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Ihtroduction

The following pages summarize the work done under this Contract
by the principal investigators, their assistants;;and'theipersonneii
of the Wired City Simulation Laboratory at.Carleton University. ‘Twon
studies are reported in detail, but before these sections'areipresented
some introductory comments are in order concerning the problems inves—

- tigated under the contract, |

" The lnltlal statement of purPOse involved three related study -
areas: (1) the effects of self;monitorind in teleconference 81tuatioos,
(2) the effects’ of monitor size on social—psycholodlcal processes -
. participants in teleconferences, (2) the effects of other "hardware" :~w
characteristics on the teleconference process, | .-

A study pertaining to area (1) has been completed, and the des—
cription of.its:procedure-will follow, The exploratory work conductedv
in relation to parts (2) and (3) indicated that no useful results
- would come from following the initial plan as 1aid.down in the con—‘

' tract~proposal, and that.the initial statements were‘unrealistically
specific, The primary reasoovis 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




. elther for the development of that 1nstallatlon nor to the Department

‘of Communications, More will be sald about thlS 1n the summary of
this report, For the moment, however, it is suff1c1ent to state

" that an alternative‘conception of the approach was developed,none

in whlch the.teleconference context employed was one which was
oriented’to problems of teachinCr This, ofvcourse, isrjust one of
many teleconference contexts, but it was adopted because the basic
questlon asked was (a) relevant for the crenelal aims of the contlact
concernlng the relationship between the user‘and communlcatlons
technology, and (b) relevant for the aims of the Wired Clty Labola—
torles as they became 1dent1f1ed with the Educatlonal Telecommunlca—

tions Pro;;ect° Our basic questlon wh1ch amounted to a reV1sed

version of the second and third questlons was: '"In the teleconfer—

- ence. learnlng context, what are the effects of the learner s feellnds
of control over the source of ‘his 1nformat10n (1 e, the teacher) on

l his evaluatlon_of the.source, and on hls.evaluatron of the~telecon—

. ference context 1tself?"

In this report, attentlon will flrst be turned to the attempt

- to answer thlS question,

ZT'l.~fAudience Controlfover Information Source and Attitudes Toward .

1

the Source and Medium of Communication.
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71nstruczlon availlable to greater numbers. .*nese-methods-mnclud&d

lntroductwon ' ' B RV

Thls study examlne° the ef fect of percelved control on the

,écceptance of televised lnstructlon.- Spe01f1cally. thls ex-

perinent tests the effect of conpllance or non- compllance of a.

lecturer <o resnond to su estlons on learner attluudes uowards

" the lecturer and towards the nedium of teleV131on used bJ the

lecturer.

The rise of student enrolments in the '50s and °60 along

51deratlons of methods of 1n3”ov1nb 1nstructlon ‘and maklng good

"the use of teaching machines,‘nro*ramméd instruction, CCTV and
. - prog ‘ . _ _

.w1th rapid developments in communication technolog ybled to con-_

other instructional technology. AlthcuﬂhAmodern communications.

developed for nurposes of envert alnnent have Droduced vast

educatwve changes, our educatlonal 1nst1butlons have falled to o

. use the same uechnology e1¢ect1vely. . Some remote teleV131on -

“teaching expewlments have been succesbful, others fa11ures.~

blasorooms nave been equipped with audlo—VLsual equlpment that'

selaom used. Now, in the '70s, the 1nt%oductlon o; broadoand i‘

conmunlcatlons has inspired a nev awaveness of 1ts role 1n ed- '

ucation. - . S ;j" S

- The "Wired City

The implementation of a ilired City Simulation'LaboratcryAa

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

‘hurianistic studies fccussing, in part, on effects of “hardware"

T
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"cﬁaracterisfics on psy cholo icalﬂﬁariabless tit.has;also‘reé
. . sulted in attention to the use of modern communlcatlons technolo”y
. | in 'the :mmrovement and expan81on of learnlnb processes. L s
Personnel oz-the recently eSua llshed Eauca 1onal CommunlcationsA
1Projecf.hope that by blending an awareness of past 1nadeq1ac1es
;fV with the current state of knowledge of coﬂmunlcatlons technolo
along with current understanding of educatlonal osychology, they'
Amay realise significant advances in the appllcablllty OL'.'

educdtional technology. (Educational Communications Project,

Telev1sed Instrucbvon

CCTV has ‘been one of uhe most frequenuly sucgeSued methods

for 1mprov1n6 educaulon. ‘ Inev1tably, the use. of CCLV‘ralses:~'_
.’ 'tWo questions. First, do students taking courses Oj TV learn. N

as much? - Secondly, do thelr attltudes conoare w1th *hose of

studenbs rece1v1ng reﬁular classroom leotures° ' In attempts to
answer the first questlon mosﬁ studies have found no 51gn1f1canu
dlflerences in the amount Wearned when comperlsons are dvawn

between 7.V. and non - T V. SeCulonS.. (Davss, R. N., 1966)

. . . .,
s . , .
e iy s o, R Vs A SN S S e

.‘m" Student att‘tudes foward CCTV, however, tend uo be 1n11uenced

'
'

o AN o4 S S o

by the 1nteraCulon of a numbe“ of Varlables.

Meny'students appear to enter the ceTv eXperiehce with e'

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

ooswtlve wwtb experience as tnej come tO»accept 1t. As a oart

of tne eeucatﬂonal process other "actors such as. the lec,u_ﬂr

.ﬁ_ | and ouell"" of 1ns uructlon probably become Izzore 1mporte,nx,
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'determihahts of sfﬁdent attitudes.,'eA sfudent;s;eeeebfanee.of
_1nstructlonal V. w111 be a functlon of hlS attltudes tomdras
the medlum and the maberlal ;”ansmltted and towards the learnlhg
envlronment. In thls'sense, the course end instruetor‘are
important determlnants of atv 1tudes towards the medlum. If a
1factor then can decrease neﬁetlve eutltudes that have been aroused.
:toward the instructor or content of the lecture it should llkely
be instrumental in decreasing negetive ettlhudes_ooward the
.medium of communication. One sueh variable may be~the-per§'A
ception of control over the environment.’ It may be hyp0uhe—§
sized that if a sthdenu feels he can oflblnaue behav1ou“ +°;
change the 31tuatlon, i.e., effect an 1mprovement in conten; 3

or delivery, he will view the envlronment (1nstructor and/or

.-medlum) with a more n081t1ve attltude.

ttitudes to InstruCulonal melevision

In studies of attltudes towarde 1nstructlonal T V. some:

have found television "cold, 1mpersonal remOue" others, 1nt1maue,_
- personzl, close, monotonous" (Carpeﬁter; 1958); In all the B
reactions it was felt that studentsiwere eeeignin qualltles to

television which should~riéh ly be a331~ned to ﬁbe 1nstructlon"

itself. The "medium" becomes the message".
-For televised as well as face-to-face instruction, three

“variables were found to be of yprime importance - teacher, :

-

‘motivation arid DarthlDathﬂ. Investigation of these variables

will lead to improvement in televised instruction.  Results of
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“this attluude towards the T. V. “xpressed negatlve ;eellngs

“‘ff6f*7*::

studies at.the University of Houstsh (Evans, 1958) show that
if students have a basically negative attifude'tOWard a-subjest

matter area or an instructor uhey will anparently of'ten: dlsplace;

boward television &s an instructional. medlum may often be basedii&

““on factors not really related to whether or not the ccurse 1s4 T‘NWMm

presented on telev1slon. Studies by Greenhlll (1958) also found

that acceptability of bhe system 1is 1ﬁterﬂlxed W1th abtltUdeS to

the course, instructor and method w1th the instructor belng thm

crucial variable. - Even the use of v1sual aids was not con81dered

- an adequate substitute for the 1nterrat1ng and SulﬂUlaulng roleA

of "the lecturer. Gogzin (1952) concluded that the ideal T. V.

:wteacher should be pr011c1ent and enbhus1a8ulc, varm_andiout—g01ng{

adaptable and 1lex1b1e- creative or. resource?ul " courageous and

confident. __" - ' T i..ﬁ- B  w":{f"yf_..FsﬁZT;;'ff.f

'-7'

‘It has been found that notlvstlon olays a greater role 1n ;~"

- televised 1nstructlon than in direct teachlng and some reasons

:not the physical distance but the dlstance De*celved bj the ﬂj'

student that is important, i.e., uhe DSVChOlOglcal dlstance.if R

The problen of psychological distance 1n televised 1ns»ruci10n ’

.

" would seem an important one for investigation. = It may be
- expected that perception of conirol over the env1ronment'would ‘
reduce the nsychological distarce, thus increasing the notivational

value.

" have been hyovothesized.  Grosslight (1958) sussected that 1t 1s :.,g:i




One of the greatest criticisms of teleV1sed teechlne ds lack of

feedbacu, the 1nab111ty o) respond, hence,.a lack‘of control.

Generallj, it has been found. tnat DhYS’C”l varlabWes such

‘as ouallty of plcture and sound have llttle effect on learnlng,
glven 1nstrucblon wnlch is meanlnsful and re’evaru. (In a

fpretesu of a study of the eflects of DhySlCal varlables, such

as image size, on soc1al 1nfluence in a medlaued uwo~way dlscussion,

there were indlcatlons that these varlables we*e in ffectlve 1n

the prescence of strong ﬁotlvatlon and a hlon deﬁree of paru—i

..
-

ici patlon).

