7.25 6.08




Student Attitudes: Mid-term and Final Mcasurecs

Variable: content of the lecture

Source of Variation Ss df

Between Sub jects
A (Group)
B (Sex)
C (Race)
AXxB
AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error
Within Subjects
T (Time)
AXx
B x
Cx
AX
AXx
B x
Ax
Error

ON r= ;= =y = = p—

[s 2]

OO = r= = = e

[o]

Total

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 23

Peer group Non-Peer Group

Male 5.42 .08

Female
.33

Mid-term
Male

. Female

Male

Female

Male

Egmale

3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 24




sStudent Actcltus-'s: dia—-tarm and rinal peasutes

Variable: theorctical material in
the textbook

Source of Variation Ss df M F P
Between Subjects
A (Group) 4.38 1 4,38 .lal =-.05
B (Sex) 23.38 1 23.38 751 =.05
C (Race) 584.50 1 384,501 18.78| <.01
AxB 35.88 1 35.8¢t L.151>.05
Ax¢C 2,30 1 2.30 D071 -.05
B xC 112.55 1 112.55] 3.621]-.05
AxXB xC 3.79 1 3.79 121 >.05
Error 2738.55 88 31.12
Within Subjects
T (Time) 106.50 1 106.50] 5.00 | <.01
AxT 6.35 1 6.38 481 >.05
BxT 5.67 1 5.67 A3 ] =>.05
CxT 66.51 1 66.51} 5.00|-<.05
AxBxT " 0.25 1 0.25 .02 1 =.05
AxCxT 45.04 1 45.041 3.381=>.05
BxCxT 27.75 1 27.75fp 2.08]=.05
AxBxCxT 5.68 1 5.68 431 >.05
Error 1171.70 88 13.31
Total 4940.83
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 25
Peer group Non-Peer Group
Hale 3.08 10,08
Black
Female
7.83 8.0
Mid-term 8
Male
White 10.75 10,50
\
Female
12.17 9.92
Black Male 9.83 11.17
Female
Final 7.92 6.‘}2
Male
White - 12.08 13.67
Female
' 13.59 14.75
" = most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude
TREATMENT MEANS
o ‘{il
: 3 26 »
IERJ!: TABLE t

33




Student Attitudes: Mid-tava and Tinal Measur -

Variable: thuctetical matcvial in the course

syll bus
Source of Varjatioca SS df MS F P
Betwcen Sub jects
A (Group) 30.CS 1 30,08 2.21)=.05
B (Sex) 25.52 1 25.521 1.8%{:=.05
C (Race) 208.33 1 203,331 15.33(-2.01
AxB 11.02 1 1r.02 51 =.05
AxC 2.09 1 2.09 51,05
B xC 0.02 1 0.02 .00} =.05
AxBxC 13.02 1 13.02 .96 1 =-.05
Error 1195.59 38 13.59
Within Subjects
T (Time) 16.33 1 16.33] 1.79|>.05
AxT | 3.00 1 3.00 .331>.05
BxT ; 31.69 1 21.691 3.48|=>.C5S
CxT 44.09 1 54,091 4.851<.05
AxBxT 7.52 1 7.52 .831>.05
AxCxT 6.75 1 6.75 74 1=>.05
BxCxT 6.02 1 6.02 .66 | >.05
AxXxXBxCxT 1.02 1 1.02 .11 }~>.05
Error 800.58 88 9.10
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 27
Peer group Non-Peer Group
Male 5.50 5.08
Black
Female
- 7.67 6.67
Mid-term
Male ) 6.33
White .17 *
Female
7.92 8.00
Black Male 6.42 5.75
Female
Final 5.75 5.50
Male
White 10.33 7.17
Female
9.08 9.00

