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ABSTRACT . e
N - A study examined the differential grading that occurs
in basic speech communication classrooms and attempted to identify
predictors for the differences in_the grades that male and female
students receive. Subjects were 47 women and 48 men randomly selected
from an undergraduate speech course at a private midwestern college.

Subjects' self-perceived levels of masculinity or femininity were
determined using the Personal Attributes Questionnaire. Subjects' =
final course grades, ACT scores, and highschool grade-point averages

were obtained from college records. When the effects of classroo

context (as measured by previous academic evaluation) and the ability
or aptitude of the students (as measured by the ACT) were removed,
sex differences in grading still remained. Biological sex, rather
than perceived sex type, appeared to be the strongest predictor for

discrimination in grading between meh and women:. Masculine and

undifferentiated (low in masculine and feminine traits) women _

received the highest course grades; followed by androgynous (high in
masculine and feminine traits) women; feminine women; feminine men,
mascuiine men; undifferentiated men; and androgynous men, Several
explanations that may account for the consistent indication that

women receive higher grades in speech courses are discussed. Apart

from psychological sex characteristics; covert neurological ]
differences between men and women may be more important than overt
anatomical differences in explaining and predicting successful',

communication. (HTH) x : .
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SEX AND SEX-TYPE:: FACTORS IN PREDICTING

SUCCESS IN THE COMMUNICATION CLASSROOM

| Abstract
This study examines the differential grading that occurs in the basic
speech communication ‘classroom and attempts to identify predictors for the

-

‘differences in the grades that male and female students receive. When the

» effects of the cilassroom context,; as measured by previous academic evalua-

-

tion, and the abilities or aptitudes of the students; as measured by stan-

rather than psychological sex type, appears to provide the most parsimonious

i
r

explanation for discrimination in grading between men and women. Possible
physiological explanations for this ré¥3¢1aﬁsﬁip are suggested.
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Lommunltutlon (ducutors have demonstrated a contInuIng Interest in the

¢
ri

relatlon hlp bthecn gradlng and gender in’ the bESIC speech communication
course. Some of thls concern arises from the pOSSIbIIIty of bias and the
need;fcr objectlvlty in the‘classroom: Researchers have been Interested in

the in%eractiéﬁibeiweéa‘iné biological sex of %ﬁé instructor ga& the biolo-

gical sex of’ the student . the Infiuence of the student‘s psychoioglcal éei

§: tvpe on hIS or her grades,‘and the sexist bias of the,lnstguctor affectlng
= oot .

his*or her grading péifefﬁé;

Tie student's gender appears to affect his or her evaluatlon inghe

basic course. Women receive higher fétihgé than do men on pﬁﬁlic spééc'éé
(cf: Barker; 1966; Pearson; 1980b1; fanale speakers appear to Feseive fote
positive comments than,fo male speakers, ever wher grades are“held comstant
. .o a . : .
(Sprague, 1971; Pearsons 1975); and female spekers oftain-significantly
- higher scores on three dimensions 6f éfédiﬁilitf—rtfﬁstwdrthihéés; competence,
and dynamlsm—-than do male speakers (Vlgllano, 1974 ). théﬁ,iecéiVé ﬁiéhér"
grades 1n the basic’ speech communication course, regardiess 1f the course is
theqretical or befféfﬁéhcevbgiéhtéd (Péé?ébh;;lQBQ). Siﬁiléfl?;-ﬁdﬁéh
receive higher grades in the basic communication course, regardless if the
course has an interpersonal communication focis or & public speakiggvfocgs
(Pearson & Nelson, 1982). T
Specilation as to caiuses for these consistent differences in 8 variely
of communication contexts yields a plethora of hypotheses concerning possible
psychological and behavioral antecedents-that might prompt éuéix&ifféféﬁ£iéi\
response patterns. Some research suppcrfs the idea that women E%ééi%é higher
grades because they are better communicators than their male counterparts:
stereotypicai fefiinine traits include warmth and expressiveness (cf. Bem,

197k, Sperice, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975) and these characteristics are reflected -

O ) . o
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ey = e
in female behavior (Gillen & Sherman, 1980). Women perceive themselvks as