The.Percentien ef-Controli _ _
o The ‘three variables ceﬁsidered important'te'the eduCatidﬁeidj
'procesewe 1ns»rucgo&, motivation,.uarticip fi n.- may be a1¢ccted
- by anobher variable - Dercelved causatloﬁ. person ma y see
AQanother s behaviour as caused 1nterna71y (se?f-motlv ed) or

- as externally caused (vy 1n11uence or coer01on) f II nerson &

The Droblen of Da”t101bﬁtlon 1s of con81derable 1mnortance."

.attempts to'influence.the-beh Vlour 0¢ person B and 1s successful,.

'-:he may perce1Ve B's CONpllance as at rlbuuaolo to hls_external

“influence. Or he nay perce1ve that his lndluence‘atbempu was .
';not}really affective‘but that Person‘Bvqgmpliedlbecausedhe~wiehed '
to do eo;'i.e.; his behavieur was:intefnaliyfdetefmihed (Dechafds,~
a98).

”hlbaut and Rlecken(195ga) stud1ed %his;intefeetinE”dis~

etlnctlon between ln»ernally.ane exter llv “e”ce1VQd locus of




. causality, relating perception of“soclal causallty Wltn dif~7

ferential-status. They con¢1rmed that a h:gher sbatus verson

was more often seen as compl ring with an 1nfluence atteﬂnt for

1nternal reasons whlle a lower status person was seen as covnlyln~’

’for exter al reasons. Also, persons seen as comnlylnc 1or

1nberna1 reasons were llked betier th han those seen as Con“l"lﬂ" o
for exbternal reasons. Theso resulus ahOW that the effec;s of
.a behavioural act depand on wvhether it is peréeivéd as-béing
.internally or,exﬁernally‘motivated and‘thaf ﬁhere.is é relaﬁidn»f:
ship between this perception of locus of Céusality and the likiﬂg -

-or acceptance of another. S e

CThivaut and Riecken(l955b) ekplored‘this:féléﬁidﬁship furtﬁér“..‘
and proposed that to the exten that oﬁe car'éxefcise‘con ol
over his 3001al env1ronment <hat enV1ronmenb is neluher bhreat;
eninglor frustra%ing. Slmple deductlons resultlng from thls o
pr00051tlon 1nclude the expectations that (1) to the extent uhat
an aggre351ve act causes.a beh av1our change 1n another, the '
~tendency to reject ﬁhé latter will be reduced- (2) if thﬂ
criticiSP is r951sted and no oehaVLou* chanve occurs tne resistor -

will be reaected more stronflv than he would have beeﬂ:iniulélly:f{»
This relationship between.control and acceétance.waé iAQéS%i{$

gated in an unpublished study‘by Thibaut, Coules and Robinsoh (1955);-

Subjects evaluated a lecturer wirose lecture was deéigned téA |

arouse nostility. Criticisns were jomféd dowh by subjeété

during the lecture and in. two ureatnent CondlulOOS theJ e é:giQEn

-to. the lecturer. In one condltlonvthe,leCTurer agreed o AOllDW



'ihe suggestions implied in the criticisms, in-the other he
vould not .Lollow the sucges’clons. ‘In ‘the third condition the.

criticisms wvere not shown to the lecturer. ﬁe uhen resumed his

" that in the treatment where presumaoly-ﬁne ﬂcepulon of conurol

~actions as 1nef°ecnual. ' It nay be 1n¢errcd tnau erce tlon of
A P P

fconurol is likely %o decrease regectlon of the soc1al enV1ronment.

*feelln s of uhe soudert toward a teacher when the studenu Ieels;‘
. that he can have some coatrol in determlnlng the course 0,L

events in the classroon situation. Complwance by the teacher

talk whlch was less offen31ve and more daouual. ‘ Results snowed

was induced only jzﬁ changed <o more.negativ att t des towacds

the lecturer. ilhere the subjects did no% percelve‘vthemselves_

effective in controlling the situation, 857 of them changed %oward

.rejection of the leciurer. Finally in\the_treatmeht whereithee
\eritieisms did not reach-tﬁe target, an 1nuermed1ate proporulon

iiﬁ_Ll of subjects showed change toward reaectlon. | Thus 1t 1s:::
:Tsugnested that when a person perceives hlS a &re831ve acy as E

effective in controlllnﬂ the socizl env1ronment,.there.is less

1i kellbood that he will reaec» it than when he percelves his

A studJ by Decharms ahd'Bridgman (1 61) ekamlned the R

.

igni ries to the sthdent that he can orizinaue oehavwour to'
hanse the sluuatlon and via.s hypothesized %o lead to cnanges in
tne‘students' perceptlon of the teacher.. Sl"nl;lcant results

showed that when the 1ectur er cleaflj comnl ied to the request

e was liked better'»nan when there. was no. comnllenc The
esulis deﬂonstraee imtort nt ;f +s of compli ance on .the nart

)

of ‘the lecuurer on tne behaV1our of- tne"groun hembers. Sucn



. compliant leadership behaviour induceé‘inferenCes obnoerningAthe'
‘ P leader s competence and motlvatlon and arouses motlvatlon in -

the suudents. A leader. who ve“b?lwzes hvs \1111nﬂness to

-comply may have a strong influence‘qver the studenﬁs' morale.
. . ' : R
oo .. even if he does not show clearly that he is able to cqmply.  _
| The design was similar to that of Thibaﬁt, Coules and~Robinson
(1955) but tape‘recofded'lectures were used’effectinQ.greéter:~:‘Jw
control. The éubjects wefe to listen with the two alns of
learning the matérigl and evalvating he leouurer, who
- was present behind asone-way screen; . During the-courseiof_jat
- the experiment, the spbjéqts were informed thaf_they‘wefe not
'; performing well; then they weré-asked for suggestionsito‘be givénﬂ
. %o the 1ectﬁrer'which might help them to Derform Better.AvlThe
. - .sub‘,ec ts arrived at a group dec:.s:Lon to. ask -.Lor a sunmary 'o.L
~the 1ecﬁure.‘4 The leoturer resnonded to this request 1mmed1atelj,-
 and depending on the g ' ouD, he vevballzed eﬂther combllance or
'Vnpn—complianoe. This consgltutod the 1ndependent varlaole 0¢
,-Verbai compliance on the part of the lecturer. A seoond |
. _independent variable of behavioural oomplialce was studled for  i?f

~its intera c'ion with the first. - Sivni ic nv chang s were °

]

attributable to the etperlmental marlpulaulons on all of the

'dependenu measures.

The present experiment was desirned +to investigate the
e;fecu of contll nce or non~comp11apce with suggeSulons for

o

’1mnrovenenu of presen on bJ lecturer on television, on

vt tosan ot ety S
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attitudes towards the medium oI communiCGtion, Comnllance on

the part of the leciurer was expected to lead to chances in the

students’ perception of him._ 32sed on the findings that

attitudes towards instructor or content become the aLtltudes

sion ’ conpllance or non--cormllancn

(e

towards " ﬂstructional telev

should also vary the studenﬁs' acceouance of the nedlum.» .

It is suggested thet the dln“ of 31gn1flcanu dlfferences

in attitude toward the medium of ﬁmunlcatlon resululng~ from

for studies investizzting variszbles which Wlll lead to 1mproveﬂ

attitudes towards televised insiruction. Perceptlon of. control'

can mean greauer part icipatiod nd 1pcreased notlvatlon and

thus increase liking for the soc;al‘enV1ronmenb,_1.e. instructof A

and mediumn. L T - - .;‘f 'Efi?{ ;1 ?;ﬁ§j;iif;.
The hypotheses tested were: ”~ ' ":f§   :iN}fii?;‘ffv;jf

1. - Verbal comvliance by the lecturer to try to 1mprove

his presentation will result in a smaller proporulon of .

- sub4ects'showin£ 2 change toward rejection-of the 1ecﬁurer 1 f$"

in post -lecture ratings (as Comnared to LlrSt 1mbr8851on
ratlnﬁs) and less re"atlfn auqluudes toward the medlum of

communication - television.

‘2. Verbal non-compliznce to improve his presentation will

result in z greater provortion of subjects showing change

to rejection of lecturer and nmore negative attitudes towards

the. mediunm.

i




3 The group for wnich uhe lecture* does not reoelve suggestions

12

- will show a'moderate 1norease towards regectlon of tﬂe'
1ecturer as aroused by the nevatlve characterlstﬂcs OL'the
lec: ture only.

L, tltudes towards the medlum w1ll correspond to attitudes

towawds the 1ecturer aiter the lecture;.

FETHCD

Overview:

In order to explore the‘ frect of. comollance or pon—comnllance

upon attltudes towards the medium bhe Iollow1ng des1gn vas dev-"

elobed.‘ A videotaoed lecture was given to SubJeCuS 1n a. class- -
room in the ered City Slmulavlon Laborauory us1ng a 21" eaching

conso1e s1uuated at the front of uhe room. Plcture and soun

were conbrolled by uhe teohnolo 1st 1n the Control Centre down B

‘fthe hall (see dlagram A & B), A "dummy“ mlcrophone was avallable" -

-

to the experlnenter for "apparent“ conmunlcatlon w1th the leCuu er.

SubJerS were led to believe that the lecture was be g presentede

live by a visitinr lecﬁurer._ The'study wasolntroduced as pars

‘of an on—g01ng p”og*em of research in educatlon and teohnolo~y
,uetween Carleton anA he Department o; Communlcatlons, this

being ones study to nelp evaluzte Tthe effeCulveness_of a2 lecturer -

.u31nc tne medium of television. The-comnlete "scriot“ used

T f P e et e e

oy experlmenbe” in all condltloos aopeers in Appeﬂdlx 1.

The taned lecuure cons isted of 2 parits: . 1. lntrOdUCuWOH'
a2 VA 4k .