3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude

Qo : TREATMENT MEANS

ERIC TABLE 28 a9




Student Attilude.: Mid-terwnm and Final Measures

Variable: Es=oams coveving theoretical
matevial

Source of Variation SS dt MS F p
Between Sub jects
A (Group) 5.67 1 5.67 21 ] =05
B (Sex) 41.25 1 41.25 1.56 } =.05
C (Race) 879.80 1 879.80 ] 33,34 | <.01
Ax3B 97.75 1 97.75 3.70 1 =-.05
AxC 6.38 1 6.38 248 ] =05
BxC 24 .30 1 24,80 .94 1=-.05
AxBxC 41.27 1 41.27 1.56 | =.05
Error 2322.29 §8 26.39
kithin Subjects
T (Time) 125.13 1 125.13]13.27 | <.01
AxT 1.88 1 1.88 .20 1>.05
BxT 12.51 1 12.51 1.33 |=.05
CxT 41.25 1 41.25} 4.371<.05
AxBxT 7.13 1 7.13 .76 1 >.05
AxCxT 45.05 1 45.05] 4.78|=<.05
BxCxT 32.50 1 32.50 3.451=.05
AxXxXBxCxT 55.25 1 55.25 5.86 |<.05
Error 829.79 88 9.43
Total 4569.70
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 29
Peer group Non~Peer Group
Male 6.58 9.00
Black
Female
6.92 .00
Mid-term 6
Male
10.50 2.
White > 12.00
Female
10.92 8.50
Male
Black 7.67 92.92
Female
Final 8.75 4.92
Male
White 12.00 12.92
Female
12.17 15.00
3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude
TREATMENT MEANS QG
TABLE 30 !

35



stuc it Attitude ;0 Hid=-tevn and Final Yoasur s

Variable: coursce lecturer

Source of Variation 58S df MS ¥ P
Between Subjects
A (Group) 5.38 1 6.38 .53 ] =-.05
B (Sex) 5.38 1 6.38 .53 1:-.05
C (Race) 190.00 1 1¢0.00 [ 15.66 | -=.01
AXxB 0.13 1 0.13 .GL |- -.08
AxC 3.26 1 3.20 .27 1=-.05
BxC 7.93 1 7.93 .65 1:-.05
AxBxC 66.50 1 65.50] 5.49 | --.05
Error 1067.29 88 12.13
Within Subjects
T (Time) 100.63 1 100.63 1 19.20 | <.01
AxT 14.63 1 145,631 2.79 | >.05
BxT 16.93 1 16,93} 3.23 |=.05
CxT 14.63 1 4.631 2.7) :=.05
AXBxT 5.00 1 5.00 .95 1>.05
AXCXT 13.55 1 13.55| 2.59 |>.05
BxCxT 1.17 1 1.17 .22 1>.05
AXBxCxT 1.50 1 1.50 .29 |=.05
Error 461.46 88 5.24
Total 1977.37
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMLARY
TABLE 31
Peer group Non-Peer Group
N
Male 3.67 4.67
Black
Female -
‘ 5.08 3.92
Mid-term
{al
hite Hale 5,75 5.58
Female
" 4.33 6.42
Male
Black 4.00 5.25
Female )
Final 6.58 5.08
Male :
White 8.58 .. 6.25
Female
8.67 7.58
3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude
o TREATMENT MEAN 7

E MC . TABLE 32

[AFullToxt Provided by ERIC 3 6




Student Attitudes: Mid-term and Final Measures

Variable: coutent of the practicua seuasion

Source of Variation SS df MS I P
Between Subiects
A (Group) 4.08 1 .08 21005
B (Sex) 13.02 1 13.02 LB 05
C (Race) 93.52 1 93.52 4,7.1-2.08
AxB 3.00 1 3.CG0 LA571:4-.05
AxC 0.34 1 0.34% L02]3,05
BxC 54.19 1 %.19 2.7.1.05
AxBxC 21.33 1 21.33 1.03}°-.05
Error 1737.34 88 19.74
Within Subjects
T (Time) 1.69 1 1.69 27 17,08
AxT 2.08 1 2.08 35 17-.05
BxT 1.02 1 1.02 16 17,05
CxT 20.02 1 20.02 3.231~-.05
AxBxT 5.34% 1 5.34 B8O =08
AxCxT 24,09 1 24.09 3.39 1,09
BxCxT 9.19 1 9.19 A3 13.05
AXBxCxT 6.75 1 6.75 1,09 |=.05
Error 544.83 88 6.19
Total 2541.81
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 33
Peer group Non-Peer Group
Male 5.42 5.58
Black
Female
. 7.42 5.83
Mid~term
Mal
i te © 7.33 3.17
Female
5.75 6.00
Male
. . Black 5.00 6.25
Female
Final : 5.92 5.25
Male
White 9.50 7.08
Female
7.08 6.92
3= most positive attitude
21= most negative attitude
TREATMENT MEANS
“TABLE 34 u8
3




