To:  Jan Rinehart, Executive Director, Advance Program
From: Daniel J. Beal

Date: May 8, 2009

Re: Annual Report for ADVANCE mini-grant, 2008-2009
This annual report updates the progress for the ADVANCE mini-grant, “The Role of Emotion Perception in Explaining Gender Differences in High-Stakes Tests.” The project encountered numerous obstacles both in terms of getting data collection started as well as obtaining a sample size requisite for analysis. We hope, however, that data collection will be complete within the next few weeks and I look forward to beginning the analysis phase of the project. Below I will provide a chronological description of what has occurred with the project since this time last year.
At the time of the annual report last year, we had completed an unanticipated pilot project to determine the effectiveness of creating a high-stakes testing environment for participants. Comments from colleagues had convinced us that our initial procedure would not produce the required level or type of motivation that typically exists for people in high-stakes testing situations. Confident that we had done all we could to create such an environment, we sought ethics approval for the procedure from the University of Houston. Recall that we had proposed to collect data at this institution to obtain a representative sample of standardized test-takers. We felt that Rice students would only capture a restricted range of responses on the mathematics tests being used, which would cripple our ability to find significant results (due to attenuation of the correlations between any variable and range-restricted math scores). We therefore obtained access to the undergraduate business school subject pool at the University of Houston.
Although we submitted our ethics protocol in March of last year, we did not receive final approval until July. As a result we could only collect data in the summer school sessions for a few days. It did allow us, however, to test our procedures and see if there were any problematic aspects of it. Fortunately, those few sessions indicated that the procedure seemed to work well, so we planned to collect data in earnest starting in the fall.
We began data collection in the fall, but again were stymied by difficulties in getting research assistants to aid in the data collection. Only having access to Rice undergraduates as research assistants made it difficult to find someone who was capable and willing to commute to the University of Houston to help in data collection. As a result, only one graduate student has been running the sessions there. Adding to the difficulty of collecting data is that the study has two parts to it. The first part can be completed online, but the second part requires those who have completed the first part to sign up for a lab session afterward. In the fall semester, we had a surprisingly large number of students who completed the first part, but then did not sign up for the second part. Only by following up repeatedly with each participant have we been able to alleviate this problem to some extent.

The spring semester data collection ran relatively smoothly, though slowly. The size of the subject pool for the spring semester (as is generally true at most universities) was far smaller than it was in the fall. Still, at this point (the semester is now coming to a close at the University of Houston), we have managed to collect data for 147 individuals.
Looking forward, we are considering the possibility of moving forward with just this sample. It falls short of the goal of 200 participants, but given the difficulties in collecting these particular data, we felt it worthwhile to investigate the efficacy of using a smaller sample. This investigation will involve obtaining precise estimates of power for testing our overall hypothesized model. Our initial goal of 200 participants gave us ample power to test this model, but we have yet to determine if power estimates for smaller sample sizes will be sufficient as well. 
Given the above activities, we have spent money from the ADVANCE grant so far only on participant payment and scoring for the Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT). Most of these expenditures have yet to occur, as the costs associated with scoring the MSCEIT are incurred only after the data have been collected.
To conclude, I hope to soon be able to push past the elongated data collection process and move quickly into the data analysis phase. Fortunately, no research has appeared (of which I am aware) that duplicates or contradicts the current study. As a result, I am hopeful that we will be able to publish some interesting findings from these data in the next year.

Sincerely,

Daniel J. Beal 