«0& the lchurer, .who gave a b ief’outline of~ h s back ound ;

b o O e S S AN L L 4
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. 2. a 20-minute lecture des ig ~2d to arouse negatlve'feellnvﬂ

10-minute lecture, designed %o be a Slth 1mnrovenent 1n

~.The deoendent variables'were

" of communication, televisicn.

: Subiect .

Prodedure . ":’ﬁ;f o

" based on mon ou0ﬁ«, lack eof clarity, bo”edOT, and 3 a flnal

-content and style, but still'ln,uhe direc ion of medlocrluy.

- AUse of the videotape allowed Tor good conu?ol across the'uhree. o
l : .

conditions - the only variation vei g uhe anlpulatlon au the

beginning of the 10-minute lecture.

;fThe indevendent veriable was the lecburer s avreemenu or"
lack of agreement to try to 1nbrove after ”ece1v1n¢ comments
Jotted dovm by the subjects during the Ilrut paru oF tha lact

Ttitudes tOW?rQS the 1nstructor,

W

before and after the manipulation,and aﬁtlﬁudes_toward the medium

B i

yThree sections of 12 sub Jjects each vere drawn from an

made’ in the Resource Centre. xnerl sental credlt was Slven for

'-..;' -

pwrtl vation,

Two sectlons were subjectad to the manipulation, the third
served as & control group.

The experimenter introduced the Suudy‘uo the Suudents and

~announced i that she'WOuld leave to 1nuroauvé bhe vuest_lecﬁurer on .

the television. (in a331stant was useu to renaln w1th tle students“

at this point and also %o aelwve” stucenus"COﬂnents to the lecvu_c

—

'Introductorv Psycnolo -y class in reSuonS°‘oo an appeal for subaects T




later); While out of the room, the.experimenter'ﬁes seen briefly
on the television sefeen with the'lecﬁurer (breVieﬁsly taned)a

The eyperlnenter returned to the room whlle the lecturer vas .

!

giving a brief outllne of his backﬁround. ‘ Thls manoeuvre

- vas de81gned to create the atmosphere 0¢ a. llve lecuure.‘

The lecturer s background was planned to estab1asn his Dtatus
(moderate) and avoid a vossible con.Lound:Lnb edfect.x‘ e descrloOd
some experience in soc1al psychology, leav1nv school to suend.

several years in business then returning. to the educaulonal S 8

env1ronment and psychology, resultlng in his v131t1n5 colleées
'and giving lectures. He was addressed as "Mp."' to meke hlSp,
backbround ambiguous enourh to allow studenﬁs to make thelr own. .

assessment of hlS status.

After the 1ntrodu0ulon the . lecturer was. asked to‘gake a . )

. i
4.‘ - e H

short break and the first 1mpress10n questlonnalre was admlnlstered.

--The lecturer was then asked, over the mlke, to go ahead Wluh

.

the lecture. The first part of the lecture con31sted of vasic L

.toplcs in psycno Logy - attluuue chanﬁe, coenltlve dlssonaece,:

Milgram's experiments on obedlence - presenued in a ratner looee,
diso;ganized form, in a-flep,monotone v01ce, w1th numerous pauses. :?;
>generally slow and *edlous. , Subjects.were ‘gilven an onpo bunlty ‘

to jot dowvm brlef comnenbs abouu the lecturer w1th VEbpeCt to J,
content, delivery, etc. and suggeSulan for 1mprpvemenzs. . Lne

~comments were collected at the end of this part of =he lect ture .

1n the +two CondlblOPS of compll nce . (LOHdlblOﬂ 1) and non-

.“comnllance (Condition 2), the assistant lelt.tne room with -the




comments and subjects were told that fhey ﬁould:beidelivered +0
the lecturer to read when he wlshes. In tﬁe third conditior
(control) the comnents were kept in the room "to- be used *or

research purposes“

~Subjects answered three questions>about the communleatlon -.; ﬁ;-V
systen in order to allow time for the leetﬁrer 5 look at the
connents. These'quesﬁienS'were aiso ﬁsed ﬁo~check for~negati§e.
attitudes towards the lecture”.across all conditions Jefore the
manipulation. When the v1deotane came on, in the flrst two
condltlons the lecturer was seen looklnb throuﬂn some papers._é' | S
He stated that he had been loo;xng over ehelr eomments»whlch o
seened . to suggest some changes were desired and,(Condition i): .
.aluhoush it would be difficult to chanﬂe his lecture and- stJle .

at thls sbage he would itry to inprove his presentatlon- (Condltlon 2)

hav:.nb given the lecture several times,he was ureble To'chan”e
.hlS style at this stase. In Condltlon 3 he dld not have any

papers but simply said he would continue with uhe lecture.'

The second part of the lecuure vias ﬂlveh wnlch con81sted OLpipfli
a.discussion of eon;ormlty. The lecture4 was thanked and |
subjects were given the post~leeture'raﬁinvs o coﬁnleue;  'Inif
each condition, half of the SLDJerS were given uhe lecturer‘lf;‘i‘}‘L
rating first, half vere. ngen tne nediun rax.lnb flrst to

Drov1de an opportunluv to examine the effeCus o:_order.

| HEASURS

The aesessnenu o¢ the leCuu:er conslsued of a 3ersona i1y

-

Ratlné Scale s1mllar to that hsed bj oaue and ?1ecke1 (19350)



‘ - It wes aeslgned to ‘measure the de"ree to wnlcn a SubJer acceots

an instigator of hostili ty . (in this Suud ; a borlnw lecquer)

as a likeable, admirable person. This Acce ntance scale is clea*lj
”l‘evaluatlve in rauure, the poles of each item"belns dellber tely .
'“i“;W"fj’loaded w1th terms that have 0051t1ve and re~at1ve SOClal Values,nﬁd

eg., "honest - deceitful", "democraulc,- snobblsh", "clear —i

Thinking - muddleheeded", and so forth. - Some of fhe {tens
'medsured_ﬁhe oefceived strength ox the‘lecturef.to'withsfaﬁd
influence, %o res1st suggestions to change; ‘The sctﬁsl form ox

each item was that of a s1ng1e ouestlon, followed by six alter-

native responses reoresen ting degrees of depar ture from the exbveme .ll

The positive end of the pole was scored 1 - 3,Juhe.neget1ve end,l |

L - 6. A box labelledi"not enougn information to.judge" vas
. ; provided in an effort to avoid receivin?"e lot .‘:of 1nvalld r‘e.'sconsest.-t

| The reting scale wes”adc nlsuered at the bealnnlng of the exoerlmenwh-

to .obtain a first impression assessmeno and again. after the

menipulation. The two scales would DroV1de a measure of chanre

toward acceptance ox reaecblon of tne -ecturer,

To test attwuuﬁes toward the wed*oﬂ, uhe.Semantlc Dl ferential

udeveloped by OSﬁood and Assocﬂaues (7957), 'as used as uhe‘

‘measuring ﬁnstruﬂent._.‘This‘instrument has been highly velideted;A
and has vielded considerable informa tion ebout effectivelresponsesc“'
to a wide variety of stin nuii. - An adapfation of this instrument
by Paul Guild (E ational Commueicaiiocs Project,_l97h) ﬁsd»

lx_beeh‘osed %o tap such resvon sz5 to e'systel as‘é méans»for*

._ - communicating with znother pers son.  Addi itlo 'nal scales, ’cnoue,nt to




be particularly appropriate but not found on the list of scales )
'deVéloped'by.Osgood‘were included. Subjects could check.pne'of~i
five divisions scored positive - negative (1-5) with "3" being a

‘neutral position.-
‘A cognitive insfrument tested by Champness‘(November,ll972)'45 '{f
was administered alonv.with the Semantic Differehfial-fo<§btain - :”_i
opinions about the medlum as useful and satisfactory ;ow varlous o
purposes.. Five 0¢ the scales were given at the beglnnwn .of the
experiment with the first impression rating to obtain preuest |
~opinions. A question was 1ncluded to debe”mlne “previous.
experience wzth 1nstructlo_al television.. As a check on the
manipulation,subjects were asked on the final-questibnnéire'if'
- they felt the second lecture was any different and if so, ifi_
better or worse. The complete set of questlonnalres aDDears ' -hgif?}

‘in Appendix 2.

' RESULTS

The three conditions are daalgnaued as Comnllance (Condltlon 1),”
Yon~00mnllance (Condlulon 2). he three main souvces of
information were a) the first prea81on raulng ot the lec»urer “
(Li),b) the post—experimeﬂtal rating of the- lecturer (I2), and
c) the rafing of the medium (H). A measure of acceptance was
obtained on these qﬁestionnalreslln terms of theipropprtion of
-p031t1ve responses, 1, e«;'“esnonses of 1 - 3 onhLl'ahd L2, and
of 1 - 2~on‘m. The- dw nce in adcepuance bétween il and

L2 gave a measure of cbaﬁge’vnvcn was COUDafed across the three

COndltlonS. mnana for each subaec* *ere oot nad on the 3

nmeasures to p?oduce a‘grand nean for»each measure. 

—



~ Manipulation Checks .

’:crltlclsms to be delivered to -the lecture . In answev to theﬁ

1,-'5,‘represent1ng HOT AT ALL ————— A GQAAL D&AL

Means and variances were calculated for 1nd1v1dual adaectlve“
_pairs; Attitudes towards tne madlun were- lelded 1nuo 3
categorles of strenrth a) Stronvly b) moderately c) Sllgﬂtlv-

Certain 1tems were found to be highly asreed upon Dy subgects

o 1n each condltlon. Fron certain scales an evaluatlve factor '

was summed and analyzed for both lecturer and medlum.

Some ex ploratlon was nade of the order effects of the pOStT~

experimental neasures and their correlations.

