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Intercellegiate debating, as we know it, started in the early
1890's with a debate between Harvard and Yale. E. R, Nichols in a series
of articles appearing in the Quarterly Journal of Speech reports the
evelution of the "sport” of debating. Nichols states that debating
started as a spectator sport among the colleges and was heralded as a
big event, which even included cheering sections. As the popularity of
debate spread teo other colleges, a need to sustain the quality of debators
was realized and the program spread to high school students, Even though
high school students were considered unknowledgeable, immature, and with-
out the basie background needed for debating; they were introduced to the
program for purposes of "feeding" college teams. The resultant spread
of debating in secondary schools was in a somowbat haphasard manmer.

There have been relatively few recorded attempta to objectively
analyze various facets of the program and the benefits for the participants.
This is brought to light in a call for more research by Norton: and
Stidcink? in articles published by the American Ferensic Asscsistisn.

lLawrence E. Nortenm, "Research Directions In Debate," The Register,
Vel. VIII, Ne. 2 (’m Issue, 19‘0). PP» 8-11,

%Donald E. Sikkink, "The Need for Research on the Value of Debate,"
mw. Vel. 'III. Neo. h (m Illl.. 19“). PPe ll-lk-
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One of the elements within the program that, until recently, has
been overlooked deals with the persenality of the debator. BEarly texts
written for debators and coaches omit the personality as a vital force
in the function of the debate program. Only in recent texts written
by Freeley, MoBath, and Ehninger and Brockreide do we have mention of
personality as an important factor in the development of the debator, but
even with this recognition, an investigation by the auther revealed some
atudies using personality tests for public speakers in various situations,
but no parsomality study dealing specifically with the high school debator.

II, THE PROBLEM

Statement of the problem, It waé the purpose of this study to
examine possible changes in personality need variables (as reflected by
the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule) between debators before and
after one year of debate training and individuwally matehed non-debators
over the same peried of time to deterwine if debate training significantly
affected personality.

To analyze this preblem, the fellowing mull hypotheses were tested:

l. There is no significant difference in the personality charace
teristics of male debators and nen-debaters before debaters received
dobate training.

2. There is no significant differemce in the personality charace
teristics of male debators and non-debators after debators received debate

training.
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3. There is no significant difference in the personality charac-
teristics of female debators and non-~debators before debators received
debate training.
Le There is neo significant difference in the personality charac-
teristica of female debators and non-debators after debators received
debate training.

III. DEFINITION OF TERMS USED

Debator. For purposes of this study a debator was defined as a
high scheol student who was actively engaged in debate tournament
competition and/or receiving training in the fundamentals of debate,

Non-debator. A non-debater, in this study, was considered to
be a high school student whe was not actively engaged in debate tourna-
ment competition or receiving training in the fundamentals of debate.

Porsonality variable. The characteristic within each of the
fifteen "manifest needs” used in the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule
that are named and identified by H. A. Murray.3

IV, REVIEN OF THE LITERFATURE

Even though debate has been a contest activity for years, very fow
attempts have been made to objectively analyse and record the effects of
the program op those participating.

8. As Burray, ot, al, Explorations in Persomality (Wew York, 1938).



School

Jo Edmnd Mayer, while coaching debate at Tepeka (Kansas) High
contributed an article to the Quarterly Journal of Speech dsaling

with the personality development of high school debaters. While Nayer'a

article does not contain a statistical analysia, it does offer some
beginnings of a search and insight into the persenality development of
the student participating in the debate program. Mayer relates:

Debating affords a great opportunity for persenality development.

If the activities of a debater are amalysed it will be noticed that

with many life situations. In this

article, we shall list nine personality traits (the list is not
means

:
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attaining any one of the nine objectives atressed in this article

o » ofirst analyse the situation, . .after analysis, the next gues-
tion is how to get the pupil to make the special or right adjustment.t

Mayer lists elight possible areas of analysis for the problem, then

lists eight possible mesans of alding students to make the adjustment in
the development of the nine persenality traits of Self-Control, Sports-
manship, Judgement, Co-operation, Initiative, Courage, Tact, Honeaty,
and Leadership.

One of the first attempts at statistically analysing the personality

characteristics of debators was by William T, D. Ray,® Ray's study dealt

Ly, dwmnd ¥ayer, "Personality Development Through Debating,” The

Qurterly Journal of Spesch, Vol. DI (Decesber, 1936), pp. 607-81l.