Rosenthal, Archer, K01vumak15 Di Matteo, & Rogers,; 197h ),

At thé same tlme, men appear to exhibit some poten&ially posltlve com— -

'
il

munication traits. For 1nstance, men tend to’proact whlle women are more

iikéiy to react (strodthCR & Mann, 1956). Men talk more fréquéhtly and
. i

Wésta 1975; Eakins & Eékihs; 1978). Men tend to bfdér; ébmméhdi ihtérrdgétéi

and declare while women comply, acquiesce, reply, and-agree (cf. Eakins &

Eakins, 1978). TFinally men are generally rated higher on dynamism than are

females (Widgery, 197k, Pearson, 1981). In Summary, both meén and woren have

conmunication §kills that can be useful within and outside the classroom
{  situation. Women tend to be siperior in' verbal skills and to be more re-

s’p’én’sive and sensitive to others while men tend to be more assertive and

* . Anitiating in their behavior.
\ v

; ﬁn_alﬁeinaﬁive“explanaiiéh for the differences in grading patterns that

are found in the basic course is that women are generally more compliant than

men: Tﬁe classroom setting iﬁ which previous research has been conducted
fl - N ’

>. +« might éf%éé% the eVaiuatIOns that occur: Instrictors may favor students who
are compliant, yieiding;'hnd rééiéﬂéi?e Father than independent, strong; and

ééif—gﬁffiéiéﬁﬁ; ﬁt the same txme, dIfferIng contexts mgght mitlgate agalnst
N

compliance and in favor of assertive, initiatxng, and domIneerIng communicators:
i

One other expianatlon for ‘the fxfferent grades that men and women receive

s

: may lie in differing responses to. speakers, based on thelr blOlOglC&l differences:
A v ; _ .

L




Personality traits; attitudes, and predispositions of the evaluator appear to

affect evaluation. Rigid evaluators tend to rate speakers lower than do

persons who are non-rigid (Bostrom; 1964). People who are difficult to per=|
Suade rate speakers lower than do rathers who are easy to persuade (Bock, 1970). )

~

[ 4 '
The question of differential criticism was moved from one of sex differences

to one of sex role and sexism differences by another researcher (Pearson; 1980b).

She. found that a predicted interaction between androgyny and thé scx of the
evaluator yielded only a trend, but that a predicted and confirmed main ffect

o .
demonstrated that sexist evaluators are more harsh than are nonsexist evaluators.
Rigidity, difficulty in persuasibility; and sexism appear to be among the

evaluator characteristics that may affect the speech evaluation process. While
earlier research suggested that sexism might predict differential grading

(Sprague, 1971; Pearson, 1975), the more recent research demonstrates thq§

sdxism has weak explanatory power (Pearson, 1980b). R b e
)\ Attempts at explaining differential grading in the basic speech communi- r
'c'ai;i'o'n classroom have been foilkd by methodological difficulties. For instance;
the influesnce of the ciassroom contest hes not been exsmined because all of

the studies have been performed in high school or college ciassrooms (cf
Sprague, 1971, Pearson;'iggs; 1980s, iQBOB;'ﬁéck; Powell, Kitchens, & Flavin,

\ compagisons between the successfulness of speakers in the classroom and the

‘suecess of political speakers; for instance. Too many intervening variables
render Sﬁéh‘éSmbériséné meaningless: Also; studies which have considered
sexism as & potentisl explanation for different grades may -be fiawed. In
these studfes; persons recorded their attitudes about women and men on a self-

report-instrument. The social acceptability of nonsexist responses may have
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response, regardless of the individual‘s actual attitude. Different rééuipé
may have odcurred if the purpose of the instrument had been more thoroughly
masked: Sexism may be viewed &s a negative attitudé which cannot be measured

directly through self-report instruments.
Pinally, assessments of students' differential abilities have not been
béf%ié&iéa out in past research. Women hay do better thégyﬁéh in college |
communication courses simply because the distribution of intelligence invthe
famaie college student population is more skewed towards greater potential
than is that of the male college population. :

Many of "these studies share & common fécus. Attempts have been made to -

discover the effects of being thought of or of thinking of -ones self as

cither a male or a female. Mich 1ess Attention has been given to the question

of whether being a biological male or female might cause such differential
being ; )

effects. Women and men may differ in their ability to communicate effectively,

f;r some; és yét undiscovered, biological reason. Thei neglect of attention to

underlying physiological processeé?is ot unigue to this research area. Most

_communication studies of the past thirty years have chosen to ignore physiolo-
gical variables and for good retisonsT CommuMicution researchers are seldom
interested in internal phys®logical processes of communicators bécause the
level of analysis éné:theorizing is usually that of behavior, cognition; and

the considerable cost and necessary preregquisite research background and
training. would tend to damper the investigator's intellectual fire: v
Finally, a physiological explanation for differences is a much less

