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AFFECTIVE MEANINGS OF COLLEGE GRADES IN. RELATION TO
ACADEMIC SELF- ESTEEW AND TWO CONTEXT FACTORS

 ABSTRACT
Four student rated qualities of affective meaning assigned to .

getting a grade of 'C' in selected college courses were analyzed

for thelr relation to student academic self—esteem and their sens1t1v1ty

to two course-related context factors: the content of the course

and the intended audience of the course. Affective mean1ng d1mens1ons

~indexing the amount of positive feeling assoc1ated w1th the grade, -
the extent of ownership of the grade, the importance of the grade, and

the effort required by the grade were related to general1zed expectat1ons

. ]
for "success in college courses. In addit1on, context factors were

seen to 1nfluence the sal1ence and effort d1mens1ons directly.

In interaction w1th the general1zed expectanc1es, an effect was
observed for evaluat1on nd ownership ‘dimensions as well. The
1mpl1cat1ons of systematlc variations in grade meanlngs were discussed

in relation to ach1evement mot1vat10n and 1mproved 1nstructor student

.communication.



AFFECTIVE MEANINGS OF COLLEGE GRADES 1IN RELATIGN TO

ACADEMIC SELF-ESTEEM AND TWO CONTEXT FACTORS

While there havelbeen numerous controversies in tne literature
~ on grades and grading practiees,“one\of.the more prev0cative issues
- centers around the meaning of grades \vIn arguing for tneir usefulness
in educatlon, Ebel (1974) summarized the 22 most frequent arguments
against grades. He pointed out that five of these could be consldered
various forms of the more general claim that grades are essent1a11y
"meaningless;' In addition, McKeachle (1976) raised the issue of grades
as forms of communlcatlon in argulng fer a traditional approach to
grading. His rat10na1e was that the trad1t1ona1 system ex1sts as a 1
part of a common background of beliefs, attitudes and informatlon’
’ which makes miscommunication less likely.

VOre recently E1szler and Stancato (1980 and 1979) reported on two :
studies of the connotatlve meanlngs of specific grades for samples of
college students Uslng a semantic differentlal technique for the

| measurement of meaning, Eiszler and Stancato identified and confirned ind

‘ l
a second sample four dimensions to the meaning of grades: evaluation -
the amount oflpositive‘feeling'mediated by‘the grade; ownership - tﬁe
extent to which the grade is consistent‘with.the seif-Caneptf salienee -
the personal importancefof the grade; and effort - the diffieulty in
earning a'grade. | | .
In their'discussion, Eiszler and Staneate suggest the need for

additional reéeaggbbon factors which influence the affective meanings




-L=

>

~Which students attribute to grades. They theorize that personality

‘variables and deVelopmental characteristics of students as well as

aspects of the context in wh1ch the grades are asslgned may have an -

1mpact on the mean1ngs asslgned to the grades

One perssnality character1st1c thought to be related to school

:performance ;s academlc se1f-esteem (Purkey, 1979). In th1s v1ew,

oné‘svself-concept.as-a learner includes a 'sense of competence'" which

manifests itself in expectations of success on’ school tasks. Students

who report different expectations for success in school tasks may be

.

considered to;have-different levels of academic'self-esteom; Similarly;
in their review of researchbon psychological;dtfferences between the sexes,
Maccobyiand Jacklin (1974) point out that ashing-college'students to
pred1ct the1r performance on some future task is frequently used as a
measure of se1f-esteem or se1f-confidence. ~Although expected performance
on a var1ety of d1fferent tasks has been used to assess thlS aspect of
self-esteem, one procedure which 1s both relevant and has face validity

for students 1nvolves asking them to predict their future grades

(Crandall, 1969).

