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Introduction  

The following pages summarize the work  clone  under this Contract 

by the principal investigators, their assistants, and the personnel 

of the Wired City Simulation Laboratory at Carleton University. Two 

studies are reported in detail, but before these sections are presented 

some introductory comments are in order concerning the problems inves-

tigated under the contract. 

The initial statement of purpose involved three related study 

areas: (1) the effects of self-monitoring in teleconference situations; 

(2) the effects of monitor size on social-psychological processes 

. participants in teleconferences; (3) the effects of other "hardware" 

characteristics on the teleconference process. 	- 

A study pertaining to area (1) has been completed, and the des-

cription of.its procedure will fo •low. The exploratory work conducted 

in relation to parts (2) and (3) indicated that no useful results 

would come from following the initial plan as laid down in the con-

tract proposal, and that the initial statements were unrealistically 

specific. The primary reason is that the physical limits of the 

equipment available in the Wired City Laboratory did not permit 

variations of magnitude which would yield significant effects relevant 



	_ _ 

either for the development of that installation nor to the Department 

• of Communications. More will be said about this in the summary of 

this report. For the moment, however, it is sufficient to state 

that an alternative conception of the approach was developed, one 

in which the teleconference context employed was one which was 

oriented to problems of teaching. This, of course, is just one of 

many teleconference contexts, but it was adopted because the basic 

• question asked was (a) relevant for the general aims of the contract 

concerning the relationship between the user and communications 

technology, and ( b) relevant for the aims of the Wired City Labora-

tories as they became identified with the Educational Telecommunica-

tions Project. Our basic question which amounted to a revised 

version of the second and third questions was: "In the teleconfer-

ence learning context, what are the effects of the learner's feelings 

of control over the source of his information (i.e. the teacher) on 

• his evaluation of the source, and on his evaluation of the telecon-

ference context itself?" 

In this report, attention will first be turned to the attempt 

to answer this question. 

Audience  Control - over Information Source and Attitudes Toward  

the Source and Medium of  Communication. 	• 
. 	. 



Introduction  

This study examines the effect of perceived control on the 

acceptance of televised instruction. 	Specifically, this ex- 

periment tests the effect of compliance or non-compliance of a 

lecturer to respond to suggestions on learner attitudes towards 

the lecturer and towards the medium of television used by the 

lecturer. 

•  The rise of student enrolments in the '50s and  0 60se along 

with rapid developments in communication technology e led to con-

siderations of methods of improving instruction and making good 

instruction available to greater numbers. 	These methods included 

'the use of teaching machines, • programmed instruction, CCTV and 

other instructional technology. Although modern communications 

developed for purposes of entertainment have produced vast 

educative changes, our educational institutions have failed to 

use the same technology effectively. 	Some remote television 

teaching experiments have been successful, others failures..- 

ClassroOms have been equipped with audio-visual equipment that is 

seldom used. 	Now, in the '70s, the introduction of broadband 

communications has inspired a new awareness of its role in ed.7 

 ucation. 

The  "Wired City"  

The implementation of a "dired City Simulation Laboratory at 

Carleton University (Coll, 1973) has resulted in a program of 

humanistic studies focussin, in part, on effects of "hardware" 



'characteristics on psychological variables. 	hab also re- 

sulted in attention to  the use of . modern communications technolOzy 
• 

in the improvement and expansion of learning processes. 
• 

Personnel 6f -the recently established Educational Communications 

Project hope that by blending an awareness of past inadequacies 

' with the current state of knowledge of communications technology,  

along with current understanding of educational psychology, they 

may realize significant advances in the applicability of -

educational technology. 	(Educational Communications Pro -ject, 

1974). 

Televised Instruction 

CCTV has been one of the most frequently suggested methods 

• for improving education. 	Inevitably, the use of CCTV raises 

•two questions. 	First, do students taking courses by CCTV learn 

as much? Sec6ndly, do their attitudes compare with hose of 

students receiving -regular olassroom lectures? .In - attempts to 
s 	- 	- 

answer the first question moSt studies have found no .significant 

differences - in the amount learned'when .comparisonS are 4rawn 

between T.V. and non - T.V. sections. . (Davis,. R.N.,-1966). 

' Student attitudes  toward CCTV, however, tend to be influenced 

by the interaction 'of a number of. variables. 

• -• Many 'students appear to enter the CCTV eXperience with a 

negative  attitude  toward the T.V. which .gradually becomes more. 

- positive with experience as they come to accept it. As a part 

- • 	of the educational process other factors such as.the lecturer' 

• .and quality 9f instruction probably beCome ipre important 



• 

. 	 . 

determinants of student attitudes. A student's acceptance of 

instructional T.V. will be a function of his attitudes towards 

the medium and the material transmitted, and towards the learning 

environment. 	In this sense, the course and instructor are 	
- 

important determinants of attitudes towards the medium.- If a 	. 

factor then can decrease negative attitudes that have been aroused 

toward the instructor or content of the lecture it should likely 

be instrumental in decreasing negative attitudes toward the 

medium of communication. One such variable may be the per-

ception of control over the environment. It may be hypothe-

sized that if a student feels he can originate behaviour t 

change the situation, i.e., effect an improvement in content 

or delivery, he will view the environment (instructor and/or 

medium) with a more positive attitude. 

- Attitlides to Instructional Television 

In  studies of attitudes towards instructionar : T.V.' some 

have found television "cold, impersonal,:remote";.Others, "intimate 

Personal, close, monotonous" (Carpenter, -  1958). 	In all these 

reactions it was felt that students were assigning qualities to 

television which should rightly be assigned to the instruction 

itself. 	The "medium" becomes the "message". 

For televised as well as face-to-face instruction, three 

*variables were fCund to be of prime importance - teacher,  

motivation and Participation. 	Investigation of these variables 

will lead to improvement in televised instruction. 	Results of 



studîe at.the University of Houston  (Evans, 1958) show that 

if students have a basically negative attitude:toWard a subject 

Matter area or an instructor they will aPparently often:displace .  

this attitude.towards the T.V. Expressed.negative feelings .* 

toward television  as an instructional.medium may often . be.  based 

-on ,  factors not really related to,  whether or not the course is'. 

presented on television. 	Studies by Greenhill (1958) also found 

that acceptability of the system is intermixed with attitudes to 

the course, instructor and method, with the instructor being the 

crucial variable. Even the use of visual aids was not considered 

an adequate substitute for the integrating and stimulating role 

of the lecturer. 	Goggin (1958) concluded that the ideal T.V. 

teacher should be proficient and enthusiastic; warm and out-going; 

adaptable and flexible; creative or resourceful; courageous and 

confident. 

It has been found that motivation  plays a greater role in 

televised instruction than in' direct teaching and some reasons 

have been hypothesized. 	Grosslight (1958) suspected that it is 

not the physical distance but the distance perceived by the 

student that is important, i.e., the psychological distance. 

The problem of psychological distance in televised instruction 

would seem an important one for investigation. 	It may  'ce  

expected that perception of control over the environment would 

reduce the nsychological distance, thus increasinz the motivational 

value. 



• The problem of participation  is of considerable importance. 

One of the greatest criticisms of televised teaching is lack of 

feedback, the inability to respond, hence, a lack - of control. 

Generally, it has been found.that physical  variablessuch 

'as aljality of picture and sound have little effect on learning,* 

given instruction which is meaningful and relevant. 	(Lia 

•pretest of a study of the effects of ';ohysical variables, such 

as image size, on social influence in a mediated two-way discussion, 

there were indications that these variables were ineffective in 

the prescence of strong motivation and a high degree of part-

icipation). 

The Perception of-Control  

The tthree variables considered  important  to:the educatidnal. 

process - instructor, motivation, participation- may•be affebted 
• • 	. 

- 
. by another variable - perceived causation.  A  person may see 

, another's•behaviour as caused. internally (self-motivated) or- 
...• 

as externally caused (by influence or coercion). 	If person A 

attempts to , influence the behaviour of person B and is successful, 

he may perceive B's compliance as attributable to his external 

influence. Or he may perceive that his influence attempt was 

not really affective but that Person B complied because he wished 

to do so, i.e., his behaviour was internally determined (Decharms, 

1968). 	 • 

Thibaut and Riecken(1955a) studied this interesting. 'dis- 

-tinction between internally and xternally perceived locus of . 



.causality, relating perception of social causality with dif-

ferential status. 	They confirmed that a higher status person 

was more often seen as complying with an influence attempt for 

internal reasons while a lower status person was  sen as complying 

'for external  reasons. Also, persons seen as complying for 

internal reasons were liked better than those seen as complying 

for external reasons. These results show that the effects of 

a behavioural act depend on whether it is perceived as being 

internally or externally motivated and that there is a relation-

ship betgeen this perception of locus of causality and the liking - 

or acceptance of another. 

• . Thibaut and Riecken(1955b) explored this relationship further 

and proposed that to the extent that one can exercise control 

over his social environment, that environment is neither threat- 

ening or frustrating. Simple deductions resulting from this 

proposition include the expectations that (1) to the extent that 

an aggressive act causes a • ehaviour change in another, the 

tendency to reject the latter will be reduced; - (2) if the 
- 	. • : 	.. 	. 

Criticism is resisted and no behaviour change occurs,the-resistor- 

will.be rejected more strongly than he would have been initiàlly. 