5william T, D, Ray, "Persenality Differences Between Debaters and

Non Debaters,” (unpublished Master's thesis, The University of Alabama,

1939).

-



principally with eellege level students in debate and those engaged in
college level speech courses, The study was made with a debator and non-
debator relationship encompassing the personality comparisons of college
freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors and lav students. The study
relied almost entirely on the comparisons of the individuals' objectivity,
introversion, and extroversion.

One of the most recent statistical studies to be conducted dealing
with the persenality characteristics of debators was by Hetlinger and
Hildreth,5 Their study, which serves as a pllet study for this thesis;
measured the personality difference in debators as a facter in their
success or fallure, College male and female debators were the primary
subjects of the Hetlinger study, although high school males were also
teated, The essence and the results of the study is summarised by the

nmﬁmawmmwnahmmm
mwwm-.mmmmmmm
or attempted.  »

Spuane F. Hetlinger and Fdchard A, Hildreth, "Persomality

Gharasteriatiog of Debaters," The Suarteriy Jounal f Speech, Vel. X.rml

TIbid., pp. 398-hol.



As mentioned earlier, other studies involving personality
development of spealters have been made and written, but examination of
the literature in the areas of psychelogy and speech falled to reveal
other studies particularly related to debater persenality.

The remainder of this paper will be presented as follows: Chapter
Two, discussing the procedures followed; Chapter Three, to analyzing the
data; and Chapter Four, the summary and conclusions.



CHAPTER II
PROCEDURES

mmmummummmm
in selecting the subjects for the study; the test instrument used; the
mmamwt;mmmcmmmmm
methods of data analysis.

Subjects. Fer the purpose of this study, the debators were
matched with nonedebators on the basis of age (li=15), sex, scholastic
achievement (grades), mental abilities (as measured by the Differential
Aptitude Test5), and as close as possible, equal environmental backe
grounds. The results of this study are based on the scores of nine
matched pairs of males and seven matched pairs of females from Topeka
(Kansas) High Scheel.

Test. The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule’ (hereafter
referred to as the EPPS) was chosen as the test instrument for this study
because of its use in the Hetlinger study and because of its acceptance
as a validated instrument in psychological research. It measures by
means of 225 forced cheice selections fifteen personality variables
considered by the subject as more representative of himself, The

e

8g, k. Bennett, H. G. Seasbore, and A, G, Wessman :
Aptitude Test (How York: The Psychological Corperatien, iﬂgﬁl’

%A, L. Bdwards Pref (New York
s Poychideciosl Goos .w_&m '
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individual's saelections are degigned to measure relative strength of the
personality need variables identified as Achievement, Deference, Order,
Exhibition, Autonomy, Affillation, Intraception, Succorance, Dominance,
Abasement, Rurturance, Change, Endurance, Heterosexuality, and Aggression,l0

The EPPS, which is self-administering and takes less than one hour
to complete, was given to the subjects with the understanding the material
would be used as confidential data for this study and no names or scores
would be revealed exgept to the subject, and only then through a qualified
counselor who could interpret the results for the individual,

Administration. The test was admimistered to the debators and
nen-debators at Topeka (Kansas) High School by the Debate coach, the
Speech teachers, and selected English ingtructors, The pre-test was
given to both groups during the month of September, 1961, This date
was prior to the debator receiving formal debate training,

During September, 1962, the EPPS was again given to the students.
mmmnm.mmmumumw«m.)

Seoring. Following each of the testing periods, the tests were
machine scored by the Bureau of Measuremente in the Department of
Paychelogy at the Kansas State Teachers College, Emporia., The raw

103¢e Appendix for explanation of the fifteen personality variables.

—



9
scores were tabulated and amalysis was carried out by application of the
t-ratio (t.g;r-?_)u, to test for significant differences.

Chi square values were also caloulated X2 (. 2 )12
‘WT-T%». “(b+d)*(e+d)

for the purpose of determining if differences between pre- and post-test
soores were significant.

Summary. Chapter Two has been deveted to explaining the eriteria
used for seclecting the subjecte for the experiment; the explanation of
the features of the test instrument; the program wsed for securing the
data; and an explanation of how the data was scored and tabulated.

11, p. Guilford, 5 in _n_% and #
‘.M “1“] liew I&m. .y 3 Do -

u&, Pe 200.



CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Data obtained from the EPPS is presented and interpreted showing
the significance of the changes, Af any, that ocourred in the personalities
of the debators and non-debators.