7Following the *ler Pafb of uhe lectu.e, be¢ore tne man~

'ipulation, it was exp ted “thav subJects 1n all condltlons vould

feel equally negﬂtlve towards ne lecturer. mwo questlons were

asked as a2 check on this effecb and alsq uO allow tlme for the

questlon whether they thought the conmunlcatlons system was a  2 ”

dlstractlon, the follow1nv means were de”1ved from scores of

Condition 1~: - i’i‘z:i;hm”"“

Condition 2 - .33
. ‘Condition 3 .= 3.5

Asked if they would like to have more lectures On ﬁelevision,
all were quite negative in all,conditions, in alcatlnv that the

“taped lecture did apparently arouse negative zeellngs as planned.




“Dld you feel the second 1ecture vias dlffereﬁt““ In all

“‘compliance condition expressed the opinion that the.lédture

their suggestions. The second nart of the- leCuure anparenuly

was ambiguous enough to-correspond to the situdents' own perceptlon.

corded for each subject as a neasure of accentance (Apnendix 3),

A measure of chanve vias ca’culaued DYy - subtractlng scores’ for

The- means and standard dev1atloh~ for these measures of change

20

A check on the manlpulatlon was made 1n the questlon

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

those who felt it was no different. - Three subjects in the

improved as a result of the lec»urer s agreenent to try to Iollow

Accevtance - Rejection
Responses on the three questionnaires were scored positive.

or negative and the proportion .of positive responses were re-

each subaect in the L2 rauing from scores in the Li ratlng..-

.appear in Table 1. A Kruskall—Uallls one’ way ana1y31s of

variance was conducted on the measure of change.'

Table 1

Ifeans of the lieasures of Cnange in Ratings
‘ of Lecturer :

Compliance : Non-Compliznce o 3 Control
¥ = 0.059 ¥ =lo.02” ¥ =-0.116 ‘
S.D..= = 0.200 . -~ S.D.= 0.198 |

0.168 S.D.

* A - gizn indicates a change in a negative direction; a + sizn,




© "8ince the direction of the difference was predicted in.advance,
a one - tailed test of significance was used. The observed -
value of H (L.3) fell just short of the critical value of L.&

- réquired for significance at the .05 level.

~ “Table 2 illustrates the proportions of each group changing

to rejection of the lecturer. ‘A.&'z test on the numbers of

" subjects changing to rejection the lecturer produced significance

at the .025 level on a one-tailed test ( ¥ % = 6.97, af = 2
" p<.025). | | | R

Table 2:- Proportion of Subjects Changing %o .
Rejection of Lecturer Following the

. Manipulation (Based on ileasures of Acceptance)

100

90 R : o
Proportion 80 | L B  ‘67%(8)',j
' 70 1 L - Lo
60 4. L s8k(7)
50 '
Lo 1
30 | R
20 1 16.74(2)
10}
0

Condition 1 Condition 2 Condition 3
. (Compliance) (Non-- {Control)
' Compliance)




e

Ratln s of the medlun aster the lecture sur est a urend‘K

‘ 'l'to grea L.er acceptance bJ‘ “the Conollance '*roup ( ond‘i.“cion 1)
: " then bJ the other twro ~roups. This corresponds to é*simiTar
deeree of acceouance of une‘Tecturer oy he sane g*ouo, although
the 1 medlum seems to suffer greater reﬂectlon tnan the lecturer

'across all conditions as observed in ”able 3

‘Table 3: Proportion of Subjecis Accebting_iecturer-
‘ ~and Medium After Lanlpu_atlon. |

. Comoliance (1) Non-Comoliance'(ZJ‘JcContfolufg)g

12 83 s8% . .. 6%
oo 33 A62% 16,77

A comparison was nade of_ble evaluablon as sessaent o:
insbructlonal telev1s1on after the manlpulatlon w1uh the . flrst
inpression assessment._ An 1ncrease in the nunber of subaects

1ndlcat1ng negative views was ev1dent 1n all condlulons.

Analysis of the.means,for each'measure

leans were calculated foroeach»subﬁect oh'each.os uhe
N*easures, Lecturer 1 Lecturer 2 and hedlun. : P081t1Ve means.
Ior lecturer raulnﬁs L and. L2 are.uhose <'3 5 _ Total sample
":mears of lecturer and nedlum ratings vere conpu:ed ahd are'given

; in Table L.

e QI ey

.
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Table L.

Total Sample lleans

o
Loxr

-T"cn lieasure

!“ For Ll 2nd 12, 1
L C is a negative. TFor ii,

sponse, 3 is neutral, L

Conpliance (1) lon-Cemnliznce (2) . Control (3)
11 3.06 3.35 2.86
, - L2 A 21997 o B x‘3.39 M;3}27
1 3.05 3.37 3.16
Note: Increase in magﬂitude is an increase in negativi%y.

positive response, &4 - 6
-2 is a D051tlva re-—

5 is ne gatlve,.

The small differences betvizen

faintly suggest a change to a more
'compllance grouo and to a more nesza
+two conditions but uhese d1¢f°r°nce

“non-significant.

SaﬂpTﬁ means fOf L1 and L2

DOS’t’VG response in uhe

tive response in the other

S (+ O?, nO OL

+ TThe difference between neans For each ShbJeCu vas obtawned

" by subtracting the nean of L2 fronm

1

=

shows the proporticns of subjects ch

s

1ecturer as a d1¢1e*epce betheen me

une mean of Ll mable

2angin g to rejeculon of

91"8-

-0.11) wéré_'




‘ A ~_ o .Tab‘le -5 Propor tion of Subgects Chanr*lnb to Reaectlon :
" of Lecturer as a Difference between L2 and
Il Means. o

100 ,
o0 L . N

8o | o .4 T

70 | L L2z 66
60 1 o B ’ ‘

.50 L
‘B0 |
30 T
20

33%

e |  ~  Condition 1 Condition 2 Condltlon 3
‘ o (Complianqe) (no*la-conpllance)
o : _ S (Control)

" Generélly, in Tables 2 and 5, Odndi”c.ibnu:l: appearsto
change ;_._e_gg_ to rejection of 'c.ce leczu._er. _ 'A¥~2 ‘tes:l, cor;—-
ducted on “he number of suo*ec ts changlncr 5O regectlon based

th.e reans was sn_gnl.alcant bhe ’.05 level ( Q 2 i.» 8,

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

“Anzlvsis of Adiective Tairs
lleans and variances were calculated for individual

d‘j ctive pairs on the three nezsures. The. means for the two

o
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, 1ecburer rasin 28 viere graohed for conparison ‘across uhe three
Fig

“conditions (see Appendix b, Fizure 1 and Figure 2) © Separate

raphs were plotted Tfor each cordition showinb the two means
grap g

| for each adjective pair (see Fizures 3 4,5, Appendix L).

. /Those. pairs showing a difference of more than 0. 5 were 01*cled

and listed in Appendix 5. Thre Con li nce group showea 2 chanze.

to more positive attitudes in "on31der1nA him more fleXLble,

”

tolerant of criticism, desiratle z2s a fr iend 101rm and ﬁegaulve

=
i

-about his sense of hunour and xnowledg e of ubgecn (alunousq

‘J‘the latter was still rated positively at 2. 5) The Hon-Com-

,nlwanca group ¢elu he was considerably more stubborn, less aeno—

3
n
) o2

'7crat10, less de31rable'as a ﬂriend, less.uoleranu o*'éhl clc

_as well as somewhat less modess and less anreeaole. ‘These

att 1tudeb are consistent with uhe exwectanCLes of the hypothesxs.
The conirol ~roub expressed a chza ge to negatwve attluuaes in .

more adjective-pairs particulsrly in asse831ng the lecturer as-rﬁ>
more muddleheaded, cold, lacklng assurance, not know1n¢ how %o Huf
--handTe students and dull; dbut viere more 5031t1ve 1n uhlnklng -

" him firm.

The means for adgect1v ~-peirs on the medlun ratlnﬂ are ~ranhed ‘

1n &npendl 6.  Attitudes %owards the mediunm were lelded into

those that were fels vs‘cro-‘gl'-r ;gg mode‘ra‘tely gi : gg

“or slightly (2.8 - 3.2) for ezch condition (see nppendlx ?).

' The provoriion of adjective-vzirs sc red ne"atlvely are noted in

‘Teble 6.



Table 6t Prondrtion of Adjective ?airéASCOred'
Negatively on Raz 1ng of edilun

-Strongly Hodératelj‘ : .Sligﬁtly-':." - o
Negative - LFezative B Fegative SO
Comdition 4 62k% - 5% - 50%
Condition 2 83% 80% - . S 20% -
Condition 3 VY o2 . hog

Subjects showed a- hlﬁh deﬁree ol agree,enu on certain of

,tﬁe 35 dimensions, as defined b" a relatlvelv low variance onj'
these itens (<.65). In Condition 1 the agreenenb was on.