QIt seems- likely that self-esteem, particularly as expressed in

- grade "expectations, is related to the various  dimensions of the affective

'meaning'of grades. For a student who expects to receive an 'A' in

future courses, in comparison to one who expects to'receive a 'C', a grade

of 'C' in a course may be thought of as resulting in the med1atlon of

less positive affect a sense of 1ess ownersh1p of the grade, the

. attr1butlon of less importance,to the grade. . :

(AR
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The current study extends the earlier research on grade meaning by

examining the- extent to which the meanings attributed to receiving ‘
a specific grade in a college course are re1ated to a student's

:,; : ’generalized gradewexpectancy..'rt is hypothesized that students with
.differing grade expectancies derive different levels of satisfaction,.
adopt different levels of ownership, -perceive different levels of
importance, and believe that different.levels of effort are required
for the same grade. The'influence of two contexXt factors'(course content
and intended course audience) and their interaction Wlth grade
expectancy to produce differences in the meaning of grades to students

'are considered Finally the implications of our data on grade meanings

.>—f///"for understanding the role of grades in- activating achievement-related motives

and for ‘improved instructor student communication are discussed..-




.Method

Sample

One hundred and six students (59 females and 47 males) 1n two
_sectlons of an introductory psychology class were subJects in the* %,
study The typical subJect was a second semester freshman w1th an %;
approx1mate U grade-polnt-average When asked to indicate the fields
of study of greatest lnterest to them, students‘mentioned disciplines
and academic areas of study representing all major sections of the
University. Grouped into. broad categories, dnterests'were.distributed
as follows: science -18, social studies -17, humanities -8, business -19,.

others (including several majors applicable in teacher education only)

Nine students ﬁere unable to identify a field of study of interest to them.

Instrument

Dependent varlables were assessed using the semdntlc d1fferent1a1
scales described preV1ous1y (Elszler and Stancato, 1980). Four dimensions
of grade meanlng'are\assessed_by these scales. Each dimension can be
characterized as a question which is coyertlY’formolated and-answered

» _ )
by the student as he or she responds to the specific grade'
t:(ﬁva-luation Ten palrs of bipolar adJectlves are used to assess
how a student answers the question: Is this grade good or bad-for
me? Higher -ratings on this factor 1nd1cate that a part1cu1ar grade
is seen as fulfilling,. positive, good, satisfylng, rewarding, needed,
respohsibie, successful fa1r, and wise The 1tems that make ‘up this

\

global, evaluative reactlon have an a1pha re11ab111ty coefficient .

for the current sample of .90.

-1




;‘l‘ h Ownershi2§ ﬁow real or unreal is tnis grade as a eharaéterization
of.me? ToraeseSs tdiefdinension of affective meaning of grades,
eight adjectiVe pairs are used. ‘High scores on this variable indicate.
that the grade is perceived as probable, p0551ble, real, predictable,
. understandabie, clear, like-me, and concrete. In the current sample,
/ . . .
the 1tems that make up this variable haye’an“alpha reliability of .85.
Saliencef_ How important is this grade to me? Six pairs of
adjéctives are used to describe how a student ascribes importance to

N

¥ 'a particular grade. High scores on salience indicates that a grade

is perceived as inportant relevant, serious, crucial, personal and
immediate. The. alpha reliability for this variable is .77
Effort. How much,effort is required for this grade? Three

sete of polar’adJectives describe this dimension of grade meaning
High ratings on effort indicate that getting a particular gradé is
complicated, difficult, and hard. The alpha reliability coefficient
is .76. : |
: ‘ A {
Course Content and IntendednAudience

.The.adjective pairs defining the variables”deecribed'above were
. randonlf ordered for use in a survey instrument. The instrument
" required each student to describe,.b} using the rating scales, his \
or her feelings about re:eiring the grade qf "C" in each of two o
situations. Eaeh situation identified and deSeribed a.Specific ceurse
offered in the Univer51ty Courses were selected for use'in the survey
to represent three content areas (scxence. 'social sc1ence, and humanities)

and two types of intended audience (majors and non-majors). /Figure 1

Iists the 18 60urgeefnsed and shows the information regarding each
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. course which was provided in the survey instrument. A total of nine

separate forms of the survey were derived by randomly assigning courses

to forms with the following restricticns: a) courses from different

content areas were not assigned to the same form, b) each form
conta1ned one-course for each type of audience, and c) no form
conta1ned -two courses from the same spec1f1c discipline. The order
of the courses on the forms was randomly determined.