This relationship between control and acceptance was investi-

gated in an unpublished study by Thibaut, Coules and Robinson (1955). 

Subjects evaluated a lecturer whose lecture was designed to 

arouse hostility. 	Criticisms were jotted down by subjects 

during the lecture and in. two treatment conditions they werg -given 

to the lecturer. In one condition thé lecturer agreed.to follow 



the suggestions implied in the criticisms, in the other he 

would not follow the suggestions. 	In the third condition the 

criticisms were not shown to the lecturer. He then resumed his 

talk .which was less offensive and more factual. 	Results showed 

that in the treatment where presumably'the perception of control 

was induced only 311 changed to more neEative attitudes towardS 

the lecturer. Where the subjects did not Perceive themselves 

effective in controlling the situation, 151 of them changed toward 

rejection ef the lecturer. 	Finally in the treatment where the 

criticisms did not reach the target, an intermediate prcportion. 
• • 

11611 of subjects showed . change toward rejection. 	Thus it is 

suggested that when a person perceives his aggressive act as 

effective in controlling the social environment, there is less 

likelihood that he will reject it than when he perceives his - 

actions as ineffectual. 	It may be inferred that perception of 

control is likely to decrease rejection of the social environment. 

• A study by Decharms and 'Bridgman (1961) examined the 

feelings of the student toward a teacher when the student feels 

that he can have some control In determining the course of 

events in the classroom situation. Compliance by the teacher 

signifies to the student that he can originate behaviour to 

change the situation and was hypothesized to lead to changes in 

the students' perception of the teacher. 	Significant results 

showed that when the lecturer clearly complied  to the request 

he was liked better than when there was no compliance.  The 

results demonstrate im.portant effects of compliance on the part 

of the lecturer on the behaviour of the group members. Such 



• 	• 

• 

10 

compliant leadership behaviour induces inferences concerning the 

leader's competence and motivation and arouses motivation in 

the students. A leader who verbalizes his willingness to 

comply may have a strong influence over the students' morale 

even if he does not show clearly that he is able to comply. 

The design was similar to that of Thibaut, Coules and Robinson 

.(1955) but tape recorded lectures were used effecting greater 

control. 	The subjects were to listen with the two aims of 

learning the material and evaluating the lecturer, who • 

- was present behind a one-way screen. 	During the course of. . 

the experiment, the subjects were informed that they were not 

performing well; then they were asked for suggestions to be given 

to the lecturer which might help them to perform better. The 

subjects arrived at a group decision to  as  for a summary of . 

the lecture. 	The lecturer responded to this request immediately, 

and depending on the group, he verbalized either compliance or , 

non-compliance. This constituted the independent variable of 

vellm:f compliance on the mart of the lecturer. A. second 

independent variable of behavioural compliance was studied for 

its interaction with the first. Significant _changes were • 

• attributable to the experimental manipulations on all of the 

- dependent measures. 

-; 

• iç 
- 

The present experiment was designed to investigate the 

effect of compliance or non-compliance with suggestions for 

improvement of presentation by a lecturer on television, on 



•  attitudes towards the medium of communication. 	Compliance on 

the part of the lecturer was expected to lead to changes in the 

students' perception of him. 	Based on the findings that 

• attitudes towards instructor or content become the attitudes 

'towards "instructional television", compliance or non-compliance 

should also vary the students' acceptance of the medium. 	. 
• ... 

It is suggested that the findin of significant differences 

in attitude toward the medium of communication resulting from 

perception_ of some control to  change .the situation has implications 

for studies investigating variables which will lead to improved 

attitudes towards televised instruction. Perception of control 

can mean greater participation and increased motivation and 

thus increase liking for the social :environment, .i.e. instructor 

and medium. 

hypotheses tested were: 

Verbal compliance  by, the lecturet'to try to'iMprove - 

his presentation will result in a smaller proportion of. 
, 

sUbjects . showine a change toward rejection-of the lecturer 

first impression 

ratings) and less negative attitudes toward the medium of 

communication - television. 

2. Verbal.non-copPliance to improve his presentation will 

result in a greater pronortion of subjects showing change 

to rejection of lecturer and more  negatiVe'attitudas towards 

the. medium. 

in post-lecture ratings (as compared" 



• will show a 

lecturer as 

. lecture only. 

4. Attitudes towards the- medium will correspondto attitudes 

that the lecture  was being presented 

The group for which the lecturer does not receive Suggestions 

moderate increase toward s. rejection of the 

aroused by the negatiye characteristics of the 

towards . the lecturer after the lecture s  

METHOD. 

Overview: 

In order to explore the effect of compliance or non-compliance 

upon attitudes towards the medium the following design was dev-

eloped. A videotaped lecture was given to subjects in a class-

room in the Wired City Simulation Laboratory using a 21" teaching 

console situated at the front of the room. 	Picture and sound 

were controlled by the technologist in the Control Centre dom  

the hall (see diagram A & E.). A "dummy" microphone was available 

to the experimenter for "apparent" communication with the lecturer . 

Subjects were led to believe 

live by à visiting lecturer. 

of an on-going program'of research  in  education and technology: 

between Carleton and the Department  of Communications;  this 

being one study to help evaluate the effectiveness of a lecturer 

using the medium of television. 	The complete "script" used 

by experimenter in all conditions appears in Appendix 1. 

The - study wasintroduced as part 

•  The taped lectüre.consisted Of .  3 -parts: 	1. introduction 

the lecturer,who - gaVe a brief outline or:his background; 
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participation. 

• 
Prodedure  

Two sections were subjected to the manipulation the third, 

served as a control group. • 

• 2. a 20-minute lecture designed to arouse,nezative feelings 

based on monotony, lack of clari -,;y, boredom; and 3. a final 

10-minute lecture, designed to be a slight improvement in 

content and style, but still in the direction of mediocrity. 

/Use of the videotape allowed for good control across the three 

conditions  - the only variation being the manipulation 

beginning of the 10-minute lecture. 

The independent variable was the lecturer's agreement or 

lack of agreement to try to improve after receiving comments 

jotted down by the subjects during the first part of the lecture. 

The dependent  variables were  attitudes towards th& instructor, 

before and after the manipulation, and attitudes toward the medium 

of communication, television .  

Sublens, 

/Three sections of 12 subjects each were drawn from an 

Introductory Psychology class'in response to an appeal. for subjects 
- 	_ 

made in the Resource Centre-. Experimental credit was given  for  

the 

The experimenter introduced the study:to'thestudent and 	• - 

•announced that she would leave to introduce the guest lecturer on. 

- the television. 	(An assistant  was  used : to reMain With the stUdents' 

at  this  'point and also to deliver Students"CoMments to the lecturer • 



• • 

later). While out of the room, the experimenter was seen briefly 

on the television screen with the lecturer (previously taped). 

The experimenter returned to the room while the lecturer was 

giving a brief outline of 	background. 	This manoeuvre 

was designed to create the atmosphere of a live lecture. 

The lecturer's background was planned to establish his status 

(moderate) and avoid a possible confounding effect. He desàribed 

some experience in social psychology, leaving school to spend 

several years in business then returning to the educational 

environment and psychology, resulting in his visiting colleges 

and giving lectures. He was addressed as "Mr." to make his 

background ambiguous enough to allow students to make their own 

assessment of his status. 

After the introduction the lecturer was asked to take a 

short break and the first impression questionnaire was administered. 

The lecturer was then asked, over the mike, to go ahead with 

. the lecture. The first part of the lecture consisted of basic 

topics in psychology - attitude change, cognitive dissonance, 

Nilgram'sexperiments on obedience - presented in a rather loOsè,. 

disorganized form, in a flat, monotone voice, with numerous pauses; 

generally slow and tedious. Subjects were given an opportunity 

to jot down brief comments about the lecturer.with respect_to 

content, delivery, etc. and suggestions for improvements. 	The 

comments were collected at the end of this part of the lecture. 

In the two conditions of compliance.(Condition 1) and non- 
. 

compliance (Condition 2), the assistant left . the room with the 



comments and subjects were told that they would:be .d.elivered to • 

the lecturer to read when hé wishes. 	In the third condition 

(control) the comments were kept in the room "to-be'used for.. 	. 

• • . research purposes". 	 . 

Subjects answered three questions about the communication 

system in order to allow time for the lecturer to look at the 

comments. 	These questions were also used to check for negative 

attitudes towards the lecturer across all conditions  efore the 

• manipulation. When the videotaPe came on, in the first two 

conditions the lecturer was seen looking through some papers. 

He stated that he had been looking over their comments which 

seemed to suggest some changes were desired and,(Condition 1), 

although it would be difficult to change his lecture and style 

at this stage he would  try to improve his presentation; (Condition 

having given the lecture several times,he was unable to change 

his style at this stage. In Condition 3 he did not have any 
s 	, 

papers but simply ,  said he would continue with the lecture. 

The second part of the lecture was given which consisted of 

a discussion of conformity. The lecturer was thanked and 

subjects were given the post-lecture ratings to complete. 

each condition, half of the subjects were given the lecturer 

• rating first, half were given the medium rating first, to 

provide an opportunity to examine the effects of order. 

IiaA_SURF", 

• The assessment of the lecturer consisted of a Personality . 	_ 

Rating Scale similar to that'used byThibaut and Riecken (1955b). 