Student Avtitude s

Mid-term and Final Yoasur

3

Variable: temittooek as an cid i preparing
clararoot speeches
Source of Variatica 55 df s ¥ )
Between Sub jocts
A (Group) 22.¢0 1 22,00 Lo .08
B (Sex) 112.55 1 112,55 3,03 ©L05
C (Race) 550.13 | 3E0.13 ) 15080 -0
Ax3B 59.03 1 36,50 1.6 =048
Ax C 5.6& 1 5.38 L1511 7105
BxC 45.05 L 15.05 L.21 ] =.0%
AxBxC 14.63 1 1%.03 39 ) .05
Error 3270.21 88 17.10
Within Subjects
1 (Time) 170.63 1 170.63 | 14.20 .01
AxT 1.138 1 l1.18 10 f =08
Bx T 26.26 l 26.26 2,291 =.0¢
CxT 49.01 1 Lo, 01 4.23 1 .05
AxBxT 1.16 1 1.16 LG =08
AxCxT 0.88 1 0.8¢ 08} =.0¢
BxCxT 19.33 1 Iv.38 1.¢9 | =.0f
AxBxCxT 53.12 1 53.12 4,64 | .09
Error 1007.87 S8 11.4
Total 5409.37

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6,93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MZASURES SUMMARY

TABLE 35
Peer group Non-Peer Group
Male 9.67 10.75
Black
Female
9.C0 9.17
Mid-term
- Nale 11.00 13.50
White
Female
12.00 11.58
Male .
Black 11.00 13.92
Female 10.0
Final .00 7.17
Male
White 14,92 15.58
Female
13,92 15.25
3= most positive attitude

21= most negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS

TABLE 36

a9
t A




Student Attitudes: Mid-term and Tinal Measur:s

Variable: syllabus as i aid in preparing
classroom speeches

Source of Variation SS df MS

Between Sub jects
A (Group)
B (Scx)
C (Race)
AxB
AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error

Within Subjects
T (Time)
Ax T

o
—
LB OO C O~

Loy

rS
(9%}
VYV VA

CO bt pmt pd et et et et

e

oo

L |

—
(o))
—OWVwuULnMOHFNOWL

AXB
Error

OO0 F= b= bt pd pd pd et et

oc
[

Total

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 37

Peer group Non-Peer Group

fa;
Male .58 5.83

Female

.00 . .17
Mid-term

Male .58

Female
.25

Male .92

Female

Male

Female

most pesitive attitude
most regative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 38




Student Attituden: Mid-torm and Final Measur.s

Variable: classroom cvaluacions of speech
assicumnents

Source of Variation SS df MS ¥ P
Between Subjects
A (Group) 9.63 1 9.03 .2 =>.05
B (Sex) 7.13 1 7.13 241 =.05
C (Race) 17€.25 1 178.25 5.971 «.05
AxB 9.63 1 9.63 L3271 =-,05
AxC 11.51 1 11.51 301 =05
BxC 15.76 1 15.76 .53 =.05
AxBxC 0.13 1 0.13 001 =>.05
Error 2627.79 &8 29.86 .
Within Subjects
T (Time) 4.38 1 4.38 30 =,05
AxT 14.63 1 14.63 .26 1 =.05
BxT 23.38 1 23.381 2.021{ =.05
CxT 0.26 1 0.26 .02 | =.05
AxBxT 0.41 1 0.41 L4 ) =05
AxCxT 0.62 1 0.62 051 =.05
BxCxT 4,37 1 4,37 371 .05
AxBxCxT 2.29 1 2.29 .20 =.05
Error 1021.13 88 11.60
Total 3931.33
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITE REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 39
Peexr group Non-Peer Group
Male 6.67 6.25
Black
Female
7.33 6.75
Mid-term -
Male 7.92 9.25
White
Female
8.58 8.67
\
: | | Black Hale 7.42 6.75
| ’ Female
c9 1
Final 7.¢2 5.83
Male
White 10.GS 9.83
Female
8.50 7.50
3= most positive attitude .