~
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appealing hypothesis than one based on socialization. If culture and training

create more sensitive, compliant; effective communicators, then men can be
§ ) B B o
trained to be the equal of womeén. However, if it:is the physiology of ‘the

N b ' o l’ ‘

communicator that accounts for differences, traditional trainihg procedures
. et 7 (ShiTerences, Tre e ,
would be of little use in equalizing effectiveness:.
- “

Siich considérations may have infliericed mich 6f the previous research in
this area, but are not sufficient reasons for failing to consider this alter-

nétiys Physiologically based explanation. Various researchers have demonstrat-
AR R

' ed that male and female brains are organized differently from one another, and

have, suggested that it is neurological differences that lead to observed 'sex
differences (Goleman, 1978; Harris, 1978). This avenue should Be explored,

if fof no other reason than to establish the relative importance of nurture
and nature. -
This study represents an initial effort in untangiing the question of

explanations, exist fcrﬁthe differences that have been determined. Women may

receive higher scores.in the basic speech communication classroom because
B B 7777777:‘\17 e 7 _ _
they generally receive higher grades in their educational endeavors. In order
to eliminate this explanation, we will determine students' high school grade

\ ) o

_point averages and control for them. WOQen Wy receive higher scores in the

’ basic churse because they have more ability than do men. In order to remove

this ﬁé%éﬁ%iéi explanation; we will identify students' scores on the A.C.T.
R VO 1
and rem%ve the students' determined abiij}{es as measured by this standardized

o S
test. Finally, we will attempt to determine if biclogical sex or psychological
b ! . S - 7
sex t&ﬁéléfféfé the best explanation for sex differences that occur in the |
A 'S ' .
éléééiaéé In order to examine these variables; two research questions are
-

framed: . |
e

. . - - ' -
U v - o . ’ \ £
| h \’ . ,‘,‘ . 1 »
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Ql: Does biological sex predict final grades in the speech communication
_.elasstoom when past academic evaluation and dembnstrated abilities are removed

&s prédictors? ; . j -
0 @é: Does psychological sex-type predict f%ﬁéi‘éig&éé in the speech
o , E , . R T

- conminication classroom wher past dcademic evalustion and demonstrated abilities

RN - - . A A . : ;

are removed as predictors?
-

METHOD

»

Subjects )

The subjects in this study were 47 women and 48 men who were randomly

Selected from.the basic undergraduate speech communication course at a &mail;

e XX e ml o oo A e SS—g= —ii—— -

private midwestern college, This particular university offered & basic course

. -wiich combined intrapersonal communication, interpersonal communication; small
group communication, and public speaking. The course included & theoretical

and & performance component. Grades in the course Were based on students'

R —

performances and ﬁrittenigxaminations;

e :
Procedure

~y, o o ) o S . 77 - . B _
course. Each subject completed the Personal AQ&fibutes Questionnaire and re-

corded his or her sex on the instrument : Eééﬁléﬁﬁjéété' final grade in the

basic speech communication course, his or_her ACT scorey and his or her high

4

e } : . N N~ S
school grade point average were obtained from the c‘ilege records.

Instrumentation ]

1 ‘ . [ )

In order to determine the students' psychological sex type; the Personal
:

o . R o oo . o L b ,‘ o Y e oo - ,,,’,,771;'.
Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp; 1974) was adminis-

tered to the students. The PAQ has items that differentiate between the sexes
, v o - . T T
stereotypically and on self-report. This scale identif?éé persons who are low

or high on masculinjty and low or high on Qéﬁiﬁiﬁii?; _The ééif—fépd;t;iﬁétruﬁéﬁt

e ‘ ' A

g

\
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v
has 2L trait descriptions set up on a five-point bipolar scale. The question-

naire ineludes three separate eight-item scales, labeled Masculinity (M),
: . 5
Femininity (F); and Masculinity-Femininity (MF). The Masculinity scale includes
[N . . . .
" items males are believed to possess in greater abundance than females, e.ges
indépéhdéhéé; competitiveness; the Femininity scale includes items that fgﬁalég

.