• 

• It was designed to measure the dezree to which a subject accepts 

an instigator of hostility (in this study, a boring lecturer) 

as a likeable, admirable person. 	This Acceptance scale is clearly 

evaluative in nature, the poles of each item being deliberately 

- 'loaded with terms that have positive and negative social values, 

eg., "honest - deceitful", "democratic - snobbish", "clear 

, thinking - muddleheaded", and so fortn. 	.-,omelof the items 

measured the perceived strength of the lecturer to withstand 

influence, to resist  suggestions  to change. 	The actual form of 

each item was that of a single question, followed by six alter- 

native responses representing degrees of departure from the extremes. 

The positive end of the pole was scored 1 - 3, the negative end, 

4 - 6. A box labelled "not enough information to judge" was 

provided in an effort to avoid receiving a lot of invalid res -Donses. 

The rating scale was administered at the beginning of the experiment 

to obtain a first impression assessment and again after the 

manipulation. The two scales would provide a measure -of change 

toward acceptance or rejection of the lecturer. 

To test attitudes toward the medium,  the Semantic Differential 

developed by Osgood and Associates (1957),  vas  used as the 

measuring instrument. This instrument has been highly validated, 

and has yielded considerable information about effective responses 

to a wide variety of stimuli. An adaptation of this instrument 

by Paul Guild (Educational Communications Project, 1974) had 

been used to tan such respons-3s to a system as a means for 

communica -uing with another person. Additi.onal scales, thought to 
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• be particularly appropriate but not' found on the list of scales 

deVeloped . by .Osgood were included. 	Subjects could  check, one of  
• 

five divisions scored positive - negative (1-5) with ."3" being a 

neutral position. 

A cognitive instrument tested by Champness (November, 1972) 

was administered along with the Semantic Differential to obtain 

opinions about the medium as useful and satisfactory for various 

purposes. 	Five of the scales were given at the beginning of the 

experiment with the first impression rating to obtain pretest 

opinions. A question was included to determine previous 

experience with instructional television. As a check on the 

manipulation,subjects were asked on the final questionnaire if 

they felt the second lecture was any different and if so, 12 

better or worse. The complete set of questionnaires appears 

in Appendix 2. 

‘ liESULTS  

The three conditions are • +designated as Compliance (Condition 1 

Non-Compliance (Condition 2). 	The three main sources of 

information were a) the first impression rating of the lecturer 

(1,1),b) the most-experimental rating of the lecturer (12),and 

c) the rating of the medium (M). A measure of acceptance was 

obtained . on these questionnaires in terms of the proportion of 

positive responses, i.e., responses of 1 - 3 on L1 and L2, and 

of 1 - 2 on M. The difference in acceptance between Ll and 

L2 gave a neasure of change which was compared across the three 

conditions. 	Meanb for each subject were obtained on the 3 

	

. 	. 

measures to produce a grand  mean for . each measure. 	. . 



experimental measures and their correlations. 

Manipulation Checks 

am. 

2.1 .  

3.3 
3.5 

Condition 1- 

Condition 2 

:Condition 3 

Means and variances were calpulated fer indiyidual:adjective 

pairs. 	Attitudes towards-  the mediUm were-divided into  3.  

categories of strength a) Strongly h) Moderately c) Slightly. 

Certain items were found to be highly agreed upon by subjects 

in each condition. Fron certain scales an evaluative factor 

was summed and analyzed for both lecturer and medium. 

Some exploration was made of the order effects of the post- 

- .Following the first Part of the lecture, before.the man- 

ipulation, it was expected that subjects in all conditions would 

feel equally negative towards the lecturer. Two questions were 

asked as a check on this effect ande also7 to allow time for the 

criticisms to be delivered to the lecturer. 	In answer to the 

question whether they thought the communications system was a 

distraction, the following means were derived from scores of 

1 -'5, representing MOT AT ALL A GREAT DEL:  

• Asked if they would like to have more lectures on television e 

 all were quite.negative in all conditions, indicating that the 

taped lecture did a-a,m.rently arouse negative feelings as planned. 
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• Table4 	 - - 
• , - 

Means of the Measures of Change in Ratings 	- 
Of Lecturer 

Compliance 	• 	llon-Compliance 	• Control • 

	

= 0.0 59 	• 	 3t> = -0.116 . 
-„ 

	

S.D..= 0.168 	S.D. 	0.201 • S.D. = 0.198 

* A - Sign indicates a change in a-negative-direction; a -4- sign, 

a.chan.rs. in -a positive direction. 

20 

A check on the manipulation was made in the question 

"Did you feel the second lecture was different?" 	In all 

conditions, as many subjects seemed to feel it was better as 

those who felt it  vas no different. 	Three subjects in the 

compliance condition expressed the opinion that the lecture 

improved as a result of the lecturer's agreement to try to follow 

thejr suggestions. 	The second part of the lecture apparently 

mas'ambiguous enough to - correspond to the studentS' *own perception. 

- 	Responses on the three questionnaires were scored positive 

or negative and the proportion of positive responses were re-

corded for each subject as a measure  of acceptance (Appendix 3). 

A measure of chancre was calculated by subtracting scores for 

• each subject in the L2 rating from scores in the Li rating. 

The means and standard deviations for these measures of change 

appear in Table I. A Kruskaill-Wallis one way analysis of 

variance was conducted on the measure of change. 
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58% (7 )  

• Table 2:- Proportion of Subjects Changing to. f_ 	. 
'Rejection of.Lecturer ?allowing the. 	_ . 	. 

.' . Manipulation (Based on Measures of Acceptance) 
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Since the direction of the difference  was  predicted in advance, 

a one - tailed test of significance was used. 	The observed 

value of H (4.3) fell just short of the critical value of 4.6 

required for significance at the .05 level. 

Table 2 illustrates the proportions of each group changing 

to rejection  of the lecturer. 	A, e 2  test on the numbers oi 

 subjects changinE to rejection the lecturer produced significance 

at the .025 level on a one-tailed test ( e 2  = 6.97, df  =2  

P< .025). 

- 
î 



-Table 3: Proportion of Subjects Accenting Lecturer-

- and  Medium  After Manipulation. 

• Pomuliance (1)  L)_n:Ccr_01_...j.iancen 22n1Lu_LIII 

12 	83% 	58% 	66% • 
16.7% - 16.7% 

; - Ratings of thé Medium after the:lecture:suggest : a trend 

. to greater acceptance . by the Compliance c;roup-(ConditiOn I) 

than.by  the 'other two groups. 	This corresponds . to  asimilar 

degree pf'acceptance of the :lecturer byHthe—samè 

the medium seems to Suffer greater rejection than .the'lecturer 

across all conditions as observed in Table.. 

group,Halthough 

A comparison was made of.the evaluation assessment 

instructional television after  the manipulation with the • first 

impression assessment. An increase in the number of subjects 

indicating negative views was evident in all conditions. 

' 	Anal sis of the means for each measure 

Means were calculated for each subject  on. each of the 

:measures, Lecturer 1, Lecturer 2 and Medium. 	Positive means 

for lecturer ratings L, and L2 are :those  < 3.5. 	Total sample . 

 Means  of  lecturer and mediiim ratings were computed and are given 

in Table 4. 



—non-significant. 
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Table 4: Total . Sample Ueans for Zach LleasUre 

Compliance (1) 	Non-Compliance .(2) 	COn+rol. (3') .  

	

.L1 	3.06 	- 	3.35. 	• 	• . 2.86 

	

12 	2.99 	3 • 39 

	

3.05• 	3.37 	.• 3.46 

Note: Increase in magnitude is an increase in negativity. 
For 1,1 and L2, 1 - 3 is a positive reàponse, 4 - 6 
is a negative. 	For 71, 1 - 2 is a positive re- 
sponse, 3 is neutral, 	-5  is negative. 

The,small differences between sample means for LI and L2 

faintly suggest a change to a more positive response in the - 

compliance group and to a more negative response in  the  other 
- 

.two conditions but these differences (-1-.07, -0. .04, -0 341) were 

The difference between means for each subject was obtained , 

by subtracting the mean of L2 from the mean'of L1. Table 

Shows the proportions of subjects changing to rejection Of the 

lecturer as a difference between means. 
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Table .5:  Proportion of Subjects.Chànging to Rejection 

of  Lecturer as a Difference ,  between L2.and 

In Means. 
•• 

• Condition 1 
(Compliance) 

Condition . ? 	Condition 3 
(Ion-compliance) 	• 

(Contral .). 

Generally, in Tables 2 and 5, Condition 1 appears to 

change less to rejection of the lecturer. 	PL9:, 2  test con-.  

ducted on the number of subjects changing-to rejeCtion based 

• on the means was significant at the .05 level - ( 1Z.4  = 4.8, 

df = 2, p<Z.05) on a one-tailed test. 

- Analysis of Adjective  Pairs  

Means  ad  variances wete calculated for individual 

- adjective  pairs  on the  three measures. _ The means for the .tviô 
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lecturer ratin.0;s were graphed for comparison across the three 

conditions (see Appendix 4, Figure 1 and Figure 2). 	Separate 

graphs were plotted for each condition showing the two means 

for each adjective pair (see  Figures 3,4,5, Appendix 4). 