The purpose of this study was studied through testing of null
bhypotheses, Bach of these hypotheses will be considered separately.

Hypothesis 1. There is po significant dlfferense in the persenality
sharactoristics of mle debaters and non-debaters before debaters reseived
dobate training,

The te-ratics, as shown in Table I, failed to reveal any significant
differences in personality characteristics between male debators and
non-debators. These findings suggest homogeneity in the group; thus the
hypothesis is accepted and it can be concluded the procesa used teo mateh
the male pairs is adequate for the purpose of this study,

Hypothseis 2+ There is no significant differencs in the persenality
sharasteristics of mls debators and pon-dobators after debators received
debste training.

Fellouing the one year of debate training, the malo debator showed
personality changes (Table II) significant at the .0l per cent level in
4 of the 15 perscnality variables. Changes significant at the ,05 per
cent level were found on all of the other 15 personality variables. Five



TABLE I

PRE~TEST T-RATIO OF MALE DEBATORS AND NON-DEBATORS

Debator Non=Debator
Pm“ liean m ¥ s T-Ratdo
Achievoment 15.22 Li.00 541 3.60 02
Deference 2.k 3.60 13,00 L.a2 »10
Order 9elils L89 .22 3.87 29
Exhibition 15.55 3.7k 17,00 2.00 o3
Autonomy 12,LL 2.kl 13.33 b2 .18
Affiliation 15.33 2,82 15.00  L.00 07
Intraception 15.77 2,64 1h.22 6,32 22
Susccorance 10.55 Le2l .k ka2 15
Dominance 16,00 Le79 17.55 k.79 22
Abasement .77 5.65 12,77 b2k .28
Burturance 15.Lb Lal9 12,77 5.19 37
Change 14.55 k.35 k.11 h.2h 07
Bndurance 1L.66 6.40 13.55 5.7 W13
Heterosexuality 13.55 6.2L 12.22 6.70 «15
Aggression 13.77 Lo2k 15.55  5.29 «26



POST-TEST T-HATIO OF MALE DEBATORS

TABLE II

Pre-Test Post~Test

m" Mean smm M 5D T-atio
Achisvement 15.11 3.60 16,00  3.00 A
Deference 13,00 k.12 10,55 2,82 5.69%
Order .22 307 9455  2.00 340l
Exhibition 17.00 2,00 16,33 3.3 6.56m
Autonomy 13.33 lulh iiaid J,u 3,00%%
Affiliation 15.00 Lhe00 1397 3.6 3.0088
Intraception W22 632 16,08  6.92 5.50%
Succorance 1.4k Lel2 12,55 5.2¢9 3.00u%
Deminance 17.55 La79 it 5.09 3,008
Abasement 12.77 he2k 15.66  3.87 3,000
Furturance 12.71 5-_19 10,7TT 5.5 3.08ue
Change .11 b2l 12,88 5,74 3,008
Endurance 13.55 SeTh 10.66 3.60 3.0008
Heterosesuality 12,22 6.70 15.7T7  5.56 3,008
Aggression 15.55 5.29 6.L48 2,98un

16.55
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changes significant at the .0l per cent level and 2 changes at the .05
per cent level were alse found for the non-debators (Table III).

While X% values indicated no instance where the magnitude of
change was significant, the two to one difference in pumber of changes,
favoring the debators, cannot be attributed to chanse. Also, on those
seven variables which revealed significant differences for both groups,
enly three, Deference, Exhibition, and Succorance were found to be in the
same direction.

On the basis of these data, it seems probable that normal develop-
mental patterns can acoount for these changes. It also seems possible
formal debate training doecs stimulate personality change to some extent
even though the mull hypothesis is accepted.

Hypothosis 3. There is po significant differsnce in the persen-
ality gharacteristics of femsls debaters and non-debaters before the
debaters roseived dobate traiming.

As in the case of the male debators and nonedebators, the t-ratiocs
(Table IV) failed to reveal any significant differemces in the persomality
characteristics between the female debators and non-debators. The finde
ings suggest homogeneity of the female groupe as well; thus the hypothesis
is accepted and it appears that the process used in matohing the female
pairs for this study is adequate.