Masculinity-Femininity scale dspicts characteristics whose social desirability

appears to very in the two sexes, e.g., sulmissioh is judged to be desirable
. b : R : _ . . e

in femalés and dominance is degirable in males. Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp
report internal consistency, discriminant validity, and reliability (Spence,

Helmreich, and Stapp, 1975). -
Design

A 2 X b analysis of covariance design was utilized. The two independent
variables were bioclogical sex with two levels and psychological sex with four

levels (masculine individuals who respopded that they were high in masculine

traits and low in fedinine tréité;Ageminine individuals who responded that
they were hiéh in feminine traits and low in masculine traits; androgynous
individuals who responded that they were high in %bth masculire and geminine
traits; and undifferentiated persons who r;sponéed that they were low in both
masculine and feminine traits). The dependefit measure was the final grade
received invthe speeéh comm&hication course. Decause prior academit evalua-
;iiéh was assumed to be ﬁrédicﬁivé of Eurfé;t ;cadémic evé%ﬂaiion; the studéﬁté*
high school grad:e point aversges served as one covariate. SiﬁiiéfiY;béééﬁ%e
;éfﬁéi skilis and other héééﬁféiiizéﬁfifﬁ&éé were believed to be i;éaiéfi§é

of evaluation in the basic speech commmication couse, {he students' ACT

scores served as a second covariate:



independent measures, sex and sex type, and the covarlates, ACT gscore and
hlgh school GPA— were,determined for each of the subjects. In this study,

. érohbéch5s coeffic1ent alpha reveals rellablllties of .64 for the maseulln—
1ty Subscale and .80 for the femininity subscale. ~Both of/the covarlates
accounted for a signlfieant amount of variarce in the students speeeh

communication grade. The high school grade pbint average.appears to account
for more wariance (F = 30.15, df = 1, p<..002) than did the ACT score
(F = §.76 'df‘ = i, p(.oss). When these sources of vari,atio*n/"were rm'véa;

,,,,,

" communication course (F 6.09, df =1, IV<2015); but psychologlcai sex,; or
sex type, wa fot (F = :82, df = 3, p&:L487). Assuming a medium effect side;

[4

d1str1but10n of the subjects across the cells of the design iiéduéed a power

of ;69 for biologieal sex, .U5 for psychoiogicai séi;_;hS for their iﬁtefaetiénj
L R . D S
and :94- for each of the covariates: An interaction between sex and gﬁx t

, f .
3, iiif’ShT) vhich allows us to meanlngfully inter-

I
I

was not found (F = :72; df

pret the significance of the main effect, sex Tablée I provides-the complete
analysis of ééva;iaﬁéé;. 7. B

. . : \
© —~ INSERT TABLE,1 HERE -- | .

" The fiﬁai speecn communication grades gi;en telstndents éiassif;ed by sex
andlsex type are prov1ded in Tahie 2. The grades are tfansiated into nu@eriéai
scale in'which 12 = A%; 1 = =110 =4, 9 =B B=38, 7= B-, etc. Grade
’iﬁfiaiiaa; which has been discussed 5& many educators, is evidenced: it this table.
More Important for our purposes; is the picture timt is prcﬁiééé of différentiai

: §raﬁ1ng between women and men. Mascullne and undlfferentlated women recelve the

q

L
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feminine men (B¥ average); maéculiné

.

Afsg feminine women (siiéﬁti& above B+),

men (slightly below a B++; undifferentiated men (beiow a B+), and androgynous

' fien (si\gﬁtly below a B average). ~77’/ : X
a . #  __ INSERT TABLE 2 ‘HERE —
DISCUSSION

THis stuéy demonstrated that male and female students receive significantly

different grades in the basic speech communication course. -When the predictive

value of pricr academic évaluatidhi'as meagured by the students' high school

grade p01nt average; and skllls and aptltudes, as measured by the students 'ACT

+

scores, are removed men and women still re&elve slgnlflcantly dlfferent grades,

.