,Those pairs showing a difference of more than 0.5 were circled 

and listed in Appendix 5. 	T1-.e Compliance group showed a chauze 

to more positive attitudes in considering him more flexible, 

tolerant of criticism, desirable as a friend, firm;and negative 

about his sene of humour and knowledge of subject (although 

the latter was still rated positively at 2.5). 	The Non-Cam- 

rance group felt he was considerably more stubborn, less demo-

cratic, less desirable as a friend, less tolerant of criticism 

as well as somewhat less modest and less agreeable. 	These 

attitudes are consistent with the expectancies of the hypothesis. -  

The control group expressed a change to negative attitudes in 

more adjective-pairs particularly in assessing the lecturer as 

more'muddleheaded, cold, lackinz assurance, not knowing how to 

handle students and dull; but were more positive in thinl:ing 

. him firm. 

The means for adjective-pairs on the medium rating are kraphed 

in Appendix 6. Attitudes towards the medium were divided into 

>3.6 	3.2 - 3.6 those that were felt strongly 	e  moderately - 

or slightly (2.8 - 3.2) for each condition (see Appendix 7). 

The proportion of adjective-pairs scored negatively are noted in 

Table 6. 



•'Table 6: 

	

	Proportion of Adjective Pairs ScOred - 

Negatively on Rating .of Medium 

Strongly 
Ne.0-ative  

62*% 

83% 

87%  

Moderately 
recative  

57% 

80% •  

92% 

Slightly 
Neeative 

• 50% 

20% 

Condition 1 

Condition 2 

Condition 3 

Subjects showed a . high degree of aerreenent on certain of 

the 35 dimensions, as defined by a relatively low variance on 

these items (<.65). 	In Condition 1 the agreement was on 

items with positive or neutral means (1 - 3.9); in the other 
. 	. . 	 _ 

-. .two Conditions subjàcts were in high agreement On sitIme ..adjectie 

pairs with negative means  (L_  4.9), eg., insensitive, unsociable, 

unemotional, uninspiring, cold. 	(See Appendix 8.) A problem 

in the use of the Semantic Differential is the difficulty in • 

determining if respondents are demonstrating individual differences 

in their experiences with the  •system or simply have different 

concepts of the adjective descriptors. Both factors may 

contribute to high variability in certain responses. Some 

of these adjective pairs (variance >1.25) were warm - cold, 

inter.esting - dull, understandable - confusing, informative - 

uninformativerpublic 
11 .  

interesting. dull to 

- private. .0ne might have ekpected 

be'of . low variance, particularly when 

the - lectur.e waà designed to be dull. 	High variances  in  the 



scores may•have produced the non-significant.differences between 

means. 	It was possible that favourable and complimentary 

responses were induced by some respondents attempting to give 

the evaluation that they perceived as being expected, such 

as interesting, informative, thus increasing the variance. 

This type of response disposition has been suggested by Orne,. 

(1962). 

Order of Post-i:lanipulation Measures 

. In each . condition half of the subjects had been given  the  
• 

•Lecturer rating before the Medium rating and half were given 

the ratings in the opposite order. This variation in order 

seemed to have some effects on acceptance or rejection of medium 

and lecturer. In the compliance condition acceptance of the 

medium seemed to.be  greater when the medium  was rated first: 

432  acceptance compared to 20% acceptance of the medium when the 

lecturer was rated first. 	Conditions 2 and 3 showed no differenceS 

•in  acceptance - of the medium. 

Acceptance of the lecturer  appeared to be greater in 

Condition 2 (Non-Compliance) when the medium  was  rated first: 

83% compared to 33%, suggesting a possible catharsis effect. 

When subjects were able to dispel their negative feelings toward 

the medium the residual hostility was reduced. 	Table ' 7 

•illustrates these effects. 	It must be noted that the sample 

•size was reduced to approximately 6, thus diminishing the 	• 

credibility of the results. 



Condition 1 

Condition 2 

Condition 3 

'Table 7; 	Effect of Order of Lecturer and Mediufa .  

Ratings on Acceptance 

« Condition 1 

Condition 2 

Condition 3 

Acceotance of Lecturer 

Lecturer Rated First  riedium  Rated First  

80% (5)* 	' 	86% (7) 

33% (6) 	• 83% (6) 

66% (6) 	:66% (6) 

Acceptance.of -1;lediura 

Lecturer Rated First Medium Rated•First .  

43% (7) 

16.7% (6) • 

1.6.7% (6) 

20% (5) 

16.7% (6) 

16.7% (6) 

* Number of subjects. 

- 

Correlation of Lecturer and ,Medium Rating,s - 

Correlations between leCturer and medium ratihgs could 

not be.determined with the means of these measures due to  the 

 _different methods of scoring, each (L2  vas  rated 1 -  6, M  wab 

rated 1 - 5). 	However, the measures of acceptance for these 



questionnaires were correlated using Spearman's rank order cor-

relation. 	The correlation was conducted.on the total sample 

in each condition and then on the portion of the sample which 

rated the medium first, and the portion rating the lecturer 

? first. 	The total sample correlations were low: -Condition 1, 

= 0.34, Condition 2, y = 0.42, Condition 3, 3  . 0.52 (see 

Appendix 9). 	Correlations between the measures were higher when 

the medium  was rated first, (.61, .77, .60) suggesting, that 

whatever the attitude towards the lecturer, positive or negative, 

it was dispelled towards the medium first and then the lecturer. 

• When the lecturer was rated first, the correlation was low in 

Conditions 1 and 2, (-.29, .46). 	The relatively positive at- 

titudes toward the lecturer bY the compliance group do not seem 

to carry over to the medium. 	Condition 3, not receiving the 

.manipulation, had high correlations, particularly when the lecturer 

was rated first (P = .93) . It.would seem i i  this sense that 

the attitudes expressed toward the medium were the Same as2those 

- expressed towards the lecturer. 

Evaluative Factor 

It had been decided to . examine the evaluative factor  as 

derived by:  Osgood (1957) as a measure of attitude. towards . the 

medium. The scales which have been found to produce this  factor 

are good - bad (the traditional evaluative factor), fair - unfair, 

pleasant - unpleasant, successful - unsuccessful (Evans, 1958). 

Table 8 shows the means of these scales.  • The means appeal- to 

be consistent within each condition and differences shown senerally 

?between conditions in previous analyses wêre evident. 	- 



Medium 

The means of this evaluative factor'sugest the hupothesized 

Table 8: Means of the Evaluative Factor for the 

Ad 4 ective  pair'  Condition 1 	- Condition 2 	Condition- 3  

Good -.bad* 

Fair - unfair 

Pleasant - 
unpleasant 

Successful *- 
unsUccessfùl' 

2.9 

2.7 

2.8 	3.5 	 3.8 

2.8 

= 3.5 

3.3 3.3 

3.3 - 3.3 

Total Means: 	If = 2.8 

3.0 

= 3.3 

3.5 

* traditional- evaluative factor 

Positive response = 1:- 2 eegative_ReSPonsa = 	5- 

, 

-Although the acceptance sub 7scale of 15 items in the Personality 

Rating Scale was designed to be evaluative by Thibaut and Riecken 

(19551,), an éValuative factor for the lecturer had been formed 

by the experimenter consisting.of 5 items felt to be intuitively 

representative of an assessment of the lecturer and his ability 
. 	- 

as a teacher. 	These items were selected to relate closely to 

those of the evaluative factor for the medium. They measure 

acceptance as.well as resistance and 'punitiveness. 



Table 9: Means of the Evaluative Factdr for the 

Lecturer 

accepts criticisn - 
intolerant of 
criticism 	3.3* 	2.4 	3.2 	3.8 	1.6 	2.8 

Democratic - snobbish 2.3 	2.4 	2.9 . 	3.8 	1.8 	2.3 

desirable as friend - 
undesirable as friend 3.6 	2.9 	3.3 	3.8 	2.7 	3.4 

flexible - Étubborn 3.3 	2.7 	2.9 	3.9 	2.2 	3.3 

competent - in- 
competent 	2.,4 	2.7 	3.1 	3.3 	2.4 	3.1 

Total Means: 	3.0 	2.6 	3.1 	3.7 	2.1 	3.0 

* Positive response = 1 - 

Negative response = 4 - 

Adiective . Pair 	Condition 1  
L1 	L2 

Condition 2 
Li 

Condition 
L1 	L2 L2 

1 

31 

differences between conditions, a slight change in a positive 

direction in Condition 1, a snail change in a négative  direction 

in Conditions 2 and 3 (Table nbut these differences were non-

significant. 

To summarize, the manipulation of verbal -compliance produced 

a significant difference in the proportion of subjects in that 



• group rejecting the lecturer, as compared to greater proportions 

rejectine-_.  him in the other 	groups. 	Analysis of the means 

for the measures produced non-significant results; .but :a similar 

differential trend was suggested. 	The same trend was suggested 

in attitudes toward the medium but was non-significant, possibly 

due to more négative initial attitudes toward the medium. An 

analysis of an evaluative factor for medium and lecturer was 

suggestive of this trend of a more positive evaluation by the 

Compliance group. Rating the medium  first appeared to result 

in more  favourable attitudes toward the medium by the Compliance 

group and more favourable attitudes toward the lecturer by . the 

Non-Compliance -zroup. 	It also seemed to result in a higher 

correlation between the lecturer and the medium measures. 