Mloeﬂs W1uh positive or neutral neans (1 —-3 9Y; 1n the Ouher o
o Condlulons SubderS were in hlgh agreenmnt on some adaectlve
“pairs with negative neans (L - L 9), eg., 1nsensmulve, unsoc1ab1e,
:unemotlonal; unlnsplrlng, coﬁd. (See Appendlf 8. ) A problem

in the use of the Sementic Differential is the dif flcultf in
detefmining if respondents are demoﬁs a ing.“pd1v1dual dlfferenceé
in their experiences wifh.the system or simély have d;f¢erenm_sz.'.:i
COnceots of the adjeétive descripiors. ﬁoth factorsimaf. | |
contrivute to high vavlabllluy in certaln re5ponses. "Soﬁe

of v.xese adaectlve pairs (variance >1. 25) were u“rmA~'cold
interesting - dull, erersta“h,ble - gonfu31ng, 1nformat1ve -
un_n;ormative?'public - prlvate. -Cne might have expecbed

no ’ _n“

interesting ~ dull %o be of lou var nce, particularly vhen

n
the leciure was designed to be dull. 'hlgh-varlances in the



scores mav-have Droduced the non~si;ni”icant di “erencms be*ween

‘means. It was pOSSlble that Lavou~able and comnlwmonua”“

responses were induced by sone resno“uents att emptina to Slve’

_the evaeluation that they percelved as oelnﬂ efpected, such

as interesting, informatlve, tnus 1ncreasing the vawlance..

.ThlS type of response d1s0031t10n has been suﬁgested bJ O*ne,

(1962).

Order of ¢OSu—LMnlDd12b101 ueasu

In each condition half of the'ouoaects Had been ngen tqe

- Lecturer rating before uhe Mediun raulng and ha11 Uere ﬂlven

'1n accentance of the medlum.

the ratings in: the opposite order. This varlaulon-ln order 1J

seened to have some effects on accenﬁance or re*eCulon of medlum

. and lecturer.. In the compllance condlulon accebuance of the

nedium seemed GO, be greater whep *he nedium was _ated‘first:

3% acceptance compared *o ZOw acceptance'of‘the.mediun'when'the- J

1ecturer was rated first. . Gondltlons 2 ard 3 showed no dl;fefencesh

Accenbance of the loctL anpeared to_be greater in

Condltlon 2 (Jon Compliance) when the ned1um vias raued flrst

83% compared to 33%, sugﬁestln* a possible catha“31s et ect.:j -

" When subjects were able to dispel thelr negaulve‘feellngs toward

the medium the reoldUal hostility was *educed. ‘Table 7

-111ustrates These effects. It uet be noted thau bne~sample

_vsiZeuwas reduoed <0 approx j 6 thus dlmlnlshlhg the:

,Credlbllluy ox th° reoults.J




I

‘Table 7: Effect of Order of Leciturer and Medium-

Ratings on Acceptance

Acceptance of Tecturer .

Lecturér Rated First ilediun Rated First

Condition 1 80% (5)* 86% (7)
Condition 2 33% (6) 833 (6)
Condition 3 664 (6) 663 (6)

Accevntance -of Liedium

Lecturer Rated First lledium Reted First:

‘Condition 1 20% (5) ° - B3% (7)
Condition 2 16.7% (6) . = 16.7% (6)
Condition 3 16.7% (6) 16.7% (8)

* Number of subjects.

Correlation of Tecturer and Liedium Ratings

Correlations between lecturer and medium ratings could

not be -determined with the means of these measures due to the
_different methods of scoring each (L2 was rated I - 6, M was

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

e g A, et e et
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.29 .

'queSulonnalres were correlated us ng S “neafman?s }énk d;déf ébr-
‘relatlon. The correlation was conducted .on the total saﬂwle |
in each condlulon and then on the pOfulon 0¢ thﬁ sample which
‘.rated the medium first, and uhe portlon ratlng the lectuver

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

e

~p=0.3%, Condition 2, P = 0.k2, Condition 3, P = 0.52 (see
Appendix 9).. Correlations between {he.measures»ﬁere higﬁer:when:“
the mediun was»rated'jirst, (.61, .77, .60) susgestln 'that'
. vhatever the attitude towards the lccbu_er, p081tlve or ne gative; f. _

o L

-1t vias dlsnelled towards the nedlun first and thep the Tecuu.er.

"Yhen the lecturer was rated first, the correlatlon was.IOW'in

Conditions 1 2nd 2, (~g29, .46).-‘ The relatlvely pOSLtLVé at-
tltudes toward tne lacturer by the compliance group do no»’seem_
1to carry over to the medium. - Con dition 3, not rece1v1ﬂc‘tha

halat =)

-.manlpulatlon, had high correlations, Darulculavly when uhe lectu*er
uwas rated Ffirst (P = .93). . It would seeﬁ 1n thls sense unau .

the attitudes expressed toward the medlum were the same as: those

i'expressed towards the lecturer.' ;J '.f‘f["ff;r{j.ifiiﬂl““Vf;ig,,i_;u

- Evaluative Factor

gt

It had been decided to examine the gvaluative factor as

derwved by Osgood (1957) as a meaou*e of attltude towards thﬂ
medlum. The scales which have been Lound to nroduce thS factor

“are good - bad -(the traditional evaluativn fantor), falh - un;air,

- pleasani -~ unpleasant, successful - unsuccessful (Lvans, ,Jv)
Table 8 shows the means of these scales.7A The.means appesr to
fbe consistent within each condwulon apd dif rences sho' zenerally

‘ﬁbetween condlulons in nrev1ous ar *ysvs’were ev1denu.




Table 8: lieans of the Evaluative Tgctor for the -
Medium T
Adjective pair Condition 1 " Condition 2 . Conélti y 37
Good - bad¥ 209 0 3.3 7 3.3
"Fair - unfair _ .27 3.3 < A : 3.3
Pleasant - o . e E o
' unpleasant - 2.8 o - 3.5 33'8_
Successful - - L R . -éﬂi
unsuccessful 2.8 '\“3?0 o 3.5

Total ileans: X = 2.8 X =33 © X=3.5

= traditional evaluative factor

Positive response = 1;;-2 NegatiﬁeiReéponse =4 -5

AT
~

. Albhouah the acceptance sub -scale of 15 ltems in the Personallty
" Rat ting Scale was des1gned to Dbe evalu“u1ve DJ Thlbaub avd R1e05en f‘>:

(1955b), an evaluative factor for the lecturer had oeen ' formed

- by the experimenter cons1st1nv of § 1tst Ielt to be 1ntu1t1V°1j

reﬁreseptaulve of an assessment of tbe 1ectu_er and hlS anllltj

as a teacher. These 1tem° vere selectea e relaue ClOu81J to
. those of the evaluative factor for the nedium. They measure
acceptance as.well as resistance and punitiveness.
The means of this evaluative factor guzmsest the hypothesized




differences between conditions; a slight change in a positive
. direction in Condition 1, a small change in a negative direction
in Conditions 2 and 3 (Table 9),but these differences were hon-

significant.

Table 9: leans of the Evaluative Factor for the

~ Lecturer
Adjective Pair Condition 1  Condition 2  Condition 3
Li L2 L1l Lz Ll L2
accepts criticisnm - o S
intolerant of : : . . B
eriticism 3.3% 2.4 3.2 3.8 1.6 - 2.8

 Democratic - snobbish 2.3 2.k 2.9° 3.8 . 1.8 2.3

R ' ' desirable as friend - ‘ S S
. | _undesirable as friend 3.6° 2.9 - 3.3 3.8 - 2.7 3.

© flexible - stubborn 3.3 2.7 2.9 3.9 2.2 3.3
* competent - in- o B T
competent 2.k 2.7 3.1 3.3 2.k 3.1 :

Total Heans: . 3.0, 2.6 - 3.1 3.7 L 2ul 300

= # Positive response =1 - 3

il
=
!
O

Negative response

To summarize, the manipulation of verbal compliance produced

‘a significant difference in the provortion of subjects in that




- group re;ec ting

Ce
(i
oy
}—h

rejectin;
‘for the neasures

~differential tre

" in attitudes fova

nd was sug

3
the lecturer, as compared to zreater proportions
n the Ouaer TWO groups. | Analysis of the means

produced no:~sighificadt ulus,.butfa Similar

s¢
rd the mediun but was non—sm*nlflcant. p0331b1y

. due to more negative initial attitudes uowara tne nedlum . An

anzlyvsis of an evaluative factor for mediun and 1ecturer was"

(R}

suggestive of this

Compliance grouv.

"in nors Tavourable

trend of = nore oositive evaluation by the
Rating The pediun flrs ao peared-to’result'

attitudes ,oward the nmedium by the Compllance

group and more favourable avoitudes tozard the 1e0turer by tne

Non Co pliance zr

'ﬁcorre7atlon oe twe

Two previous

verbal compliance

oup., . It also seened to result in a hlgher _

en the Tecturer and the wed*um measures.

DISCUSSION

- -

studies had produced sisnif cant ef fects on

on the accedtance of and 1il lng for a lecturev

Such compliance causes the su aaect to feel he has some contﬂol

)

“over the environment and he is thus less l1 tely O«IEJGCt 1t.

This study set ou

‘or non-compliance

R

the same ef

. H

t To produce

on not cnlk

‘mediun of communication - jelevision - used by the‘Tecturer.'

As z2ttituies tovard television tﬂachln~ have oeen 1”ound to be .

© .

~ the atsit

S was exze cved. that

ides toward the ieacher o” conuenu 01 the lectare it

=2tion of erbal COﬂpllance by the

\“lecuur:r,€0'improve';is deli ;rr WOL,d nroduce "reater acceﬁt:nce

of the weii un ltsell.

ted. The same trend Was'suv~ested'"

ect of‘ erbal coap1lance

7 acceptia nce of a lecturer but o;(%he~
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Attltudec momawd e Lec+uwow

Analysis of the lecturer ratlurs, us:.nb the measure .ox
acceptance suggest a difference in acceptance of uhe }ecturer
between Condition 1 (Conpl'ahéeg and Conditions 2 and 3 -

A (hon-Comnllance and ContLOl) Siﬁnif'cant differences eccurfed
in the pronortlon of subjects changingz to redectlon of the.
lecturer after the manipulation (Table 2). . These resulis are
reanlSCePu of the resulus of ”Hlbaut, Coules and éobinson (l955)~
‘whose proportions were 373, 857 and 56%.;f'The_perortionS-iﬁ’
this study viere lower - a possible effect ef the lecture itself
and/or of the medium. |

- A measure of ehaﬁee, ebtained ae the difference in. the two
felecturer ratings, fell Just short o? Suatlstlcal snvnlfwcarce

between Conditions.