- e ® e e e W e e e ow o e o=

Insert Figure 1

Academic Self-Esteem

This variable was indexed by a student's generally expected
grade for college level courses and was assessed by asking each student
to indicate an expected grade in four hypothetital situations: in
an easy and a difficult course in the student's major area of
interest.and in an easy and difficult_ccurse'outside of the majeri

area of interest. The average response to these four situations was

_used to classify a student into one of four expectancy groups: g

a) those who expected to get an A- or'better, b) those'who expected

to get a B+, c) those who expected to. get a ‘B, d) those who expected

“to get less than. a B These groups contained 21, 26, 38, and 20

students respect1vely One student failed to respond to thlS section of the

survey and was. not 1ncluded in the analysis.

Data Collectlon

Students were surveyed during the final 10-15 m1nutes of a regularly
scheduled class meeting. No credit was given for participation and
those who did not wish to participate were excused. Eourteen of
120 students chosefnot to partlcipate'or were absent on the day the

survey was done. Each participating'student was randomlyvasslgned one

9
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‘of the nine survey forms.

Design and Analysis

The sample 51ze d1d not permlt a three-factor factor design,
grade expectanqy'by course content by audience type. since 24 cells
of subsamplés, some w1th freQuenc1es too small to be meaningful,
would be generated. An appropriate’alternative involved two distinct
two-factor designs: grade expectancy by éoursé content and grade

expectancy by audience typé,_ Since each student judged the méaning

W ) \ .
of-a. grade in two situations, responses to the first situation were

evaizhted using the first design and responses to the second situation

were éXamiﬁed ﬁsing the second design. Which data set to use with ‘

which desién was decided by /]a toss of a coin. |
.A,two-faétor analysis of variance Qaé con&ucted for each

dependent var}able under each design using the ANOVA program of

the SPSS package (Nie,Hull,Jenkins,Steinbfenner, and Bent, 1975).



Results

) jhe,hypothesEZed relationships between grade expectancy and the
affective meanings of a 'C' grade in a specific college course
were examined by analyzing stodent responses in two separate situations,
each specifying a different course. fable 1 presents the total
group and subgrouplmeans for each expected grade category and course

or audience type subgroup.

In general, the data \reported in ‘Table 1 show that, for a 'C' grade,
the 1eve1 of positive feeling associated w1th the grade, the extent to which

the grade 15 perceived as real and '"owned' by the stddent the level of
\
importance of the grade, and’ the level of effort associated with the grade

are in the midrange of values for the seven-point sca1e used in assessing
each characteristic \
f
Table 2 summarizes the results-of the two-way analyses of
variance. In the analysis of the. data for the first situation
) \ . i R

in which variation among the dependent variable ratPngs was partitioned

. among levels of expected grades, course content, and their interactions,

the expected grade effect was significant in three of the four comparisons.

The lower a student's generalized gradé(expectancy, the more positive

was the level of affect associated witg\the grade of 'C'. Mean evaluation
scores}for'decreasing levels of grade ex%ectancy were 2.97, 3.19, 3.63 and

3.84 Fespectively. Similarly, mean Ownership scores increased with

decreaSing grade expectancy levels: 3.41,‘3.Sﬁ,f4.03, and 4;24. This

confirms the hypothé 5i's that the loyer a student's generalized grade expectancy

the more likely a grade of 'C' would be seen as rcal‘for.him”ofkher,
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The relationshipvbetween grade expecténcy levels and Salience
scores“th curvilinear. Students who expected, in general, to get
gr&des of A- and above and those who expected to get grades of less than
a B’ rated the importance of a 'C' grade higher (4 68 and 4. 09) than
students whose generallzed grade expectancies were for grades of a B or
B+ (3.81 and 3.98). " o

f
|

two aspects of grad; meaning: Salience and Effort. In terms of beth the

/
Mean ratings for Course Content were-significantly different on

impdrtance of the grade and the amount'of effort associated with the grade,
- mean ratings across the three Course Content'categories followed a similar
pattern. From high to low rankings: were: Science, Social Science, and