DISCUSSION..  

Two previous studies had produced significant effects on 

verbal compliance on the acceptance of and liking for a lecturer. 

Such compliance causes the subject to feel he has some control 

over the environment and ne  is thus less likely to reject it. 

This study set out to produce the same effect of verbal compliance 

or non-compliance on not only acceptance of a lecturer-  but of the 

medium of communication - television - used by the lecturer. 

As attitudes toward televisien teaching have been found to be 

the attitudes toward the teacher or content of the lecture it 

was expected that the manipulation of verbal compliance by the 

lecturer to improve 

of the medium itself. 

woUld -prodUce greater acce.ptance 



Attitudes Toward The Lecturer 

Analysis of the lecturer ratings, using the measure of 

• acceptance suggest a difference in acceptance of the lecture ,- 

between Condition 1 (Complian sce), and Conditions 2 and 3 

(Non-Compliance and Control). 	Significant differences occurred 

in the proportion of subjects changing to rejection of the. 

lecturer after the manipulation (Table 2). 	These results are 

reminiscent of the results of Thibaut, Coules and Robinson (1955) 

whose proportions were 37, 	and 56. 	The proportions 

this study were lower - a possible effect of the lecture itself 

and/or of the medium. 	• 

.A measure of change, obtained as the difference - in -_the two 

::lécturer ratings, fell just - short of statistical. significance 
- 	. 

between Conditions. 

-: Proportions baSed on comparison of means also showed - a 

significant difference (“.,05) between . the ébmpliance condition 

and the other two groups (Table 5) 	These proportions were slightly 

different from those of Table 2 and closer to those obtained by 

Thibaut, Coules and Robinson (1955) 	Since they were calculated 

from the means rather than the "measure of acceptance", these 

proportions are possibly more empirical. 	Comparison of total 

sample means showed no significant differences between  conditions, 

•possibly due to high variance. 	 • 

- Examination of individual scales on the lecturer  ratina 

 revealed more positive attitudes by the Compliance Eroup. 	mhe 

41e. 



The 

to the hypothesis. 

characteristics of "flexible", "tolerant of criticism" were 

particularly related to the maniuulation. 	Negative characteristic 

described by the Non-Compliance group seemed to suggest the 

effect of non-compliance (stubborn, snobbish, antagonistic, 

'intolerant of criticism). 

The significant differences in the proportions of subjects 

changing to rejection of the lecturer give qualified confirmation - 

to the hypothesis that verbal compliance by the lecturer to 

try to improve his Presentation results in a smaller proportion 

of subjects changing toward rejection of  the 'leCturer 

. descriptive  adjectives •howinz . the greatest change add'support 

In most tabulations;the proportions and means  of the  Von- 

Compliance group, who were frustrated in their attempt to control 

the behaviour of the lecturer, were slightly higher than those 

of the control grouu. The'difference may be a function of a 

relatively heightened hostility in this group as a result of the 

lecturer's unwillingness to comply. 

Attitudes  Towards  the  edium 

Analysis of the medium ratings showed the same differential 

effect as with the lecturer (2able 3) but with much lower pro-

portions of subjects accentins the medium. 	There were slip-ht  

idifferences between the grand means of Compliance and Von-Com- 

pliance but these were non-significant. 

Subjects in all conditions felt the medium to be strongly 

informative, but impersonal, insensitive, unemotional and uninspiring. 



Other characteristics seemed to beaffected . by  the experimental 

manipulation. The compliance group found the television medium 

more .x''eliable, fair, cooperative, clear, wise. 	The other 

two groups felt it was more formal, unfriendly, unsociable, 

remote s  constrained, rough, unpleasant, disagreeable, foolish, 

.• bad. 

The'adjective - pairs forming the evaluative factor for_ . 

the medium appear to be representative of these.  attitudes (Table: 8). 

As  has been found by other researchers:the 'good - --baC. scale _ 

. was itself representative of this'factor.- 

• 	
Although there were no statistically significant differences 

in attitudes towards the medium, the results appear to suggest 

a differential trend betaeen conditions similar to that found 

with respect to attitudes towards the lecturer. Attitudes 

tovards the medium were more negative than towards the lecturer, 

even on the first impression,ratings. Studies have found that 

college students are generally more negative toward instructional 

television than either elementary students or adults (Schram, 

1960), a possible explanation in this study. 

hibaut and Coules (1952) found in two experiments that subjects 

showing initial hostility show less change than.do  initially 

friendly subjects. This proposition may have been effective in 

this study resulting in less change in attitudes toward the 	. 

medium as a result of the manipulation. 
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Order Efects of the Post - aniDulation  i:easures- 

' 	Varying the order of the lecturer and medium ratings.. . 

appeared to have some effects, althouEh S ample  size .wasreduced. 

Acceptance of the medium  was differentially affected for  the  

Compliance group: when the medium was rated first, it was 

rejected less than when the lecturer was rated first. As the 

results suggest, those subjects able to originate behavlour 

• resulting in the lecturer's willingness to comply show more 

post - experimental friendliness. This friendly or positive 

attitude appears to affect attitudes toward the medium when it 

• is rated first, resulting in greater acceptance of the medium. 

• The subjects  in the  Non-Compliance group,. whose effort -, 

to control was thwarted,:were found.to demonstrate .  a possibly' 

heightened hostility toward the lecturer. This hostility was 

apparently displaced toward the medium when it was rated first, 

resulting in greater acceptance of the lecturer  than when 

the lecturer was rated first and was the object Of the hostility. 

This is suggestive of a "catharSis"effect. 	In the context of 

social communication, the "catharsis" hypothesis is stated as 

follows: the communication of hostility through overt aggressive 

behaviour directed toward a (personal) instigator will tend to 

reduce the residual hostility toward that instigator. 	(Dollard, 

Doob, 	etal, 1939). 	It was with this theory that 

Thibaut and Riecken •(1955b) bean their investigation of the 



relationship between control and acceptance. The "catharsis" 

effect has been the Center . of a àPpat deal Of. controversy:.as 

it is difficult to prove that this is aCtually the reason for 

•the reduced hostility. A hint  of  such effects resulting from- 
. 	

. 	 - 	 . 
.. 

	
. 	

. 	
. 	 . 	 • 

. 	. 	. 	. 
. 'variation of thé order of the questionnairs-(with only 6 subjects 
.f 

this area. 

Comparison  of Acceptance of Uedium and Lecturer 

Since different scorinz ranges were used in the scales 

of the lecturer and medium auestionnaires, the neans could not 

be compared. This was an error in the design and should be 

corrected in any replication. However, it was possible to 

conduct correlation tests on the measures of acceptance of 

lecturer and medium. 

It was hypothesized that attitudes towards the medium 
• 

*would correspond to .attitudès tewards -  the lecturer after the 

lecture. 	There was, in this study, little correlation between 

the measures for the total sample. However, when the samples 

were divided into those rating the medium and those rating the 

lecturer first, the correlations between the measures were higher 

when the medium was rated first. The correlation was sign-

ificant for the Non-compliance condition. 	It would appear 

that attitudes toward the lecturer, particularly when negatié., - 

were displaced towards the medium first and maintained for the 

lecturer rating. 	'en the lecturer  was rated first, the cor-. 

relation was low, particularly for the Compliance group with their 

- 
•. per group) might be a recommendation  for  further studies in 



conveyed to the medium. 

• - more positive attitudes toward the leeturer. Thes e .  were not 

-There is a faint suggestion from these results and from 

the effects of varying order that attitudes toward the medium 
4 

,eorrespond to the attitudes toward the lecturer when the medium 

is rated first. 	The credibility of this effect is low due to 

the small sample and the generally negative attitudes trnrard 

the medium. 

Improvements in Desim  

• 	As has already been suggested, the design could be improved 

by using the sane-sized scales for the ratings of the medium 

and lecturer for correlational purposes. Larger samples are 

recommended for more significant comparison of groups. The 

manipulation itself may have been a reason for the few significant 

results. 	In this study, subjects jotted doWn comments about • 

the lecturer without knowing that they would be given to him. 

ThiS may have weakened the manipulation.:',. -In. the - Decharms 

and Bridgman study (1961) subjects actua lly had an opportunity- -  

to discuss together how the lecture could be improved so tha't 

they would learn better and a joint recommendation for the 

lecturer to summarize was passed on to him. It might be 

expected that the effect of compliance would be greater under • 

these conditions. 	Also, a learning test would provIde a greateT' 

need for improvement; and thus more hostility would likely result 



'.frOm non-Compliance. 

As some effects of varying the order of the post-manipulation 

measires  were evident, a definite decision would have to be made 

as to this order. An interesting study would have a- condition 

rwhich would omit the rating of the lecturer and a comparison 

made  of the  rating of the medium with other conditions. 

SUT ITA_RY 

This study explored the effects of perception of control 

in a mediated learning situation on attitudes toward the lecturer 

and medium. Preliminary research was cited that suggested 

the following proposition: perception of control resulting 

from agreement by a lecturer to follow suggestions of the students 

is likely to decrease rejection of the learning  environnent,  

i.e., lecturer and medium of television used by lecturer. 