Proportions based on comparison of means also showed a

- significant difference (ﬁk(.oj) between the ébﬁpliance condition

and the other two groups (Table 5). These prODortions'were sligh

dlf;ereno from those of Table 2 and c1oser to those oota1rea oy

Thlbaut,>Coules and Robinson (1955). Slnce uhey were calculated  5"1

"from the means rather than the "measure OI accentance" theze
. - 8

proporulons are pOsSS ly nore eﬂol cal. Comparison of total

"Asample means showed no sign 1-ic nt d

Kl -

fferences be*neen conditions,

}.lo

" possibly. due to high variarce.
Exanmination of individual s les on the lectur ‘*'*tlna

v - --L

revealed more mositive attitudss by the Coﬂo7iance groun. The




-

characteristics of ?1 exible", "tolerant df criticiém" were
.parulcularly related To uhe manizulation. . Iesatlve charqcter seics
nr

“described by the MNon-lonpliance group seemed to suggestjthe

effeect of non-compliance (suuooorn, snobbish. antagonistic,

‘intolerant of criticism). o ool e

The significant differences in the provortions of subJEGts
changing to rejection of =

to the hypothe31s_ nat vertal compliance by the lecturer to

try to improve his presentation results in a smaller'proportidn

of subjects changinz toward rejectiion of‘the‘leCturer.' .Tho

«:descfiptive adjectives-shoﬁing_ﬁhe greatest ch anvé add sunport

. %o the hypothesis. | B

In mbst taﬁﬁlatioﬁs;_tﬁe proporti:“s and reaﬁs of the-an—
Complience group, who were Ifrustrated in their attemnt o control

~ the behaviour of the lecturer, wersVSli*htl hlgher tnan those

bf ‘the conirol gfoun. . The‘aif ference may be a Iunctlon of a‘

relaulvelv nelsbbenvd ho ilit; in +h*s ﬁrouo as a regult of he

lecturer's unwillingness' %0 cowblf.

CAttitudes Towards the Mediunm

AnleSlS of tne mediun ratinﬁs sh oved the ‘same d ferential

'effect as with the leCtu_vr ( able 3) but U’uh rmuch lower Dro-

vortions of subjec ts accenting the medium. mhere were sli;nﬁ'

L P

‘idl*¢erences between the grand mieans oI Compliance and lion-Com-

.plianca but these were non-significant.

Subjects in all conditions fel% u“e nedvun to be otLon~1J

informetive, but impersonzl, insensi%ive, unemotlonal and unlns irin

he lecturer zive quallf¢ed con¢1rﬁauvon -

Y TS S
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Other chéraéteris ics seemed uo'beaLfected 5y the experlmental
manipﬁla%ion. The complla“ce group found the televmsmon medlum
“more reliable, fair, cooperative, clear;»wlse. ;>The other.

two groups felt it was more formal, unfriendly, wnsociable,
irémpte,.constrained, :ough, unpleasaht,.diségreeable,.foolish,.'

bad.

The adjective - pairs forming the evaluative Lact » for.

the medium appear to be representative of these attitudes (Taole 8)
“As has been found by other researchers. thc "'>'ooc1'-= bad" scale
vias luselT renresentatLVe of this factor.

~ . . B <

Alﬁhough there.were no statistiCally 31gn1ficant d'f¢erences.
in attitudes towards the medium, the. results .appear to suvgest
a differential trend between conditions 81m11ar_to that found '
with fespect tp-atfitudes towards the léctﬁrér;v A%tiﬁu&es‘ 
~towards the medium viere more negative than‘towards:tﬁé lectufer,m‘

~even on.the first impression ratings. = Studies have found that.

college students are generally more neﬁativé toward instructional>u

television than either elementary Suudents or adulus (Schramn,,

'.&‘

~,1960), a possible ovPlapablon in rhls studj. ‘ :“' i;izif' f;yﬂ;fﬁlk

".;mhlbauu and Coules (1952) xouLd in two experlmepbs that subaects

showing initlal hostil ity show less change than. do 1nlt1ally
.friendly subjects. . This proposition Qy b ave been effeculve in
this situdy resuliting in less change in t* thdes tovard the

nedivn as a result of the manipulation.




S fects of the Pozst - Zzninulation I

o
2
L4

Varying the order of the lecturer and medium fatingsi,
appeared o have some effects, although sample size was.reduced.

-

Acceptance of the pedium was differentially affected for the

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

03

rejected less than when the lecturer was rated first. - Asg the

resulss suzgest, those subjects able to originate behaviour

resulting in the lecturer's willingness to conply show more’

s

post - experimental friendliness. This-friendlv or positive Co
attitude appears to afifect auuluudes toward thc medlum uhen 1t

' is rated first, resulting in greater accenua*ce o: the nedium. B

The subjects in the Hon-Clompliance group,. whose effort'

to control vias thaﬁqu were Ffound.- to deDOﬁSuraue a nossmhly

3 s 2.

heizhtened hostility toward th lecturer. r"hls hOStllltJ vas

-

apparently displaCed toward the medlum when it was rated Ilrsv,
resulting in gr 5—ea'tcm accept ance of the lec*uwﬂw then when -~

the lecturer was rated first and was the object df the hostilit”.'

. o)

This 1s suzggestive of a "catharéis"effécﬁ._ In'uhe contexu of

social comaunication, the "catharsis” h hypothesis 1is stated as }’ .

' follows: the communication o

£y

hostility through.oyertAabo_e881V°

behaviour directed toward a (personal) instigator will tend to




g
relations th between COﬁt”OT and accentanee.- "The PcatharSiS"‘

iect has been the cenuer or & ~”eat deal o..conuvove”sv as

Jeya
' 1t is dlffi ult fb prove that this istactuall"'»ne reason fov

'the reduced hOSull tj. A‘hint o* suoh e1 ec»s regultl 1Ay fron.
’varlatlon of uhe ordep of tqe qUGSulonnalrs (Wluh Oﬂ_J o suogecesv.dg

per group) mwﬁht be a recommends tion for further u;dl&S»ln :

this area.

- -

Comoa ri son of Accentance of iledium and Lecturer

=

';Sinée different scofing-rahgesdwefe useddin heveeeleed:
- of the lecturer aﬁd nedium ouestionnaiées; ude neens could nOu?d'j
be'compared. _ Thls was an error in the design and shou_d be
;;corrected in any repl;eatlon. | however, iv ves ?oss'ble'to
’~eCQnduct corfelation tests on thedmeanres;e; accep ‘“vce‘oi
'.lecture?_énd medium. RN |
It was thOunesized thaf.atfi%udee'boxards uhe.medlun.
‘weuld correspond to at ti udeS‘fow rds thﬂ leouurer a;ter the
1ecfufe. 'Therevwas, in this study,fi ttle covreletlon oetween.
fﬁe measures for the foﬁal Samble. "However, when the sameles
were divided 1nto uhose rating the medlum and tnose raulnb tne .

1leCuurer flrst, bhe correlat1ons oetween une neasufes were hl"her

" when the medium was rated firSu., The correletion was sign-

rl-

" ificant for the Non-compliance condi tion.. - It would apnear'

that att udes toviard bhe leCuurer,'pertiCularly When ne aulve,'»~

by

}.5

'Were dlsnlaced bowkrds the nedium first and maintained for the
Wecburer rdbln ‘ Jhen the WeCVU%er uae rated first, the cor-

'frelatlon vas- low, pqrtlculafl\ f_r tn Coﬁpliancedgroup.w1tn thelr'




’

-~

;correspond to the attitudes

- Inprovenents

and lecturer
 recommended
_manlpu_aulon its

uresulbs.

| 'I‘hi'

- rieed for ir

turer.

‘more positive attitudes toward the 1 These wvere not
conveyed to the medium. O
.There is a faint suggestion from these results and fron

the eIIec%s of veryinz order that attitudes uouard the medium‘

_the lectu_cf Vnen.tne nodlmn

ig rated T1

oL

ST The credibility of tnls e:zectfls low due to _
the smell sample and the "enevally ne "ablve attitudes tovard

the nmediun.

n Desimm

|

w

As has already been sunﬁestOd,ithe design could oe lnp*oved

by using bbe sane-sized scales for the ratlnbs of the ned iuL'

for correlational purposes. Larger samples are

for nore The

significant comparison-of ~foups.

eld may have oeen a reason Lor uhe few slgnlflcant

In this study, subaecns *otued do" comments about

knoving that they would bc glven to Hlm.

the 1ecturer w1thou

13

n2y have weakened the nanwnulaulo“.‘ In uhe Dachpr“b

and Bridgnan study (1961) subjects ac%ually_had an opportunitv~‘

to ‘discuss to*ether how uhe lecture could'be improved so tha%

thej viould learn better and a gown— recomvendablon ror vhe
to him

1ecture” tTo summarlze vas passed on I might ve

- .expected that the effect of compliance would be greater under -

these conditioiis., learnl de a greater

Also 3

would 1lirely wresult

..




 from non-compliance.

As some effects .of varying the order of the"nost ~Ian ipula'lon

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

as to this order. An intersstiing s dy would l“ve a cond %i on .

wnvch vould onit uh° rating of uhe ler r_a d a compurlson

made I'uhe rating O' uhe wecvum wlth Ouher condlblons.