TABLE IIX

POSTTEST T-RATIO OF MALE NON-DEBATORS

Achievement 15.22 4,00 15.11 k.24 6.00%
Deference 12.Lk 3.60 1,33 2,23 3.70%
Order PRAN L.89 Sl LeT9 «10
Exhibition 15.55 3.7k 15.4  3.ub 5e60%
Autonomy 12.44 2.L4 15.66 2.4 00
Affiliatien 15.33 2,62 13.77 3.0 «35
Intraception 15.77 2,64 W77 5.38 8.06%
Succerance 10.55 Le2h 10,66 3.1 2.06200
Dominance 16,00 L.79 15.88 3.60 3e330%
Abasement .77 5.65 13,00  L.58 1.6
furturance 15.Lh k.89 13,55  L.79 16
Change 14,55 k.35 66  Le00 8.75%
Endurance 14.66 6.40 13.55 700 1.62
Heterosexmality 13.55 6.2, 15.88  L.79 1,08
Aggression 13.77 Lo2h 16.77  L.09 65
—
Smmmam g



TABLE IV
PRE-TEST T-RATIO OF FEMALE DEBATORS AND NON-DEBATORS

Debator Nor=Dcbator
'?'..'1"“;»1.." Mean m ¥ SD Twiatio
Achicvement k.57 2.33 9.71  L.24 1.00
Deference 13.57 374 042 1.2 79
Order 9.57 2.6, 8.2 2.4 .32
Exhibition .72 L.00 5.2 2.4k W15
Autonomy 10,57 2. 12,28  2.64 8
Affiliation 15,85 3.16 18,20 L& b3
Intraception 18.57 Le35 19,18  2.82 #A1
Suecorance 1L 5.38 15.27  5.00 15
Dominance 18.00 2.Lh 1h.28  2,h4 1,08
Abasement 15.71 3.60 17.57  Leli? .32
Furturance 143,86 2,23 15,00 k00 .03
Ghango 1583 5.65 20,00  3.16 K
Endurance 12,00 5.56 10,00  L.79 27
Heterosexuality 10,00 79 13.00  3.00 53

Aggression 13.00 2.23 1.1 2.4, «56
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Aypsthesis L. There is oo sigmifiount difference in the person-
slity gharscteristics of fomale debaters and pen-debators after debaters
recelved dobate training.

Following one year of debate training, the female debator showed
persenality changes (Table V) significant at the .0l per cent level in
5 of the 15 personality variables, Changes significant at the .05 per
ecent level were found on 9 of the 15 personality variables, Eight
changes at the .0l per cent level and 3 changes at the .05 per cent
level were also found for the nen-debators (Table VI).

Even though the X2 computations do not show an area of change
that was significant thus making it necessary to accept the hypothesis,
there are two situations of interest that bear noting, First, unlike
the male groups, the non-debators made more changes at significant levels
than did the debators and seocondly, out of the eight variables on which
both groups showed significant changes, seven changes were in the same
direction thus indicating a wore consistent pattern of change for the
female,

According to the data, it mast be assumed that the normal develop-
mental pattern of the individual is responsible for the changes in the
female groups. Also, it soems reasonable to assume formal debate training
does little to influense the persenality change of the female.

In summary, the results of this study support the hypotheses there
is no differense in the personality of the debator as a result of particie-
pation in the debate program, even though it appears that debate might
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.72
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2.23
3.7h
2.6k
L.00
2.1
3.16
be35
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2,530
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Pe33m
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Pre-Test
Personality Standard
Variables Hean Deviation
Achievement 2.7 be2k
Deference 10.u42 .l
Order 8.h2 2.Lh
Exhibition 15.k2 2.1k
Autonomy 12.28 2.64
Affiliation 18.28 L.69
Intraception 19.14 2.82
Suscorance 15.27 5.00
Dominanse 1L.20 2.LL
Abasement 17.57 Lok
Murturance 15.00 L.00
Change 20,00 3.16
Endurance 10,00 Le79
Heterosexuality 13.00 3.00
Aggression .14 2.4,

Post-Test
i SD TeRatio

L.h2 ka2 L2.75%
10.k2 2,00 00

7.288  2.6h ih.25%
13.00 lJa bolibm
b2  2.64 2.14
19.42 3.6 2.0
2,00 La2 3.80%
AL 2,82 1.38
13.1 2,00 Tel3e
18.57  L.00 5e56%
17.28  2.23 3olionn
19.70. 3.2 Le83w

TeTh  3.60 54098
12,28 5,19 87

9.57  L.00 266w
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influence the persenality development of the male more than the female
and the four mull hypotheses as stated for the purpose of this investi=

gation are accepted.