Humanities courses.

ior the second data set in which grade meaning scores were partitioned

E
N .
among generalized grade expectancy, the intended audience of the course
(majors, ncn-majors), and the interaction dﬁ\these variables, significant

\ . v
main effects were reported for one aspect of grade meaning: Effort.

Students whose generalized grade expectancy was for a B+, B, or 1ess than‘
'd B had mean Effort ratings,gf 4.66, 4.97, and 4.48 respectively. In
contrast, the mean for students with an A- or better expectancy was 4,08.
Since higher scores indicate the grede is perceived as hdrder, more
difficult, and more complicated the relationship'between grade expectancy
~and the efforted assoclated with earning a 'C' grade is roughly inverse.

e

Sign1f1cant ‘if't'draction effects between grndg expectancy and 1ntended
/

audience were noted for two aspects of grade menn1ng //These interactions

" are descrlbed in Figure 2. For the Eva1u1t1on scores, students at the lowvar

—~—
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~grade expectancy level perceived 'C' grades in general audience courses

. .

as more-positive and rewarding-than courses designed for majors in the

various fields'gﬁrve ed. The reverse was true students at the h1ghest
" level of grade expectancy. For the Ownershlp scores, the same pattern

fa

prevailed, except that differences “in the Ownerehlp of the 1C' grade
were small at the lowest grade expectancy level for the two types cf
ccurse.'-While interpretation of-the meaning of these interactions is
cempliqatedl"they reveal the reason why grade expectancy main eifects

‘

parallel to those in the first data set d1d not appear in the second

data set. % .

In summary, the results of the studyfshow\generalized grade expectancies
significantly related.to eech of the;affective heaning fac?ers either
directly or in interaction with one of two context.factors stu&ie&.
fhe content ef the course, i.e., Qhether it waskin a science, social
science or human1t1es d15c1p11ne, was a S1gn1ficant ‘main effect for

the perceived importance and effort assoc1ated W1th earn1ng a'C' grade

' The intended aud1enee/6?ﬁthe course i.e., whether it was des1gned for

- é‘ v

majors or, non-maJors in a field,\ was 51gn1f1cant1y related to the perceived
value of ‘the grade and the tendency to admit "ownershlp" of.the grade_1n
interaction with the gréde.expectancy main effect. A main effect for.

intended audience Qas noted for the aepect‘of meaning involving effort

associated with the grade.

A . ) . f - , . .
[(WInRY T . ' / : .
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~.. Discussion and Conclusions

AN
.

Although there~areﬂdi$continuities across the two samples of
student ratings, the results of the study support the hypothesized re1ation-
ship between generalized grade expectancies as an index of academic se1f-
esteem and the severa1 dimensions of the affective meanings of grades.
Specifically; the higher a student's self-esteem the less value he or-
"she attributed to a"C' grade and the 1ess likely the student was to
perceive thé grade of 'C' as characteristic or typical Further,vthe
importance of a 'C' grade'was a curVilinear function of esteem levels
being perceived as more important by students with high and low seff-
esteem and relatively. less important at the intermediate esteem levels.
One implication of the study is the possibility that use of . -
grade expectancies as an index of academic self-esteem and consequent
'achievement motivation involves a sex-related bias. Generally,
positive feelings of worth' ability, and responsibility in school and
1earning situations would be considered to be influential in mobilizing
: achievement-related motives. Certainly positive expectancies, used in
. ’ this study as an index of academic self-esteem, are acknowledged to play
such a role\ If specific grades-have differ ng affective meanings for
' students who hold different grade expectations, it is possible that two
students Wlth differing levels inftheir expectation for grades may have
:similar levels of activation of achievement re1ated motivation resu1t from
,thei“ expectations. For example, one student expecting a 'C' and the
other expecting a 'B' may be_equally motivated, since the lower grade
lrt. _/expectancy_may occur concommitantly.with the greater valuing of'the grade
in the meaning atffibution process. Use of grade expectations as an

index of academic self-esteem would be systematically biased in such a

‘situation. 1
datl 1
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One example of a situation in which grade expectat1ons may