SUITIARY

This study exvlored the effects of perception of'control

"in a mediated learning situation on attitudes towa rd the lecru*cv

and mediun. . Preliminary research was cited *hat suggested
the Tollowing Droposition:A.Dercepulon 01 conbrol resnl' ing
fron agreement by a leCuurer %o follow SU”gESulOHS 01 uhe szudents

is llkeTy to decrease reﬁectwon of the learnvn env1ronmenu, <

li€e, leCuu_er and ﬂadltm of telev131on used bJ lecturer.

" In the present exoerwnenu, the manlbuWatlon was the verbaT

.

compliance‘or.non-comblvencm of the lecturer to Tollow svrﬂestlons.A

The mzin dependent Varlables viere pre - and nost - experlnental
'measures of accnntance of “the lecturev and a nost experlmantal

_measure of accen‘canca of the dedlum.

Analysis showed that the manipulation produced significant

Ity

-effects in the »proporitions o ShbJ°CbS rede ting the lecturer.

Effedts based on a ceupar rison of-“eaﬂs Uere non—sisni?ic ant. .

<

Analvn s of the acceptance -'rejectiOn of the mediun were

s s 4 i <P < i Sty gy bt = vy e 52 Nty B




s

measurec and of corr elatlon viere SL:;e3u1ve ox SOﬂe p0531ole

hybothesis that comnliance on ine part £ thc lecturer will.

~to less rejection. Confirmetion cznnot be ﬁiveﬁ to the

. The hypothesis that post- eYDer1rental at luUQeS toward uhe -:f'

confirmed. Results were mildly su;&esu1Vﬁ of his proposiuion S

‘but more research in this area is recommended.“” R ‘}51‘":151"}

non-significant but suggestive of 2 differentizl <trend. At 1tudes

toward the medium were generzlly more negative than %dward the

lecturer.

. . . H . . - .‘- - .-

Further exanination of the order o ube DOSD experlmenuul

effect o_ varying the order.

2

sorle . support vas given uo_'he

cl

It may be conclud ha

H

lead %o changes in the students' perception of him, specifically,

hypothesis that compliance will have a 81m11ar exf Lect on attitudes

to ‘the mediun, althoiugh the results showed QU"geShlVG trena

0

mediun will correspond to a 3‘itudes uonard une 1ecwurer was not

. v
.t
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ADPEIDIX 1.

T Ee T Phe study you have volunieered for is nart'of an on~o1“

- . "'"Q

prozran of research in educatior and ueChﬂOlO " oeuweeq

[p]
{2

- Carleton and the Department of Communications. Referr

- to as the Educe iion?l Conmunications Project, it emdhasizes

-

the basic concern with the vrocesses of comnunicstion and

the role of heﬁe processes in education. . Efforis are

—od

being made tovshow that learning processes can be increas iPFTV.
nore el fective avd stimuiating through communications
technology. This is one Shvdv to help us a1uate the

-5

_‘ . effectiveness of a lecturer using the medvun of %. levision.
“In a2 noment you Wlll see and hea” a lecgure on tnws television

by a visiting lecuurer.\‘ r"he picture ahd sound are bein*

b : . =
ontrolled by our Technologist in %the control room. .

I'm going to leave you for a few mlnubes S0 ubau r
>~ ... - ecan introduce our lec%urer to-ydu over t%e telev1s1on.
(Introduction of 1eCuurer and 1ecuu~e”'s rewarko abou 'his

S 'bac-ground._ E returns).

L)

Thank jou, lir. ‘ . ‘Jefore srou EDo on, we'll %aYe

L -2 short brezl:r %o ~1ve toe °tudenus a oonocuun J ol comm eny
© . 7. on their first empressions.

(Plcuu“e ou:)




‘ Part of this siudy nvolvas nmeking a firs t impression
‘ -7 of the lecturer - rating him fo <the besc o“ sour abllity

from what you have seen 2 nd heard as well as-answering a .

few auestlonq about Jour exper 1enc with and impressions
it OF 1n5uructlonal,TV. Read the instructions carefully. e

Answer only questionnaire I. Then turn it over on the =

right side of your des

“You now have Questionnaire II on which Jou are %o
“evaluzte the lecturer durinz his lecture. Do not put your .
"names on the paper. tle wanzt *he condedts-to~be anon;Tous.

Eeal to continue now.

Py

'_I'li ask

tle are ready, ilr. .

{Picture on;. Lecturer zives. 20 mlnuue 1eciure, e:odlnb

“with - "I am going to take a break nou and come 090”")

. Tharll: :\IO‘U' -‘;‘ZZ"._._._..__.._,' . o L ,._- _AA" S S '._- N . RO
I'11 collect the questionrsire IT nmow. — ° . .

(Condition 1 and 2) Ky assistant, s is going

+to talke theam to Iir. 4 . s0 tha

cl

g

]

by

v
L«
joy

o

<

. q) .

. N ) p)
B
O

s

Us}

O

3

ck

[}
5,

cl

&

to loolk at then if he wishes..

(Conait tion 3) Therr will te usad for our research.




e yren €4 YL

it fece do;n on DLC tionnaire Iﬁ

- {IV) o eValuate the lecturer and the svstem. ‘ Dleaqe

- complete }ea in the order given.

o\ ’

(lee out Questionnaire 3) ;~How_6n this'Srd guestion-

" naire would you answer a Tew ques io's to evaluate the

comnunlcatlong systen vlease.

B il _ Whenever you're ready.

';(Picture oh)'
‘-(iectufef‘gives 10 ninute- 1ec;uce)
 Thank you, H:. i : ;.w;'aépreciéfé yéﬁ; cdéiﬁg %6_
'.séeak %p.us fqdaﬁ. (Pictu?e{off;.‘:_ o f(“ :é “. ;¥f
And nowkﬁduld'yéﬁ cbm?ie%ebtﬁis.¢lnal qaeSbiODﬂQlfé“.

Iz eVeryone hzs flﬁlshed tle que tiomnaire please lay

WL ek

¢ et rpim e et WeRl o S T bhse it
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The Questionnaires

_The purpose of this.queeelonnaife ls to assess thet
lecturer you have just heard. On the basis of the
-Anformation you now have, please Tate the lecturer to thee
‘best of your ability. The'scalee are des1gned to assess
feelings and thoughts about the lecturer; There is a box
for each item stating "not enough 1nformatlon to Judge"

. Please use it m~_x if you do not have some feellng or.
expectation about the lecture on that 1tem. Work rap1dly~
‘through the scales without anS’nﬂ more than a few seconds |
on each one and without returning to one you have already
completed Place an X at the p01nt on the scale Wthh you-
.-conelder most approprlaoe. »

:e.g. - o T not enoughﬂ
good : t X : - bad information

™"
*e
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S e .

e

Please place an X on the scale to. correspond to your feellng about
,the lecturer you have. Just seen and heard.

- ) | | not enough
) ' T information
modest S R R conceited - - Ef[ to Judge

nervous S I T I relaxed I "'. '
e dependable : : : : s - und.eplendabl'e S B " - -
- ¢lear thinking : : : : : ___muddleheaded N E_] "
~ deceitful N A honest 0
© flexible 3 : : : : stu,'bborn [:j w
waxrm : : s : cold . E]“
knows subject 2 : : : : unfamiliar w1thf.[:j‘“
R o R -subject
. antagonistic i3t _ agreeable [
- decisive : : : : : lacks aSSﬁrénoe ' i,: A
o owill go far. : : : : : will not - | ) Ej :"_
' . - get ahead .-
democratic : : : : - 2 snobbish _ Ejn
" knows how to ‘ ' doesn't knowhow
handle students : : H : s to ‘handle studentsm L _
. desirable as a‘ no desire to know . o
- friend : : : H H him better - - D "
accepts intolerant of -  ‘""°="“”
criticism : s : : : criticism ] [ v -
‘lacks effort s+ :+ : '+ 3+ tries hard N [~
“interesting : : 2 : : dull - - D.‘n )
fizm Tz I easily influenced [ ] o
sense of humour : : s 3 lacks sense = -
~ ' of humour o R
" informative. _ t 3z % uninformative M-
- competent : : : : : incompetent . [:] "o




. | | . . .:_'._49.:r
Please place an X on the scale to corresoond to your feellng about

‘ telev:1.81on as an 1nstructlonal ald. ..

Television as an instructional ai‘d will ‘be useful .to

lmProve cormnunlcatlon of 1nformatlon

;_not at all _ s I L great deal

Improve quall’cy of lectures

not at all : : : : a crreat deal

Increase efflcn.ent use of class tlme .

- not at. all _ sz s L a great dealf" -

: Prov:Lde greater 1nformatlon resources

" not at all . : T e .: a great deal L |

Dlmlnlsh 1mportance of 1nstructor

‘ o --not. at all : : : _ B :, - a great deal L

Have you had a lecture on telev1s1on before"

3
yes or no .




Evaluatlon of Lecturer (Please JOt down brlef‘ comments durlng

. | the lecture)

DELIVERY .
e N R B
s
CONTENT
‘OTHER o R S SR

 »SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT -

>




‘the first part? . ¥ yes or mo

v S s s

- Did &ou feel the second part of the lectﬁré.wEs>aﬁy differenf”from '

_ _ a) Was it better or worse?

" b) Why did it differ? L .




\‘_',.. A_'III‘,' A
) 5. .

‘ “Bvaluation of Communications System

Did you feel that the communications systemA over which you have
just had a lecture was a distraction? ) | '

‘not at all ___: _:z :___ a great deal
Would you like to have more lectures on this S’ystexﬁ? '

none _ some all

.. Gan you sugge_aét any improvements in the communication system that

you feel would meke it more useful, 'adaptable \or-'ihfo.ﬁnative for -

purposes like those operative today?