In the present experim'ent,..the Manipulation ras the verbal 
_ 

compliance'or.non-compliance of the lecturer to follow,suggèstions. 

The main dependent variables were pte - and post - experimental . 
- 

'measures of acceptance  of the lecturer and a post-experimental . 

measure of acceptance of the medium. 

Analysis showed that the manipulation produced significant 

effects in the proportions of subjects rejecting the lecturer. 

Effects based on a comparison of means were non-significant. - 

Analysis‘of the acceptance - rejectiOn .  of the medium were 
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non-significant but suggestive of a differential trend. Attitudes 

toward the medium were generally more negative than tdward the ' • 

lecturer. 
. 	. 

Further examination of the order of the post-experimental 

measures and of correlation were.suzgestive of some possible' 

effect of varying the order. 
• • 

• It may be concluded that some.support was given to:the • 

hy .-pothesis that compliance on the mart of the lecturer 
• 

lead to changes in the students' Derceptfon of him, specifically, 
- 

.to less rejection. Confirmation cannot be given to the 

hypothesis that compliance will have a similar "effect on attitudes 

to the medium, althoUgh the results showed suggestive trends. 

The hypothesis that post-experimental attitudes toward  the  

medium will c-orrespond to attitudes toward the lecturer Was not 

confirmed. Results were mildly  suggestive of this proposition 

but more research in this : area is recommended. 
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APPErDIX t 

••• • 	. 	• 

Tntroducti.on  and Rak to Sisiect ,,-  

(Introduced self and assistant) 

The study you have volunteered for is part of an ongoing 

program of research in education and technology between 

Carleton and the Department of Communications. Referred 

to as the Educational Communications Project, it emphasizes 

the basic concern with the processes of communication and 

the role of these processes in educa.tion. Efforts are 

being made to show that learning processes can be increasingly 

nore effective and stimulating throuzh communications 

technology. This is one study to help us evaluate the 

effectiveness of a lecturer using the medium of television. 

In a moment you will see and hear a lecture on this television 

by a visiting lecturer. , The picture and sound are being 

,controlled by our Technologist in the control room.- 

I'm going to leave'you for a•few minutes so that I . 	. 

- can introduce our lecturer to you over the television. 

(Introduction of  lecturer and lecturer's remarks about his 

background.. E returns). 

Thank you,  r. 	. 'Before you -t;o on, we'll take 

,a short break . to -give the students an opportunity to comment 



.(Questionnaire  1  completed) 

• 

Part of this study involves making a first impression 

of the lecturer - rating him to the best of your ability 

from what you have seen and heard as well as answering a 

few auestions about your experience with and impressions 

of instructional TV. Read the instructionc carefully'. 

Answer only questionnaire I. Then turn it over on the 

right side of your desk. 

. 	 You now have Questionnaire II on -which you.are to 

•evaluate the lecturer durinz his lecture. —Do not put your 

" naines  on . the paper. 	We want the- comments•to.be anonymous. 

I'll ash Mr. .« 	 to'continue now. -  

We are ready, Mr. 	 

• (Picture on;. Lecturer giVes.20 minute lecture, ending 

:with - "I am going to take a break now and come back") 

Thank you Mr. 	 

•I'll collect the questionnaire II now. 

- 	(Condition 1 and 2) My assistant, . 	 is going . 

to take -them  to  Mr. 	.so•that.he pay have an opportunity 

to look at them if he wishes.. 	- 

(Condition 3) 	They.  will used for our research. 



\ 

(dive out - Questionnaire 3) Iow on this 3rd ouestion-. 

• 

• 
naii-'e would you answer a few questions to evaluate the 

communications system please. • 

If  everyone has .JEImished . the _questionnaire please 

it. face down on Questionnaire I, 

Mr. 	whenever you're ready. 

(Picture on) • 	- 

(Lecturer gives 10 minute.lecture). 

Thank you, 1.1r. 

today. 

	, we - appreciate Your coming to 

(Picture off). speak to us 

And now Would . you complete this final'questionnaire 

• - (111 ) to evaluate the leCturer and thé system. 	Please 

• complete them in the order given. 
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APPENDIX 2 

- •    bad 
not enough 
information 

• The  Uestionnaires 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to assess the 

lecturer you have just heard. On the basis of the 

Information you now have, please rate the lecturer to the 

best of your ability. The scales are designed to assess 

feelings and thoughts about the lecturer. There is a box 

for each item stating "not enough information to judge". 

Please use it only  if you do not have some feeling or.  

expectation about the lecture on that item. Work rapidly 

through the scales without pauàing more than a few seconds 

on each one and without returning to one you have already 

completed. Place an X at the point on the scale which you 

consider most appropriate. 

good : X : 
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your feeling about 

• modebt 

nerVous 

knows how to 
handle students 

desirable as a 
friend 

conceited 

relaxed 

undependable 

muddleheaded 

honest 

stubborn 

cold 

unfa:miliar with • 
subject 

agreeable 

lacks  assurance. . 

dnt olerant of 
criticism 

tries hard 

dull 

easily influenced 

lacks.sense 
of humour 

uninformatiVe 

incompetent 

not  enough 
j„nformatIon 

1:11 to judge 

• • • 
Ma:Manna. eeelialeMaape. •10:03MCM•11Malei osaldOma• 

D t 

I 

t 

ip 

1 t 

I 

D 

D 
D 

t 

t 

t t • 

dôesn' t know how - 
to handle student s El. 

no deSire to know 
— _ • . . . 	him better 	- .............. 	, maim:Hume.

. . 	. . 
etneb*Me10 

. 

.115MI S IWIMM 	 . 

• • •

• 	

• 	• 	• 	• 
emon 	 Soso,» Itsameei «SONS 

• • 	• 0 	 0 ' • • 	• 	• 	• 

	

avecemara. 	 a•ra . amalaose mesas 

accepts 
criticism .  . 	. . 

-:-, lacks effort 
. 

' 	interesting 	- . 	• . 	. . 	- . 	- .  

. firm 

sense of humour  

• • 

• 

• 

informative 
Maussl 

• 	

aosso somas Sumaamm suss 

competent 

.-------- dependable 

. 	clear thinking 

deceitful 

	

flexible 	. . 	. . 	. . 
Mwame..cceme ...»..*as suss Maeavama

.  . 	. . 
mu-violas ossmica 

•  knows subject •  

antagonistic 	

~~	

• •  • • 
• • • 

decisive 

• 

• • 

will go far- 

democratic 

will not 
•get ahead 

snobbish 

• • 	• 	• 	• 
• • 

• restooe 	 mstemanraae 

* 0 	• 	0 	• 
0 	• 	• 	• 	• 

ma* ..a.....,..,. ems...am memœmeem mms.ama aeama 

warm  • 4 
•

• 

laroMOMS 
• • • 

1.  

• Please place an X on the scale to. correspond t . 	. 

.the lecturer you have.just seen and heard. 
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Please place an X  on the scale to .correspond to.your.feeling about 

Diminish .importance of instructor 

.not at all 	: 	: 	: 	.a great deal 

.11ave you had a lecture on television before? •  

yes or no 

11, .television as an instructional aid. 

Television as an instructional aid will be useful to 

Improve communication of information 

not at all • • 	• • • 	• 	• 

	

ameeemom ar.* 	 memessagre 
a great deal 

Improve quality of lectures 

not at all 	• • • 	• a great deal 
a** enearemcs. slaxama eaameerwaa. 	 ••n 

Increase efficient use of class time 	. 

IInt at all  . • 	• • a great -deal.. 

..: . Provide greater information resource's 

not at all • • 	. 	a great deal 



DELIVERY 

CONTENT 

7- OTHER 

;SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

N:\  

II  

Evaluation of Lecturer (Please jot down brief comments during 

- the lecture) 
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the first part? 

Did you feel the second part of the lecture was any different from 

yes or no El] 

If yes, 
a) Was it better or worse? 

h) Mhy did it differ? 



III • 
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fl›  Evaluation of Communications System 

Did you feel that the communications system over which you have 

just had a lecture waS a distraction? 

not at all 	• •  • . a great deal 

Would .  you like to have more lectures on this system? 

none 	some 	all 

Can you suggest any improvements in the communication system that 

you feel would make it more useful, adaptable'or:informative for -

purpOses like those operative,today? 



sensitive 

sociable unsociable 

53 	. 

Please  place  an'X on the scaie to.  correspond to your feeling' about 

gl, 	the communications system over which you have just received a 
lecture. . relaxed • uneasy 

mr....weve• n••••el.2•0.0 ••••••n.••••• 

	

closed 	• 	. 	. . 	. . 	.open .. 	 . —  
. 	 . 

• - 
' 	 • 	 - 

• . 
• 

public 	: 	private 

free : 	: 	constrained 

• intimate • remote 

rough 	: 	: 	: 	smooth 

slow • • • 
Ise.••n• dweaap*. 1...m•ram. • gw.caunetan 

fast  

cooperative 	• 	. 	competitive 
enwve 	 arcesieSoe moo *en.** 

	

pleasant 	: 	: .: 	: 	unpleasant . . 

	

unsatisfactory' 	. , . 

	

- 	: 	- - 	satisfactory. 

. 	agreeable 	.-: 	. . 	• : '  disagreeable . -  

- 	cold 	 . 	. • . . 	• 	:  - : 	- warm . . . 	 • 	• . 	 • 

	

. 	. _- 

	

meaningful 	. 	. 	