1nvolvc systematic‘Bias as an index of academic se1f esteem is suggested

by the paradox reported by Cranda11(1969) Although college women

‘typically get grades equal to or better than those of college men,

women are more 11ke1y to predict that they w111 do less well in the

future, that is, to report. lower expectations. 'If such expectations
. \ ‘

are honestly reported it would be difficult to explain the continued

high achievement levels of women. One explanation is that women are

more reluctant to report accurate1y their expectations. An alternative .

explanation “may be hypothesized on the basis of this study. Differing . -~

grade expectancy 1evels‘activate equally potent achievement motives”in men
and women because women~systematica11y'attrioute different qualities of
affective meaning to the same grade. | A’post hoc examination

of the data of our study compared males and females by generalized

grade expectancy levels on a composite score (averaged across both data

sets) for each affective meaning dimension of a 'C' grade. Significant

difference, pl[b .05, were noted between males and females on two of

.fous/meaning factors. Females, more than males, perceived a'C
_'grade as sa11ent (4.45 and 4.14) and involving greater effort (4.73 and

~4.35). Women collegelstudents may be both honest in their reported grade

expectations and as equally motivated as men in this view.

Beyond their rdle as possible moderators of the influence of

¢

. grade expectations in activating intrinsic achievement-related motives,

the affective meaning of grades can be seen as having 1mp11cations

par

‘for more - extrinsic role that grades are often c1a1med play in mot1vat1ng

%

iachievement. Given the systemntlc dlff?FChLO\ among groups of students

in the affectxve meaning nssotlnred with a 'C grade in the current study,

15



it seems reasonable to suspect that students and instructors have
discrepant views of the value and meaning of various grades - To the
- extent that such discrepanCies exist they would appear to represent

/

potentially serious opportunities for miscommunication ‘between an instructor
and student. Instructors belieVing their students to be rewarded by
certain specific grades have students uho feel punished by ‘the same grade:
iwwmtfi.iTwo avenues,of additional research seem suggested by this possibility.
~ First, what are the continuities and discontinuities in instructor<\
- . , ‘ .
student perceptions of various specific grades? Second, what actions,
instructions or activities by instructors and students can eliminate
discontinuities? The data of *he current study suggest that grade meanings
are. influenced by context fua-vrs., Although neither of thevcontext factors

1

examined in this study is'directly under the control of an instructor, the
implied responsiveness of grade meanings to context factors suggests that
some instructional activities may also have an influence. ' One ‘way for:

instructors to explore the possibilities of discrepancies and at the same

_time attempt to change the grade meanings is to incorporate their assess-

ment and a discussion of the results in their class actiVities. /i
A\ ;
\ [ -

Finally,‘future research might examine the effect ofﬂdifferﬁng
- \\ .\]
approaches to grading and student evaluation procedures on the\meanings of

i

" the grades assigned by the procedures. For*example; are the meanings of
a specific grade earned in a mastery-based course similar to #he meanings

/

of the same grade earned in a competitive- mode?

- . . ’(
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Situation 1

_ Physics 100, Physics for Poets. A nonmathematlcal
exploration of physical concepts; social and piilo-
sophical implications; utility and limitations of

" pliysics for solution of probless in the modern
world. Not intended for potential mjors.

Physics 145, UanCI'Slty Physics l
first physics course for mjors and minoss.
of single and many particle systems. .Conservation
laws, statistical concepts, and gravitational
interaction, .