CHAPTER IV
SUNMMAKY AND CONCLUSIONS
I. SUMMARY

The first chapter of this study discussed the problem, defined tie
mjor terms used, and reviewed the available literature,

The purpose of this study was to determine if debate training had
an effect on the personality development of those students participating
in the program in high school. The instrument used to measure this
change was the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule which tests, by
forced selection, fifteen porsonality need variablea. The hypotheses
were stated te test the strength of personality characteristics before
and after the debator received debate training.

The literature available in this specific area is limited to a
generalised discussion of the personality traits of the debater, Some
statistical studies using eollege level students have been made, tut a
paucity of literature invelving research concerned with high school
debaters was found.

Chapter II discussed the procedures followed in selecting the
studenta for the experiment, the test instrument, the administration of
the test, and the scering of the test.

Sixteen matohed pairs (nine male and seven femsle) of students were
chesen on the basis of age, sex, scholastic achievement, mental abilities,
and sisilar environmental baekground.
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The teats were administered to the subjects before the debator
received debate training and after a period of one year of debate trainming.

Hachine scoring provided the raw score data for computation of the
teratios and chi-aquare equations. These equations tested validity and
significance of the personmality changes made by the male and female groups.

Chapter III presented and analysed the data obtained frem the
experiment,

II. CONGCLUSIONS

The fellowing conclusions based on the data obtained from the
t-ratieo and chi-aquare computations of the EPPS scores seem Jjustified.
The conclusions are:

1. Debate does not significantly influence the perscmality
development of the high school debator.

2, Debate tends to aid in the development of a well-rounded
personality rather than emphasizing development in certaln areas,.

3. The female groups showed more agreement in personality change
than did the male groups.

L. Formal debate training probably promotes more personality
change in the male than the female,
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NEED VAKIABLES USED IN THE EPFS
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CHI SQUARE COMPUTATIONS
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Debator Non=-Debator
e e~
Achievement .57 15.14 9.7 11.42 005
Deference 13457 13.71 10.42 10.k2 <00k
Order 957 8.42 8.b2 7.28 ~020
Exhibition L7 13.h2 15.42 13.00 «032
Autenomy 10.57 11,00 12,20 .42 «013
Affiliation 15.85 1 ¢} 18,20 19.42 008
Intraception 18,57 19,05 19.14 21.00 000
Suscorance b4 k2 15.27 pF S A <004
Dominance 18.00 15.86 14,28 1314 +001
Abasement 5.1 19.29 17.57 16.57 +006
lurturance 14,86 17.29 15.00  17.28 001
Change 15.43 13.29 20.00 1971 <004
Endurance 12,00 11.57 10,00 T«71 031
Heterosexuality 10,00 11,71 13.00 12,28 +033
Aggression 13,00 10.57 .14 957 <006



APPENDIX C

PRE~ AND POST-TEST RAW SCOHE DATA



MALE DEBATOR PRE- AND POST-TEST RAW SCORES

P E R S © N A L I T X vV A R.I A B L E 8
Student ach del ord exh aut &ff int suc dom aba nur ohg end het
(Pre-Test)
A 17 10 3 17 18 16 25 11 17 i3 8 16 6 il 18
B 11 10 8 i 12 17 10 D 35 2N 1 15 7 2L 22
c i 15 1 1 12 13 13 0 22 » 1n 17 21 8 12
D 15 12 15 20 16 8 8 12 2y 1 8} 3 ¥ N 12
L 9 14 8 19 20 15 13 8§ 12 18 17 13 7 16 21
F 22 15 16 15 8 23 16 15 8 8 25 13 18 2 6
G 15 13 1 17 16 17 5 20 22 10 1 17 12 5 18
H 19 2 1 17 7 15 1L 6 20 18 9 3 22 6 18
I i1 6 12 15 1 1 24 7 18 20 12 16 14y 17 13

Total 136 117 1001 153 120 135 128 103 158 115 115 127 122 110 140

Mean 15.11 13,00 11.22 17.00 13.33 15.00 14.22 11,4k 17.55 12,77 12,77 1k.11 13.55 12,22 15.55