. 	. 	meaningless - . 	• 
. 	. 
• - passive 	. . . 	: . . 

ammemn* anmeammbe *ago e***. eve** 
active

* 

	

secure 	: 	

. . 	. 	. .. 	insecure 

	

personal 	: 	. . 	. . - t  _ _ an*** *Man** 
impersonal.  

	

. easy 	: 	- . 	• . 	- . 	difficult. 

	

hazy 	: 	
*au* 

: 
* 

:
n 

clear 
***. esà  

foolish 	• . 	mise 

informative uninfo.rmative 

successful • . ilnsuccessful 

13IPOPLAR ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST 

me**. 

	

untrustworthy 	: 	- 	: › : 	trustworthy .  

. 	inforwal 	: 	: 	- 	: 	formal 

	

friendly 	:- 	: 	: 	: ' Unfriendly 

insensitive 	: 



• ' • 

.1111•n•nn•n•• 

•••••••n•••n 

'boring 

coMfortable 

emOtional 

confusing 

gàod 

7 - unfair 

.'complicated 

inspiring 

unreliable .  

uncomfort  able  

• • unemotional 

fair

interesting 

• • 

• • • 	• 

• nn•n•nn•fflan 

simple 

— _ _ unspiring . 	. 	. 	. • - 	. 	- 

. 	. 	. 	. • • 	. 	. 

	

-_-_ ___- 	____ 	reliable  

understandable 

bad 

• • 



HOLDING STUDENTS' ATTENTION 

not at_all a great -  deal 
• n•n••••t 	 ••••••nnne* me«samay 

- DIMINISHING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE INSTRUCTOR 

not at all  • : 	 : 	 : 	 : 	a great deal 

PROVIDING GREATER INFORMATION RESOURCES 

. not at all 	. 	. . 	. • . 	a great deal 

• 

' 	55 . 

Do you feel . that the use of Instructional -Televisicin will alter .  

the learning process by: 	 - - 

IMPROVING COMMUNICATION OF INFORMATION. 

• 
•••••n••••••nn• 

not at all 
*ea.* emae*,-PS•31 Ousentlama 

,a_great deal  

INTRODUCING ADDITIONAL VIEWPOINTS FROM OTHER "EXPERTS" 

not at all . 
apaneeleame.

. . 	. 	a great deal 
Ignewm:rams. 	 eexessa 

MEETING INDIVIDUAL NEEDS OF STUDENTS. 

not at all 
irMUM.M0 •7•0MamealM MaYMIMabe 	 ans".....71  

a great deal. 

INCREASDNG EFFICIENT USE .0F.CLASSTIME 

not at all . : 	: 	a great deal - • • 

-- 	FACILITATING LEARNING . • 

not at all 	: 	: 	: 	: ..a great  de ai:  

011.1.1...01.01em 

• IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LECTURES 

nt  at all 	: 	: 	a great deal 



democratic 	• • • • • •  • 

get ahead 

~ snobbish 

- • 'knows how to 
•handle students 

desirable as a 
friend 

-accepts 
criticism 

• firm 

sense of humour 

informative 	: 	 • • 
• 

. competent 

0 	 0 
0 	• • 

• 

a • • • 	• 	• 	• 

lacks - sense : 
of humid -Ur 	. 

uninformative 

incompetent 

tr- 

n  „ 

deceitful 

flexible 

warm 

knows subject 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• 

• 

•  • 
• a 

• .• 

• • 

relaxed 

undependable 

m-uddleheaded 

honest 

stubborn 

cold  •. 

Ept, 

r-]  

" 

If 

. doesn/t know how 
to handle students ED 

. no desire to know 
him better 

lacks effort 

interesting  

intolerant of 
criticism 

tries hard . 

dull 

: 	easily in_fluenced jJ 

• • 

IV 

56 

Please place an X on the scale to correspond to your feeling about 

• ' the  lecturer you have just seen and heard. 

- dependable 	  

-clear thinking 

antagonistic 

decisive 

will go far 	•  • • • - 	- 	• 	- * • 	will not 

modest 

nervous 

. . 	-. . 	. 	. . 	. 	. . unfamiliar with 
• subject 

. 
. 	. 	. 	.  • 	 . 	agreeable 	- • • 	• 	•  

• 
• . 	• . 	• . 	• . 	• 	 . 	lacks assurance 

• • • 

• • 	• 	 •  conceited 

not enough 
information Ei to judge 



LEZ.--IL:211L1 

List of Acceptance Quotients Expressed  as the Proportion of 

Positive  Responses. 	. 

' Condition  1 (Conpliance)  

Measure of 
Ss 	Li . . 	L2 	Charrre  	 um 

1 . 	.25 • 	.50 	+.25*. 	:45 

2' 	.75 	' .90 	+.15 . 	.95 
3 	• .78 • .87 	+.09 	.9 .  

4 	1.00 	1.00 	. 	• 0.00 	. .97 

.5 . 	.66 	. .43 	-.23 • 	. .15 

O .53 	.72 	• 	+.19 	.10 

• 7 	.80 	.95 	. 4.15 • • . 	• .35 
O . .0 	.08 	.11 	±. 03 . 	.41 

9' 	.82 	.50 	-.32 	• .OS 

>1-0 	• .75 	:95 . 	+.25 	. 

11 	.68 	. .76 	+.08 . 	.32- 

i2 	56 	.63 	. 	.62 

	

7= .64 7= .69 	5= .45 

* +denotes  change in directiOn of acceptance. 

denotes change in direction of rejection 



Ss 	Ll 

1 	.66 

2 	* 	.80 

3 	.7o 
, 

 

L. 	.44 

5 	.5o 

6 	.66 

7 	.43 

8 	.55 
9 	.80 
10 	.46 

11 	.52 

12 	_211 

Re-- .59 

2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7 
3 

9 
io 

12 
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Cond. 1  tibn 2 C2n:-.1..,.'=.11ar...«_2m1, 

Measure of 
L2 	Chane 	1.:edium 

.66 	0.00 

.78 	-.02 

.76 	+.06 	.25. 

.82 , 	+.38 	• 	.78 

.25 	. 	-.25 	• 0.00 

.71 	. 	+.05 	• 	.38 

.43 	.-.05 	.33. 

.24 	. 	-.31. 	. : .22 

.66 	-.14 	.73 

.32 	. 	..11 

.25 	• 	-.27 	.  

.zi 	• 	. 	: +. 26 . 	. 	_,21 

.55 	5f.-- .32 

Condition 73Pont--o1)  

'Measure of 
Li 	L2 	' 	•- ChaYr7e 	n.ditun.  

.65 	.12 	, -.53 	.23 . 

.52 	.37 	-.15* 	.12' 

.52 	.• 	-.19 	.. 

.80 	.90 	- 	+.10 • . 

• .85 	..64 	-.21 	: -.24 

• .82 	.89 	. 	+.07 . 	• ,27 

• .71 	.45 	. 	-.26 	. ..06 

1.00 	.85 	• 	-. 15 	.12 

.79 . 	. 52 	• 

•.85 	.67 	• -. 18 	. 	.12 

.78 	• 	.79 	• 	+ 0 01 • 	. 65' 
0.00 	.2 8 	> 	- +.28 • 	' 	0.00

• .70' 7.= 	. . 	• 	.24 



Summar:/.of Eeans of Meaures of Acce .oance . 

•.C2 

•059 

.69 	.55 

.4.5. 	.32 
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2 	1 
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. 1 

knows: sub 

• agreeable. 

 decisive, • 
; • • " 

will •go. far 
• .• 	: 	• 	• 	: 
- democratic .• 1; 

•'knows how .to = 
handle •studen.ts 

	

, 	.. 	• 	. 	I 

deSirabr.e: as.  
• • friend 	I ; 

• ; 	I 	• 	j 	' 
.a.ccepts 
.CriticiSm 

. 	•• 	j.; 
:tries hIard 1.1J 

- 	 •  
• ;.interebting !•1 • • . 
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Change to Negative knows subject 	conceited- 	muddleheac, 

lacks sense of 	stubborn* 	 stubborn 
hunour 	antagonistic 	cold* 

snobbish* 	unfamiliar . 

' undesirable as 	'th  sub  
friend* 	lacks assu 

• 
 intolerant of 	ance  

criticism* 	antagonist 

snobbiSh 

doesnt kr 
how to ha 

: .students 

undesirabl 
•friend 

intolerant 
critioisz 

lacks seal:. 
af humou: 

uninformal. 

incompet 

'* .adtual change from negative to  positive

or positive to negative response. 
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1.8 	2 

Mean Proill, 

Positive 
2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 _3 	 

Semantic 
(N=12) 

4 	4,2, 
• Differential 

Negative 
3 	3.6 3,8 	4 	4 _ 

relaiced 	; • 
open 
private i 	; 	. 

free 	: • ; " ; • : 
. 	intimate . 1 

• CM 0 o -th 

fast 	• 
'cooperativeH 
pleasant 
satisfactory: i! 

! 
agreeable 

- 	• 	; 	; 	• 
warm , 	• 
meaningfui 
active  
.secure ' 

' 	. 	i 	1 1 

I 7- 

: 

-Personal 	, 
easy 

.clear  

wise 	• 
informative 

«successful H 
trustworthy : • 
:informal 1 • 1.! 