Normally y the

Chemistry 181. Arachair Chemstry An introduction
‘to the science of chemistry using laboratory '
. experivents and directed discussion. Satisfies

- general education requirement, Not intended for
Rajors and minors, :

Economics 201. . Principles of Economics I. Provides -
basic undorstandxng of scarcity, the price systes,

role of governnent, money and banking, monetary

policy, economic’ growth, international trade.

Required on ma )or and minor,

Economics 110 Econolucs and Society. An :xanination
of the developnent of ecofomic thought and institutions

vith exphasis on the application of this knowledge to the

- understanding of today's lorld Satisfles general
educatxon requirenent.

Htstory 201 " Contemporary History, Coltenpornry events
considered with emphasis on background, analysis,
cntxcal use of sources, snd evaluatxon

At 105. Drawing I-Introductory. A basic

introduction to draving m:dia and techniques,

and an exploration of the concepts of space and
forn in varied subject matters: Required of most
majors. '

Misic 110, Musical Man, The function of music
.~ in cont-mporary living through- ‘hearing-and dts-
cuss:ng different types of lusu: Not open to
majors in msic,

Art 125, lhderstandtng Art. A gcneralued art
appreciation course for stuents without extensive -
art_training, presented by a combination of lecture

“slides, fllnstnps and filns. Satisﬁes a general
educmon reqmrenent

1 .

Figure 1, Courses déscribed in various fors of the suriey of student feelings about receiving 2 "C" grade,

" quantitative chemistry,.
 techniques; qualitative inorganic snalysis; methods. of

Mechanics

Situltion 2

Chemistry 161, Prlnciples of Chemistry I,

Introduction to laboratory

quantitative enalysis, lecomnded ,for njors

Mnthcnatncs 200, Mathmtics A Cultural \ppmach

Designed to fulfill general ‘education requirements,

The role of mithematics in molding our civilization and
culture and the relationship to other disciplines.

Kathenatics 132, ‘Caleulus I, Limits, continuity,
differentiation of algebraic and trigonom:tric functions -

, nppllcanons of derivatives, definite inttgrals, Funda-

sental Theoren of Calculus, Required on major,

History 100. The Dynamics of the Past. Investigates

- how the past lives in the present and inf.uences the -

future. Library is used as a. laboratory to answer

historical questions; memorizing answers is deemphasized,

Sociology 100, Introductory Scciology, - Relationships
anong human beings. The perspective of sociology upon
human behavior, This is a prerequisite to all advanced
courses and s required on the major, .

Sociology 221.
major social.problems. Underlying general social
processes and specific factors as well as solutions.’
Satisfies general educmon requlment

Enghsh 323, - Fantasy and Science Fiction. Hxstory, it
and meaning of fantasy and science fiction. Stmng

‘ enphnsxs On twentieth-century materials and prize-

vinning literature. Sltisfies a general ducition
requirenent :
English 252 American therature Realistic Periog to
the Present. Emphasis on major writers ard trends,
Satisfies, in part, the Iitcrature requn‘uent for
HJO)‘S and nnors y

Basic training in the lelodic, ,

.Social Problems, Nature and extend of --

General and

Music 101, Theory I, ,
harmonic, and rhythaic elelents of music. ‘Required of
all lajors ' ‘



_ . Table 1
Mean Affective Meanings For Expected Grade Samples and Subsamples

i

!

b

i

/
i

\

s o Course Content® Intended Audience
Dimension of Expected Social : ) :

- Affective Meaning Grade Science Science  Humanities Total Non-Majors  Majors  Total
Evaluation - i\ Total 3.33 3.54 - 3.29 3.39 3.45 3.62 3.53
\,Less than B . 3.82 4.03 3.73 - 3.84 4.22 3.40  3.87

A B 3.42 - 3.98 . 3.39° 3.63 4.08 - 3,26 3.70
| B+ 3011 3.36 3.07 3.19 3.08- 3.68  3.36"