Please place an X on the scale

lecture. .

relaxéd : : s Hl
nclosgd : s 3 s
) UMMWQUWWﬁbublic s i 1 3
free : : : :
intimate : H H :
rough. s : : :
slow : : : :
cooperative : : : :
i pleasant : : H :
‘unSatisfactory: : : : :.
 agreeable S R S
cold g : : :
meaningful S I
passive' 3 3 H :
secure : s R
pérsonal : : : :
easy : : : :
hazy : : : :
foolish S S R
informative ___:__:__ 3 :
__successful s 3 : :
untrustworthy : : : :
| informal : : 2 :
friéndly S T R
;iﬁsensiﬁive : : : :

\

Ly

- .. sociable

- the communications system over

" BIPOPLAR ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST N 53 -

to correspond to your~feeling about

which you have just;reéeived:a’-i

T ee

uneasy = -

.open
private .
. constrained -

‘remote

smooth

fast

competitive

unpléésant

“satisfactqu_
>7vdisagféeable..
warm .
_meaninglesé -
active *

insecure = -

impersonal.

difficult

clear .

wise

uninformative

unsuccessful

'trustworthy
formal
‘unffiendly

- sensitive

unsociable

s et kot e
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boring

_ interesting

comfortablé uﬁcbmfortable‘_

emotional

unemotional

T3
.s
e
"’

confusing.

understandable

"
e
1]
L1

"
[ X}
(1]
e

. complicated simplej

inspiring

*”
[}
*
°"

[ 1]
.
e
(3]

unreliable

. . . li
unspiring "a7*.b,,i;§
reliable f




LA

LR

55 .

Do yéu feel.that.the use of Instructional Television will altef_

the learning process by:

IMPROVING COMMUNICATION OF IHFORMATION
Anot at all

: a.great deal

--INTRODUGCING ADDITIONAL VIEWPOINTS FROM OTHER "EXPBRTS"

" not at all T 1 .3 -z a great deal -

MEETING INDIVIDUAL NEEDS CF STUDENTSﬂ

not at all s 3 : :__a greét deal -

~ INCREASING EFFICIENT USE OF . CLASSTIME

. not at all .z, i % a great deal"‘

HOLDING STUDENTS® ATTENTION

' not at .all ___:  : s Y a greau deal” |

FACILITATING LEARNING

. not at all S R R - great dealiA:.

PROVIDING GREATER INFORMATION RESOURCES

A not at all HER : : ' a great dealI

"DIMINISHING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE INSTRNCTOR

not at all - : .z 3 . a great deal

IMPROVING THE QUALILY OF LECTURWS

not at all i & - agreat deal

. e
.
b S s Ao o = s e 1

f o
e s et TAma g T s ot e Pt
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Please place an X on the scale to correspond to:youf‘féeling about - .
. +the lecturer you have just seen and ‘heard.. o |

no’c enough
inflormation

modest conceited o [;:[ to judge

nervous S IR s relaxed . . " -
e ~“'"-"“'r"‘";"*dependal')lé : : : 3 : —_— undepéndab;l_e‘.‘ " )
-clear thinking : : : : : ‘muddleheaded "
. deceitful : : : H : honest "
: flexiblé : : : : s stubborn - "
warm R N R cold | | | "
knowé subject : : : : : uni‘amn.llar w:t.th 4 " ,‘
. ' subject. |
‘ antagonistic 3 : : : : 'agre‘eable : "
decisive :t 3 0z =z 3 l'apk‘s' assﬁi‘ance | |

L 1)
(1]
e

40

g’ . will go far ___: | ’ will not
.‘ o R . A - - get ahead

snobbish _ ‘

- .
-

democratic

.- - knows how to R doesn®t know how
-handle students ' to handle students

o
(1]
(1
[ 1]
[ 1]

des:Lrable as. a . “no des:Lre to know
' frlend ' - him be’cter .

(Y J
(1)
e
L1}
[T ]

-
Soo-

+

_tj D’Df_ o Df’ 00 l:;fj U‘D alujsls D'

~accep’cs L e :Lntolerantvof
“eriticism " cr1t1c1sm~

(X ]
(X3
[ 1]
*°"
-
=3

(1]

7 lacks effort s 2 : : s ‘tmes hard .‘fl N
interesting : : 2 - 3 2 dull . e "
o firm .z T s 2z easilyinfluénc_ed‘ |

sanse of humour : - @ : : s lacks sense - - [ %

' - ‘ ' .. of humour ~ . :
informative < : H : : _ un::.nfqrmatlve. _ D " .
. . .competent : S ‘incompetent = D."‘ '

o o o e P pALY A R KMt e,
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APPEIDIZ 3

Esl

List of Acceptance Quotients Expressed as the Proportion of

Positive Responses.

" "Condition 1 (Connliénce), S o T g
lleasure of
- 8s i L2 Chanze iledivn
1. .25 0 .50 +.25% b5
2 .75 .90 +13 .95
3 78 .87 409 .98
b 1.00  1.00 0.00 I -V
5 W66 b3 ~.23 W15
& 53 .72 +.19 .10
‘7 .80 .95 .15 .35
e - .08 .11 4030 um
9 . .82 .50 32 .08
10 .75 .95  +.25 13
11 .68 .76 +.08 .32
2 - _.56 _.63 Co 407 .62
 X= .64 X= .69 L E= s )
* + denates change in direction of acceptande,‘t'
" - denotes change in direction of rejection ;




- lMeasure of

cordition 2 (ilon-Commli=nce)
3s L1 L2

- B I N R VU P*{

Bes

.066
.78
76

_”.8211",vw

.25
.71
A3
2L
66
.32
.25
71

= .55

, (Control)

[

B0 o'~ o W N e iuo';

B =

v?i‘
.80

- 1.00

.70
.85
.78

-?9

i% 70

T= .53 -

- -Measure of

Chan~e

0.00
'»_-.02
+.,08
~-.25
+.05
"=-,05
-.31
-1k
-, 1h
-.27

Chanse

=53

) "‘n15'
- =.19

O X= 2k

- :‘..‘38 e

Zediun
.10
.23
.25

0.00
.38 .

- .33,
.22
.73

L

X= .32

o lledium.

TY

.23
Sz

L2k

g

..;50 »f" S

ey

S 06

.29
oW1z

65

0.00

 Omp———
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Scales on Lecturer Ratings Showing Greauest Change (:> 5)‘

DR . Expressed as Difference Between lieans

Compliance .Non-Comnl

iance

Tlexible

» dependable
accepts cri

L‘ ' Change to Positive
| ' - +ticism firm
firm 1nformat1ve

de81rable as Tfriend* .
clearﬁhln“1n~

conceited
stubborn® -

|

L

|

|

. Change %o Negative Xnows subject
‘ -lacks sense of

humour ¢ s
antagonistic

® - emewbisnr
g | o . ; ﬂ o undesxrable as
friend* _
intolerant of
criticism*

A} b
-, . -
~ g I.

o change from negative to positive

-

* actual
or positive tc negativé response.

_lnCOWIv;e:

muddlehead
stubborn

unfzmiliar

with subj;

X |
lacks assu,
ance '

antagonist

will not g

. ahead =
.. snobbish
. doesn't k»

how to hs

- sbtudents*®
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Sunmary of Correlations on Post-Experimental lleasures of

-Acceptance of Lecturer and lLledium Using
Order Correlation. ‘

Spearmen's Rank

Total Samvle

‘Tlediun Raued
first

uecturev Ratﬁd
l‘lrSu

one-tailed tesf.

Compliancé 3k 61 “»-.20
Non-Compllance A,MZ }77% : .b6
"Control «52% .60 .93*‘
% Significant at .05 level on &
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II, Teleconferencing and Self-Monitoring

The purpose of this study was to 1nvest1gate how persons in a

two-person 1nteract10n made use of self—feedback mon1tors durlnd

medlated communlcatlon in the Wired Clty Laboratory. Of SpElelC‘

'._1nterest was the influence of the dlstance of the self—feedback ‘

-‘monltor from the subgects

: Method'

Subiects

e et

Sixty male and female undergraduetes from the-introduetory

psychology course at Calleton Unlver81ty partlclpated in the study. :

'Apparatu

Each subject was seated in a node of the ered Clty Laboratory.p

The equipment confiouratlon used’ in the termlnal is dlacrammed in

F;gure 1. The centre monitor was used to present stlmu11 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 were

‘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. Flnally two self-monitox

postlons, neaxr and dlstant, were employed

qucedure.

Palrs of subgects were asslgned to one of the follow1nd exper-

“ummmlcmﬂﬂnmm 1)n%rsd£mmuum,?)&wumtsﬂﬁmmuum,

3) no self—mon1tor.. Plve samc—scr, and vae mlxed—se\ palrs werev
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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 Jnstructed to "arrive at a common story" in response

to a vague, unstructured picture from the Thematlc Apperception Test,

"The second task required part1c1pants 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—feedbeck monitor and

toward the monitor containing other's image were recorded, Transéripts :

. of subjects’ responses on the TAT and the human relatiens task were

scored for creativity by an independent judge. The relationship

between the personality measurement of selfLmonitoring and the use

"of the self-feedback monitor was also of interest, Data analysis

. 1s still in progress on the v1deotapes of these sessions, A report

being prepared for publlcatlon will be submltted to the Department

of Communications upon its completlon.
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' DT o o | L .Fo_otnotes' |
1. The study as reported has been submitted as 'a‘n"Hoﬁorvs Thesis in
Social Psychology to Carleton University by Shirley Morrison.
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