Post-Test)
A 2 12 8 =20 18 12 26 13 12 12 7 5 1 1 18
B 13 8 10 13 1 12 1 7 19 15 12 16 7 21 1
c 15 1 $ 18 13 17 1 8 1 17 1 19 5 1 18
D 18 1 $ 2 13 1 1y 17 25 9 9 1, 12 1 13
E 11 1 8 1» 1 13 8 8 12 20 17 16 5 23 20
F 15 1 9 U 8 a a2 1 9% 20 23 5 14 15 3
G 18 5 13 18 16 1 8 22 23 19 L 18 11 12 1
H 15 15 7 1 14 15 27 7 2 1 7 S 15 16 23
B 17 8 13 13 15 $ 2 12 18 18 7 18 17 8 17
Total 1Lh 95 86 1Ly 127 12h 152 113 157 1a 97 116 96 1h2 1k9

Mean _ 16.00 10.55 9.55 16.33 14.11 13.77 16.88 12.55 17.hh 15.66 10.77 12.88 10.66 15.77 12.11 ¥




MALE NON-DEBATOR PRE~ AND POST-TEST RAW SCORES

R Ul A 8 B A A 2 % - 2 v A R I A B L E 8

33
F

A 15 16 12 1 1o 1 19 6 13 2 9 10 22 16 16
B 18 17 § 13 X% 11 D S B ¥ 2N 5 B L 18
¢ 9 15 8 21 10 18 18 ¥t 6 21 2 12 8 9 17
D 9 10 L 1 12 1 17 13 12 19 a2 N I N il
E 15 8 6 16 ik 17 16 20 15 12 21 8 6 2, 12
F 20 1 6 16 16 16 10 9 19 1y 10 16 15 16 16
G 13 9 9 9 16 18 15 10 22 in 18 15 1n 20 19
it 20 17 20 17 1 10 16 8 20 13 9 15 9 9 15
I 18 $ 12 18 10 15 17 8 20 21 18 17 18 T 2
Total 137 112 85 ko 112 138 1k2 95 1bk 133 139 131 132 122 12
7

A ¥ 1 6 12 v 1 1w 7 12 23 12 9 22 5 L
B 1 v 1 122 1 15 23 6 17 12 1 1 27 12 8
c 9 1 8 19 W 15 1 13 9 17 24 13 5 2 15
D 9 9 6 17 18 16 9 W 1 122 18 18 9 18 19
E 19 1 7 15 1 12 20 1 13 15 16 9 7 20 22
¥ 17 % 5 22 1 1y 2 8 1% 1w 12 1 7 1 17
G 7 6 7 0 17 13 10 i A & 1 1 1w 16 27
H 15 W 20 17 17 & 12 6 19 12 7 16 18 12 15
I 2.3k 2F 3 23 2% L AF_ A oas N A8 A .l a8
Total 136 102 85 139 il 12k 133 96 1L3 117 122 132 122 1k3 151

=2

Mean  15.11 11.33 9.uh 15.Lh 15.66 13.77 14,77 1066 15,88 13.00 13.55 14,66 13.55 15.88 16.77 4o




FEMALE DEBATOR PRE- AND POST-TEST RAW SCORES

A B L E S

R

A

v

P 2 A 85 & 8 A L I T X

> IEEERERL

Aed-E=0
== N

§RAAa~d

4ROAMED

103 74 111 130 99 126 110 1ok 108 84 70 91

67

2

Total 102

12.00 10,00 11.28

est)

SLEPERE
Asaa N

N3R35
et R S |
ARA38S
e =
ANSAATR
= R RS R N
RAKANA
AARRA®H
A821%3AN
D of @ ooy 1~
H*3*433
AAE""®E3

MDA MMD

g8 74
11.8

27 1l.

23

103 139 101 1u 135 i

i

o

Total 106 96 59

1l.

i7.

1h.l2 15.86 19,

19.8

'hz uow u&o

15.10 13.71 8.2

lean



FEMALE NON-DEBATOR PRE- AND POST-TEST RAW SCORES

T_X Vv A R I A B L E 8

k. A 5 B B A L 2

P

g ~ammena

343492y
§~2843
TenAnd
S8ASSSY
SRR
PEEREER
SN d oy
22HR3RS
aana12n
geacsa
LR R
mmo gy
An2nad
umumnun

-
MAIOD:FG

18

«00 11

91

123 105 U0 70

108 86 128 13h 107 100
227 14,28 17.57 15.00 20,00 10.00

22
8.

68___173

Total

.hZ 12.28 18028 1 2

+ 71 10.

TPost-Test)

i HEE

J83d9H
ARAARAN
ARAALRH
AR*A343
AdA%34A
ANNRRAN
CHNRHAN
e = e e
NRARdR3Y

ART**2d

A0 MKD

138 su 86 67

121

99 92 1%

8073 51 91 101 136 1

Total

31