\A- 3.16 2.73 - 2.95 2.97 2.50 - 4.20 3.26

Ownership !Total 3.79 3.01 3.65 3.79 - 3.74 3.91 3.82
‘ ‘/Less than B~ 4.42 © 4,31 4.08 4.24 4.20 . 4.04 4,13

B 3.78 4,35 3.89 4.03 4.21 - 3.46 3.86

B+ 3.66 3N 3.3 ¢ 3.56 3.40 - . 3.77 . 3.58

A 3.52 ©3.27 3.40 Y 3.41 3.6 4.67  3.89

Salience Total 4.33 4.21 2371 4.07 4.68 4.40 4.55
' ~ Less than B 3.93 4,73 - 3.76 - 4.09 4.73 - 4,24 4.52

B 4.00 - 4.04 3.90 -3.98 4.26 . 4,33 4.29.

. B+ 4.22 3.93 3.34 . 3.81 4.83 4.46 4.66

A- 5.13 ° 4.60 4,17 4.68 5.0 4.89 . 4.98

- Effort Total 4.77 4.75. 4.10 4.53. 4.87 4326 4,59
Less than B 4.44 5.00 3.93 4.33 - 4.78 4.07  4.48

B 5.25 - 4.73 4.00 - . 4.67 5.07 4.86 '4.97

L 4.12 4.62 446 4.42 4.83 4.46 4,66

i/A-A 5.42 4.83 3.72 . 4.73 4.76 3.26 4.08

- 3Expected grade by course content is based on data in

- »bExpeCted gfade by intendéd audience is based on data

the first;situation,

for the second situation.
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Anaifsis‘of Vaziancé Summaries

Dependent L ~ ANOVA: Expectgd Grade By Course Content |
Variable ' Source Sodof. M:S. F PL
Evaluation Total . 104 ©.835
: Expected Grade 3 " 3.671 4,717 - .004
5 : Course. Content 2 .768 . .987 “N.S.
\ ‘ Interaction’ 6 .358 .460 N.S.
: Residual ;| - 93 .778 :
Ownership . Total . 104 - . <855
‘ Expected ‘Grade - 3 - 3.713 .- 4.662 ' .005
Course Content 2 .789 .983 ©  N.S.
Interaction 6 .308 .384 N.S.
Residual ' 93 " .803
Salience Total S 104. 1.139 .
Expected Grade 3 3.199 3.085 .031
Course Content 2 3.567 3.429 %036
Interaction : 6 ) .786 758 N.S.
Residual - . 93 " 1.037° -
Effort © Total 104 . 1.256
Expected Grade 3 .529 .462 N.S.
Course Content - 2 . 4.781 4.181 .018
Interaction . ) 2.073 1.181 ~ ~ N.S.
Residual 93 "-1,144
- ANOVA: Expected Grade By Intended Audience
Evaluation Total 104 ¢ 1.376 ' .
) e Expected Grade 3 5 1.893  1.640 N.S.
) Audience 1 .805 .697 © N.S.
‘Interaction 3 - 8.221 7.120 .001
“ Residual ' 97 1.1588
Ownership Total - 104 © 1,083 '
‘ ' ¢ Expected Grade 3 1.525 ©  1.585 N.S."
. Audience 1 : .900 .935 N.S.
Interaction . 3 4.637 4,819 - -,004
Residual 97 T %962 ¢ :
Salience : Total ' "104 - . .987 T :
’ Expected Grade 3 1.808 1.870 N.S
‘ -~ “Audience - .1 - 2,003 © 2.074 N.S
Interaction 3 .474 - .491 N.S
- Residual ’ 97 .966 C
"Effort . . Total . ‘ 104 1.377 C o .
S " Expected Grade 3 3,236 z.q&@ - .053
Audience 1 9.717 7.954 - . .006
i-idnteraction '3 1.842 . 1.508 . N.S.

Residual: : L 97 ", 1.222 <

%’“
OO
s
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