21= most negative attitude

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 40 41

40



Student AtUitude:n:  Mid=towm and vingl dcsures

Varioble: Instructor who bListens to and
evalnaces your shecshoes

Source of Variation 58 df NS F p
Between Sub jects
A (Croup) ' 4.69 1 4,60 BT R o1
B (Sex) 30,08 1 TLELOG 28,05 L0
C (Race) 336.02 1- 326,00 451,702 01
Ax3B 3. 75 1 0.75 G N
Ax C 0.1a 1 0.1¢ L=~ .05
B x C : 363.00 1 65,007 44.341°< .01
AxBx¢C 2.0& 1 2.0¢ 200> .05
Exrror 717.17 Lo 5.15
Within Subjects o _
T (Time) c.1y 1 n.1¢ L6~ 05
Ax T 0.19 1 0.19 L0 G5
BxT ¢.75 1 0.73 L2505
CxT 17.52 1 17.5?] 5.21|=< .05
AxBxT 4.09 1 4,09 1.24]> .05
AxCxT 4.69 13 4,691 1.42]= .05
BxCxT 6.75 1 6.75| 2.05(> .05
AxBxCxT G.33 1 .37 .10§= .05
Error 29G.50 88 3.3
Total 2058.43
F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPEATED MEASURES SUMMARY
TABLE 41
Peer group Non~Peexr Group
Male 4.75 5.17
Black
Female
5.25 4.58
Mid-term
Male
g.92 .83
White = 2.8
Female .
4,42 4,75
Black Male 3.67 b.42
TFemale ,
Final 4.25 4.75
Male :
White 10.5% 10.25
Female
4.33 4.92
= most positive attitude
21= most ncgative attitude
o - TREATMENT MEANS

ERIC TABLE 42 4?
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Student Attituden: Mid-torm znd Final Meosuros

Vari:ble: Overall avproisal of Cewan LOQO.
!

$ource of Variation 35 df »S

Between Subjects
A (Croup)
B (Sex)
C (Race)
AxB
AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error

Within Subijects
T (Time)

%

CO = = = =

cn

O = = = = s

co

F 95 (88,1)= 3.95
F 99 (88,1)= 6.93

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH REPLEATED MEASURES SUMCMARY
TABLE 43

Peer group Non-Peer Group

Male 4.67 .67

Female
.0e

Mid-term

Male 25

Female
.75

.58

.33

Male
White .92

Femalc

3= most positive attitude
21= most negavive attitude

TREATMENT MEIANS
TABLE 4,4

42




Student Achievement: Speech Grades

Source of Variation

Between Subijcects
A (Group) 21,
B (Sex) 9980.
C (Race) 1538.
Ax3B 399.
AxC 4,
BxC 14018.
AxBxC 245,
Error 26322,

21,
9980.
1538.

399,
4,
14018,
245,
253,

e

=
(@]
I

Within Subject
T (Timz) 3286.
X 768.
811,
1846.
1143,
249,
6551.
3101.
64569.

821.
192.
202.
461.
285,
62.2
1637.7
775.
155.

V VYV VA

T
x T
x T
X B
x C
x C
x B

A A

o R W R s o N S S

A
B
C
A
A
B
A
E

2
aj
@]
B
~
-

134851.