These dlfferences appear to hold true for blgloglcal sex; they were not demon—

strated for psychologlcal sex. This study suggests that the hlgher grades that

»

women receive in the bas1c speech communlcatlon course across a‘number of com- -

munication contexts including interpersonal Cbmmuhicatibn-and public speaking;;

across dlfferent or1entat10ns 1n the course

or1ented cogrses, do not appear to be a result of the classroom context or the

educatibnaljsetting, nor do they appear to be based on the differences amcng'- R
_ e N

the studentg/in verbal or other aﬁiirfies;r
Prior studies have demonstrated fairly consistently that men and wemen

rééeire different:grades in the basic sbeech communication course: The explana-
tibn for thesé dlfferences have included stereotypical characterlstlcs of women _
and men: Wbmen's stereotypical qualities including compliance, warmth, empathy;

and responsibeness contrasted with men's stereotypical characteristics such as’

v

independence; assertiveness, outspokenness; and analytical skills suggested that |
that féﬁaie éﬁaracierisiiés allowed one to éﬁﬁiiniéaié ﬁére effectively:. In
this study, psychologlcal sex type which: 1nc1udes these stereotyplcal character- .

= . 3
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The sampié‘size may have contributed to the lack of significant findings. The
power of our - test was not sufficient to generate over confidence;
¢ .
Other methodologlcal problems aré ioééihié; -The instrument used is subject

. may- have |responded to. the PAQ so as to appear more feminine,; masculine; or

PR

anarogen"s than is accurate for remsons of socisl agceptability. While the
. e
validity'and reliability of the instrument has beemtested and found acceptable;
. . e

further centrol may be Varranted. The subjects do not represent the full range

~The average ACT score of the subject population was 22; A

-an open enrollment instfpution would allow for tékting these

'hypotheses vith a,ﬁoremnormaiiy distributed poputation: This would increase the

generallzablllty of the flndlngs. %ﬁééé irohiéﬁéyﬁotﬁithétanainé; bialogical

sex appear to be more pars1monxous Is expiaxnlng dlscrlmlnatlon 1n grading.

-

Men and women receive different grades in the basic speech communication

course: Women generally receive higher grades than their male counterparts.

The aifferences in grades between men and women cannot be explained on the basis

of prior académic evaluation, on the bBasis of aptitudes measured by a standardized

test; orfon the basis of stereotypical ﬁaSéﬁliné and feminine characteristics.

The differences may lie in dlfference in male and female behavlor when communi-

'_,a,.y

communicators than men; regardless of the two groups' aptitudes as measured on
a written test. ,
An alternative explanation is that évaiﬂgtoré may respond more favorably

to the same communlcatlon skllls when they are demonstrated by wcmen than when

t \ o

they are demonstrated hy fien. While these hypothesis might explain the grade

failé to exp;ain the established superiority of wotier inAcommunicétion classes

where listening skills are of greater importance. As noted previously, women

3 | 13

"y



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-11-

recéiye higher grades than mer in theory courses and mass 1ee§3}e courses as
well as in performance courses. -

One hypothesis consistent with these research findings is that women listen
more effectively than men. This not only would give them an advantage in o
lecture coyrses, but also would give them a distimct advantage in performance

classds. In the latter context, the documented superior sensitivity of women
to cues and their self reports of greater attentiveness would allow them to
listen more effectively. Commonsensically, students who hear, understand, and
.
remember instructions will perform better than others who do rot listen as
effectively. .
clas;és, and if this relationship is due to superior decoding skills,; what
ph&sioiogicai differences cotld account for such aiffgréniiai evaluations?
Quite possibly it is the previously noted dissimilarity of brain organization
between the sexes that prompts such differences: Neurological differences could
manifest themselves in both the understanding and retention of éﬁféii& received

messages: The substantiation of such a éausal chain would by unweicomed by the

—

speech educator for it would provide 1ittle hope for the development of remedial

methods for equalizing the sexes:

Aﬁé{ﬁé§5§5§§iﬁié;éipiggatiaa; if yerified, would e more optimistically _
received. A link has been established between various mental activities and
the level of physiological arousal: Of particular intesest is the relationship
between arousal and retention: Simply put; high levels of arousal result in '
good long-term memory, while low levels of arousal result in poor long-term
memory. Several studies have demonstrated that accuracy and generalizability
of this relationship to a number of situations; both controlled and uncontrolled