; friendly 
'sensitive 	I..; . 
sociable 

 interee.-,ting 
• comfortable:  

• 'emotional ; !II 
understandable' 
good 

.1 !1: 
fair ; • .,1 
simple .  • 
inspiring 
reliable 

01 X  =3.05  
c y = 

• • 

• 

01  
(Compliance) (Gantry': 

uneasy 
1; 	• 	• 	; 	 ; 

1 	• 	• 
•public 	; ; 

1 	'con-trained ti. 	 t  
: • remote 1 . • ; 

rough 1 ! • ! 
• • 	• 	.1 t 

t 	 • 	, 

slow 	• 
• 'uncooltiera ti . ? 

unpleasa.nt. 
 ' unsatisfact 

; disac,,reeabl • 1 
cold 	; 
meaningless 
passive • 

..! insecure 
• • imnersonal; 

•
• 	. 

difficult, ' 
• hazy 
foolish 	; 

; uninformati[.  
Unsuccessfu,l.: 

! 	 • un Grustwort.i 
forma.1 	t I 	' 	• 
unfriendly• , 	• 

0-1 
\ • 

1 

1 insensitive! 
Unsociable, 

i borng . 	 '  
uncomfortab:

1
1 

; .1 unemotional 1 
1 • confusing 1 • , 

	

I 	I Pall • 	; 	:  •, ; 
• I 	unfaii7 1:*i 

• I complicated 

	

jJ 
.. 	; 

ninspiring 
L.Ï_Un.reIiab1e ,  



remote (-) 	 -- 

cold (-) 

passive (-),. 	• 

unfriendly ( 7 ) 

unsociable (-). 

boring (-) 

relaxed (+) 

close  d (-) 
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5..3. .6 neg. • • 
STRONGLY 	pos.  

Attitudes to Medilan. 

• 3.2-3.6 nég. 	- 	2.8-3.2 
. MODERATELY 2.4-2.8 pos. SLIGHTLY 

CI 

slow (-) 

imnersonal (-) 

insensitive (-) 

unemotional (-) 

uninspiring (-) 

informative (+) 

simple (+) 

reliable (+) 

• 5/8 neg.public (-) . 

!cooperative (+) 

.clear (+) 

wise .(+) 

understandable (+) 

fair (+) 

• - 8/14 :neg. 

uncomfortable -(-) 

constrained (-) 

rOugh (-) 

unSatisfactory (-) 

unsecure (-) 

good (+) 

pleasant (+) 

ageeable (+) 

meaningfUl (+) 

successful (+) 

trustworthy (+) 

-  3.0 easy- 	6/1:: . 
difficult 

-12/15  nez. 

Constrained  (-) 

remote  (-) 

rough  (-) • 

impersonal (-) 

formal  (-) 

unfriendly  (-) 

isensitive (-) 

unsociable  (-) 

unemotionl  (-) 

meaningful (+) 

Informative (+) 

10/12 neg.• 

closed (-) 

slow (-) 	• 

unpleasant (-) 

.unsatisfactory (-) 

disagreeable  (-) 

cold (-)- 

passive (-) 

difficult "(-) 

berinr (,) 

bad (-) 

unfair-(-) 

uninsniring (,) 

relaxed (+) 

foolish (-)
• 

cooperative (+) 

secure (+) 

six:1;31e (+) 

reliable (+) 

17. 3.0 

public succe. 

. successful 

confortable 

understandable 

trustworthy 

• 

U  

- 

-t 

; 
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Closed (-) 

constrained (-) 

remote (-) 

slow (-) 

'unpleasant 

cold (-) 

passive (-) 

impersonal (-) 

unfriendly (-) 

insensitive (•) 

unsociable (-) 

boring (-) 

unemotional 

uninstiring 

informative 

simple (+1 

public ( z) 

rough (-) 

unsatisfactory• (-) - 

disagreeable. (-) 

meaningless (-) 

insecure (-) 

foolish (-) 

unsuccessful (-) 

formal-  (-) 

uncomfortable (-) 

bad (-) 	• 

- unfair 

undàrstandable (+) 

- 12/13 ne›..7,- . 

• • 

uneasy (-) - 

.difficult (-) 

cooperative (+) 

trustwôrthy (+) . 

reliable (+) • 

- 2/5 - 

.=3.0 la .zy 

(-) 

(-) 

( -) 

(+) 

14/16 neg. 

STRUGLY 

- 	.68 

MODERAr'PELY 

, . • 
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Eow Variance Items on "Ilèdiume Ratin7 

Subjects were in strong agreement ( .65) on the following 

rough. 

cOoterative 

pleasant 

- impersonal 

.wise 	- 

informative 

active 

secure 

unemotional 

- items. 	The mean . shows positive or negative score. 

Connliance  Non-Compliance  

62 	 - X 
(3.2) 	.09 	cooperative 	(2.9)(+) . 59

•(2.7)(+) .38 	eaeY 	(3.5) 	.58•

(2.8)(+) 	hazy 	 (3.8)(-) .31 
(3.7)(-) •41 	wise 
(2.7)(+) .38 	trustworthy 	(2.8) 	.50 
(2.3)(+) .46 	unfriendly 	(3.7)(-) .31 
(3.4) 	.52 	• 	insensitive 	(4.1) (-) .27 
(3.1) 	 unsociable 	 (4.o)(-) • .33 
(3.7)(-) .64 	unenotional  

good 	 (3.3) 	.03 
fair 	 (3.3) 	.44 
uninspiring 	 (3.6)(-) .62 

Control  

constrained 	(3. 8 )(-) .31 
slow 	(4.0)(-) .50 

cooperative 	(2.8)(+) .43 

unpleasant 	(3.8)(-) .31 
cold 	(4.1)(-) .11 
nassive 	(4.1)(-) .54 

insecure 	(3.6)(-) .22 

innersonel 	(4.4)(-) .56 

(4.1.)(-) 	.61 
•unenoon7_1 	(4.4)(-) 	• 39 
•uninsnirin- 	• (4.2)(-) .36 

Strongl: native adjec -,ives are unr'erlincd. 



/ 	 . • • 

SuMmary of Correlations on Post-Experimental Measures . of 

Acceptance of Lecturer and Medium Using Spearman's . Rank 

Order Correlation. 

	

Total  Sample 	'Medium Rated 	Lecturer Rated 
First .' 	.First 

• 

Compliance 	.34 	.61 	- -.20' 

Non-Compliance 	.42 	• 	•77*  - . 	• 	.46 
. 	. 

'Control 	.52* 	. 	• 	.•60 	: 	. 	• 93* ; 
• • 

• 

* Significant at ..05 level.on à one-tailed test. 

• 



Method' 

II,  Teleconferencing and Self-Monitoring 
MIInnn••••••.•.M... 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how persons in a 

two-person interaction made use of self-feedback monitors during 

mediated communication in the Wired City Laboratory. Of specific 

interest was the influence of the distance of the self-feedback 

monitor from the subjects. 

•Subjects 

Sixty male and female undergraduates from the.introductory 

psychology course at Carleton.  University participated'in the study. 

'Apparatus 	. .• . 

• Each subject was seated in a node of the Wired City Laboratory.. 

The equipment configuration used in the terminal is diagrammed in 

Figure 1. The centre monitor was used to present stimuli to one 

participant. The self-feedback monitor allowed the participant to 

monitor his own behavior during interaction; the other monitor . 

allowed the participant to monitor his partner. The cameras wer-e 

situated in such a way that self-monitoring glances were recorded 

as outward movements of the eyes and monitoring of one's partner 

was recorded as inward eye movements. Finally, two self-monitor 

postions, near and distant, were employed. 

Procedure  

Pairs of subjects were assigned to one of the following exper-

imental conditions: 1) near self-monitor, 2) distant self-monitor, 

3) no self-monitor.  • Five . same-sex, and five mixed-sex pairs were 
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tested in each condition.. Participants were asked to perform two 

experimental tasks during the mediated interaction. In one task 

subjects were instructed to "arrive at a common story" in response 

to a vague, unstructured picture from the Thematic Apperception Test. 

The second task required participants to "come to a common solution" 

to two human relations problems. Fifteen minutes was allowed for 

each of these tasks. Task order was randomized. 

After finishing these tasks, the participants were asked to 

complete a personality measure of self-monitoring tendency .  (Snyder, 

1974), and to provide self-report data on their reactions to the 

mediated communication system. Participants worked on these tasks 

independently, with visual and audio communication between one another 

eliminated. 

Dependent Measures 	• 

The number of glances toward the self-feedback monitor and 

toward the monitor containing other's image were recorded. Transcripts 

of subjects responses on the TAT and the human relations task were 

scored for creativity by an independent judge. The relationship 

between the personality measurement of self-monitoring and the use 

'of the self-feedback monitor was also of interest. Data analysis 

is still in progress on the videotapes of these sessions. A report 

being prepared for publication will be submitted to the Department 

of Communications upon its completion. 



Other 
Monito 

Near  
Self-
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Personal 
Camera 



1 * The study  as  reported has been submitted asIn'Honors Thesis in 

Social Psychology to Carleton University by Shirley Morrison. 
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