(104,1) = 3.94 (416,1)
(104,1) = 6.90 (416,1)

ANALYSIS OF VARTIANCE WI'THl REPEATED MEASURLES SUMMARY
TADLE 45




Student Achievenent: Speech Grades

Pecr Group Non-Pcer Group
Male 78.79 76.79
Black
Female 83.00 80.43
Spcech 1
Male 72 .50 68.71
White
Female 90.14 91,00
Male 84,79 85. 36
Black White \
Female 86. 36 81.79
Specch 2
Male 77.29 71.93
White
Female 88.93 87.00
Male 77.93 81.57
Black
Female 89.29 85.29
Speech 3
Male 79.00 75.64
White
Female 90.36 88.50
Male 87.79 86.36
Black
Female 81.57 83.71
Speech 4
Male 71.29 74.07
White
Female 88.93 86.79
Male 89.43 87.64
Black
Female 72.57 76.79
Specch 5
Male 44,50 68.29
White
Female 93.50 82.57

100= highest possible grade, 0= lowest possible grade

TREATMENT MEANS
o ' TABLE 46

ERIC 4 45 ‘




Sinad-nt At oo s Nid e eam

Source of Variation . S8 df MS T P
A (Group) 0.31 1 0.31 .00 -,05
B (Sex) 416.56 1 416,56 5.00 <.05
C (Race) c.00 1 0.00 .00 > ,05
AxB 2,19 1 9.19 L1 > .05
Ax C 120. 31 1 120.31 1.44 > ,05
B xC 180.25 1 180.25 2.15 = ,05
AxB xC 12.94 1 12.94 .15 .05
Error 8712.19 104 83.77
Tot al 9451.75
\
F 95 (104,1)= 3.94
T 99 (104,1)= 6.90
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY
TABLE 47
Peer Group Non-Pecer Group
Male 57.14 56.43
Black
Female 52.00 48.79
Male 53.14 55.21
White
Female 51.71 54.00

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 48

65 46




Student Achicvement: TFinal cxam

Source of Variation _ 8§ df MS F P
A (Group) 6.00 1 6.00 .05 ;- .05
B (Sox) 26.00 1 26.00 22 = ,05
C (Race) 155,44 1 155. 44 1.32 = 05
AxD 5.75 1 5.75 .05 = ,05
AxcC 111.69 1 111.69 .95 = ,05
BxC 120.31 1 120. 31 1.02 = .05
AxBxC 2.44 1 2.44 .02 = .05
Error 12242.13 104 117.71
Total 12669.75

\
T 95 (104,1)= 3.94
F 99 (104,1)= 6.90
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY
TABLE 49
Peer Group Non-Peer Group

Male 73.79 76.07
Black

TFemale 73.43 74.21

Male 76.35 74.07
White

Female 79.57 76.93

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 50
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Student Achicverent: Course Grade

Source of Variation SS df MS ] P
A (Group) 1.08 1 1.08 2,30 =-.05
5 (Sex) 6.51 1 (.51 13,851 = .01
C (Race) 3.94 1 3.94 8.35¢ -=,01
AxD 0.08 1 0.08 A7 = .05
AxC 0.08 1 0.08 171 > .05
B xC 3.22 1 3.22 6.85] = .05
AxBx¢C 0.01 1 0.01 02 = .05
Error 48,07 104 A7
Tot.al 62.99

A
F 95 (104,1)= 3.94
F 99 (104,1D)= 6,90
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY
TABLE 51
Peer Group Non-Pcer Group

Male 4,14 4.07
Black

TFemale 4,36 4.14

Male 3.50 3.29
White

Terale 4,36 4.07
A=5.00

TREATMENT MEANS
TABLE 52
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APPENDIX C




TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY COETFFICIENTS ON ATTITUDE TEST

Var. T P
1 .52 < .005
2 .46 | < .005
3 25 < .01
4 .55 < .005
5 48 < .005
6 .51 < .005
7 .5€ < .005
8 .09 NSD
9 46 < .005
10 .69 < .005
11 .74 < .005

T95 (df=94)=.20

This analysis is based upon all scores combined for all treatments.
Correlations were obtained for each treatment group. However, they
show no differences which would alter my interpretation of these results.
With the exception of item 8 this appears to be a very reliable test.
The p value is the probability that this r=0, or, in other words, how
many times out of 100 one would get this high a correlation duc to
chance alone.
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