-




-

vith differing subject natter and different subject populations (Kleinsmith-
and Képléh;'iééé; Kleinsmith, et at 1963; Lacey, 1967; Levonian, 1967).
Physiological arousal alfc may be linked to other aspects of the listening
process. In b;aér to hear and understand, one needs to ex;eﬁa energy. The
greater the effort, the more enérgy that is expended, hence the greater
physiological arousal when ! iétéﬁing at optimal effectiveness. ;
An arousal based explahation of sex differences should have an appeal.
for the communication researcher and educator for s;verai reasons. First;
B , ,
hany extant couiinication théories posit aroiusal as a causal or mediating
1ink. ﬁiéédhéhb§ thgory»ana éoégitive consistency theories in general

£

Suggest that a form of phenomenclogical clash produces arousal which leads
to attitide or behavior change. (Feldman, 1966). Arousal has been éﬁéééé%é&
as a mediating link between telévised violence and aggressive behavior
as an intervening‘variabie in much of the research on communication apprehen-
sion (McCroskey, 1970; Zimbardo, 1977)-: The importance of arousal in under-
standing source credibility also has been explored (Réﬁéfié and Steinfatt;
1983). Besides being a somewhat familiar concept to communication theorists, ;
the subsfantigtion of such @ hypothesis would provide direction for the
cop¥truction of an individual, a person's arousat level is amenable to change.
Even if a female's arousal level were found to be habitually higher than that
of a male, men could be trained to raise their arousal level to an optimum lével.
We are not avare of any research that directly teésts. the relationships
listenifig. However; an ex post facto analysis of data gathered for a previous
research project does not encourage optimism. While testing the relationship

3
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between source credibility and physiological arousal, with arousal operatiomal~-

ized as tympanic temperature (temperature at the eafdrﬁm)ifﬁéﬁéfﬁé (1979) coi-
o ; N - S v ) L
lected data on the sex of his subjJects. Analyzing his results;, he co-varied

out the effect that the sex of his subjects had on changes in their physiological
o , B N , R
arousal level. He reports a non-significant relationship between sex of subject

and arousal (p :679) and computes a power of :TlL, assuming & medium effect éigé;
_for the test. In another experiment that sought to discover; using muitipie _

term retention. The power of his analytical procedures, assuming & medium

effect size, was :93: ;
L3

the sex of the subject. Ex post facto analysis of data collected for other

¢outd have masked the effect that Biélééiééi sex might have on listening. Such
a possibie ertect might be overpowered by the manipulations present in the
experiment. The experimental situation itself might be "arousing" emough o

as to mask differential sex effects. Kelley (1971) suggests this possibility

éither the encoding or decoding processes of men and women. Certainly the

.

prudent researcher would first! replicate this study to substantiate both the
antecedents of clasSrocH SUCCESS. ' 1

Speech communication researchers should continue to gonduct research which

16
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in popularity in recent year, increased consideration needs to be given to

possible physiological variables that may serve“toc affect how well men and

womeén conmirnicate. "Natire" shoild¢hnot be overlocked as potentially as

neurological differences between men and womlen well may be, more important

_than overt anatomical differences in explaining and predicting égééeéé%ﬁi

communication. -
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S
Table 1; Analysis of Cdvariance for Sex and Sex Type for Grades in the
Basic Speech Communication Course with ACT scores end High

i3

- T .i _— - T :
School Grade Point “Averages Entered as Covariates

Source ~ -ss ar Ms  F Significance of F

Covariates

50.97 \21.9% 000

I 866 1 B.60 3.70

High School GPA 2356 10.15 002

Main Effects $19.33° & 4.83 2.08 ' .089
Sex e 1 1816 6.09 2015
© Sex Type .« 5.15 3 1,91 0.82 587

2-Way Interactions S os.aL 3 1.67 0720 SHT

A

 (Sex X Sex Type)

Exptained
Residual

Total

9

A

26,03 6.0

_2.32
3.4

(4

-
T ,.n._d

>

S~k

.000



| “TPahle 24 Grades given to é_tﬁ_één'tg Classified by Sex and Sex Type
. Group R i Mean Grade (X) Nember ()
Masculine Womgn . i’QEé . a8
Undifferentiated Women - 1000 1
" Androgynous Women | : ; /. 9.83
'Peminine ‘Women : - 9.35 el
' Feminipe Men _ - $.00

Masculine Men - ~ B.96 27 -
Brairrerentiated Men | 8.75 8

e — - :
Androgynous Men. y . - COT.6T : 9

7
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