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Good afternoon, everyone, and welcome to March (or, as we all probably hope, WARM March!). Today I’d like to begin with a bit of review since it has been two weeks since we’ve met … Please take a good look at Table 1 and note changes (mistakes) … 
Can you suggest any changes that would help your reader understand more easily? 
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A question: how can you keep a table from splitting across a page division? 
Under paragraph, on the second tab click “Keep with next” 



Next, let’s fix Table 1 





	Table 1
Confirmatory factor analysis of the Penn State Worry Questionnaire: Overall model fit

	
	χ2
	df
	χ2diff
	Δdf
	RMSEA
	

	Split sample 1 (n = 600)
	
	
	
	

	One factor
	623.97
	104
	
	
	0.091
	0.897

	One factor with Θ16,9  free
	508.22
	103
	115.75***
	1
	0.081
	0.910

	One factor with Θ16,9  Θ15,7  free
	460.07
	102
	48.15***
	1
	0.076
	0.928

	Two factors
	382.16
	101
	77.91***
	1
	0.068
	0.943

	One factor with model effects
	343.07
	92
	39.09***
	9
	0.067
	0.944

	Split sample 2 (n = 600)
	
	
	
	

	One factor
	573.26
	104
	115.75***
	
	0.091
	0.897

	One factor with Θ16,9  free
	510.06
	103
	48.15***
	
	0.081
	0.910

	One factor with Θ16,9  Θ15,7  free
	464.26
	102
	77.91***
	
	0.076
	0.928

	Two factors
	334.88
	101
	39.09***
	
	0.068
	0.943

	One factor with model effects
	314.01
	92
	
	
	0.067
	0.944

	χ2diff, nested  χ2 difference; 





Control + D = font window
Titles of tables – like Goldilocks 
[image: http://www.rounds.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/goldilocks-and-the-three-bears.jpg]

OK, let’s attempt a table title … you want to show the relationship between the majors that students have (psychology, physics, English, and engineering) and their respective performance on the three different tests (Test A, Test B, and Test C). 

Table 1
Relationship between College Majors and Performance


Table 1
Mean Performance Scores on Test, A, Test B, and Test C of Students with Psychology, Physics, English, and Engineering Majors


Table 1
Mean Test Performance Scores of Students with Different College Majors




Let’s practice some, shall we? 
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One mistake, however … 


From Major et al. (1997), p. 1355:
[image: ]


What is a good title for the table below from Barnette (2000, p. 365)? 
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While we’re on the topic of using tables (and figures) from published work, how does one cite such things? 
A: In the note of a table or the caption of a figure. 
Note the particular form, which is somewhat different than the APA style for references. 
The form should be … 


In a nod to your homework from a couple weeks ago, let’s look at the data from the Excel file … 

Your HW this week: download Myford and Wolfe (2004) from our class homepage and mark the places in the text where the authors refer to the respective tables. 
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Experimental Sessions

Configuration 1 2 3 4 5

Alone — — SolveJCC  Solve transfer

Team — Solve JCC — —

Whole class View ICC Discuss solution
Note. JCC = Journey to Cedar Creck problem.
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Range

Variable n M sD a Potential Actual Skew

Dispositional affectivity
Positive s60 327 077 91 1-5 10-50  -036
Negative 563 226 079 91 1-5 1.0-4.7 063
Social support
Mother 160 417 .08 .92 1-5 10-50 154
Partner 474 403 Lo 04 1-5 10-50  -126
Friend 396 437 08 .90 1-5 1L0-50  -194
Social conflict
Mother 159 122 047 81 1-5 1.0-36 3.07
Partner 471 140 079 .90 1-5 1.0-5.0 263
Friend 381 L5 04s 7 1-5 1.0-50 527
Postabortion adjustment
Disiress 609 059 063 90 0-4 00-30 1.56
Well-being 606 460 069 85 1-6 2360  -053

Note. The variation in » is due to the variation in the number of women who told a particular source
about the abortion.
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Item Response Option

Bidirectional
Unidirectional Unidirectional (half SD to SA,
Stem (SD to SA) (SA toSD) half SA to SD)
All direct Form A FormB Form C
Mixed Form D Form E Form F

Note. SD = sirongly disagree; SA = strongly agree.
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Table 1

Survey Form Arrangement
Item Response Option
Bidirectional
Unidirectional Unidirectional (half SD to SA,
Stem (SD to SA) (SA toSD) half SA to SD)
All direct Form A FormB Form C
Mixed Form D Form E Form F

Note. SD = strongly disagree; SA = strongly agree.
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the series The Adventures of Jasper (Cognition and Technology Group at
Vanderbilt, 1992, 1997). After a first session in which the entire class viewed Jour-
ney to Cedar Creek, in a second session triads in the class jointly solved a mathe-
matics problem during a 1-hr session. In two subsequent sessions, students were
asked to solve additional problems individually. To investigate learning outcomes
for individuals, two types of follow-up problems were presented in these follow-up
sessions: To assess mastery, the problem solved during the first session was re-
administered and solved individually by all study participants; to assess transfer, a
structurally identical problem with different numbers was administered and solved
individually by all study participants. This rescarch uses the level of triad perfor-
mance as an analytic contrast to compare learning outcomes and interactional pat-
terns that might help explain triad performance differences. This research design is
summarized as follows:




