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: ' “ Abstract s 2 .

< o-. b o .
Recent research indicates a widespread use of new electronic

evaluation instruments in the study of media presentation. One
such electronic f;dhnlque,su the ong:am Evaluation Analysis
Computer "(PEAC). Relenrch has been conducted using such
tiateanehts ViENsE Eby AeceEsaEy, Bre1dninaEy Work betng

onducted to determine their conipatability with more traditional

n\ethods: To'ascerftain the effect of the PEAC system, the pgesent

study was conducted to investigate its effect uponl achievement A

' and attitude 1evels as compared to measures obtnined‘th:ough

traditional measures. A puot study and two atudles uaing tyo
different tfpes of lubject matter’ (instructional and
mfomatmnal) yexe used. A total of 370 sjﬂwe:a used in then’g
. ll‘.udies. ' i. ok
* 3 The (esults xndicated that the use of the PEAC- lystell did

not Aifect viewers' achievement level and that S perceived one

evaluation method as effective as'the other. However, it was
found that use of the PEAC system to ey_lluate a praunt'at’&cr_l;;oes
effect the pecception and evaluation of what is being viewed.. It-
was. E;und, usin‘g factor analysis, that ﬁj eyaluated the «
presentation on different dimensions depending upon what
evaluation instrument they employed, i.e.' the PEAC system.or th_e
more traditional rating scales. Also,‘ the d!..mansxonl evaluated

varied according to sex.
- v
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INTRODUCI'!ON : N

The intzuductiun of new electronic evaluatxon instmments
with' widespread applicatxons has 1ed to extensive use oﬂ.such
mstrumkm:s thhouf: empincal examination nf the val:.d:.ty of the
instruments themselves. Reseazch has demonstzated that the more

traditional evaluation msttuments in use today haye gone l:hrough

1oﬁg but necessary’ prel:ulunary study to determm heir validity

nd theu effectiveneas 1n edia- applicacions in education,.

lHawevez, elect:onic evaluanon mstruments, such as the Program.
Evaluation Analysis Cémputer (PEAC), have been used” uithcut 'thxs
Vnecessary ‘preliminary work being conducud. To rparf 1ly coxrécr’
; t)us sxtuatxon the present research was cunducted to Miyestigate
‘the e?fect of the FEAC system upon achievement and attitgde levels
as compared with measures obtained th:ough more traditional
evaluation instruments using two diffezent p:esentation formats -

1nstruut;onal and mfo:maéxonal. LN ;
* The - effect;veness of media rapplications in educution have
been amply reviewed elsewhere. (Chu and sch:amm, 1967- bubin and
Taveggia, 196 8; nubin and Hedley, 1969,‘Cambre, 1981; Campeau,
1974; Jamison et al., 1973, Moldstad. 1974; -Barbatsis, 1978].
;. Since the begirnning, the continuous strivan to evaluate
'ngélr innoba}:ions in education, as elsewhére, has led researchers
to contrive| ingeniocus methods of evaluation. Film appraisal
che”?:v:klists were developed as.early as the 1930's and are still in®
us; today (Devereux, 1933).. Similar checklists were developed to
serve as gl:idallnes‘ in the p:oductic;‘{x of film instruction and, if

followed; was all that was necessary to produce a presentation




]
‘(Brunstetter, i 35). A wide variety of paper and pencil tests,

such_45 the Osgood Semantic Differential (0sgood, Suci, and
— 4 x .

of radio programs. Subjects were gathered together and askad-to .

_buttpn. Students' reactionu to the distraction device was -

. research ‘wds not formative. it i ite. similar to moge zéc§nt .

. o.measure the efféectiveness of their' product using cxudg‘méﬁhoda

Tannenbaum, 1957), and the Likert Ra:ing séale (Likert, 1932),
have been conslstently used to aasess attitudes, interests, and

4.

presexence for various ladxa forms (Sullivan et a

1976 and
1979; Duck and-Baggaley, 1976). .

However. f!he unique contri ntion of nedu zeseuchexs to
evaluation seghnigues’ was in t_hre-dev‘eloph:vnt of. electronic
measurement devices. Initially, these "c‘lev‘lc-zs' u\e‘rrnt)ur 'c(udé,
but with the advancea made in microtechnology, haveabacomelvery M
sophiaticated. L . i g '

. Clark (1932) developed a.simple electronic diar.uccion devxce by

vmcn,emmgfhm to observe wayward glances during the course - of

an audiovisuval presentativon.' The device consisted of a bell, OF ~ou i
flasking light /flaced in locations away from the center ‘of - .

attention which was acﬂvated by the teacher with a push of 2

photographed and an analysis of che phétograph revealed the number X

of studenits looking away from the presentation. Although this

deviua \i_zzd for tomativa eva)}ation purposes (und, 19]1).

wEvaluation innovationl of media were also pnvnlent. Ln udga,

which for years was used as the catalyst for mazketing xaseaxch IS

of audiénce. arialysis prior to it being aired.  One such techiiique .

developed and cited by; Coutant (1939 was called feature analysis

. : O




S 5 rate va:ious ieatﬁ:eswin a pzogram. . 'Ehe xesulting data PLo uced
an appeal ptufile which was used to determine: the chanqes to be K

ade. in tha prugxam' befn:e n: was aired. ‘slnce the effectxveness

. appeal p:ofxle;
1940 s anﬂ 1950'5.

tha Ex,rst; ma; or

. evaluatlo' 'Ihe analyzer was  basically a-po ygtaph machine that B

cozded audlence xesponses at che touch of a button. The P:cg:qm

.respomiem:f dﬁrxng the oursq of one program. When -used_ &n

. ©% donjunction with questmnnmzes and-in &, .the devite allowed

o2 ) pmducets to %Q\:oyze audience :euctlons to Jeheir products on a

second- to- second basis and to in%atigat hataute"ﬂast,{cs as

they

ight bear on those reactions. Hechanicaliy collected data

w Gr typically wexe gene:ated in the forf of a tatu\q pxofile - a.
. graphic repzesentation of the conhn\m!s xeactians of the audience e
to the prog:am ‘as it- proceeded. * . =t Y

® _Sturmthal and. Curtis (1944) employed the prog}am ana].yzer to * t
evaluate two £ilms, Lnoment By-momen:, using the scale uke—drﬂike L] 'A
wit_h‘ pprox_imately 200 suhjects. Thg:rinvgstigutors also emp_luyed . i




self-adninistered qufStionnaires and interviews to supplement and

~ .
_verify l:heir‘fi_ ngs. . They found thaty certain predictions could

be made afterlanalyzing only one-thir of the script with-this

methodology.

xveneés as ah evaluation ;nstrumel}t‘_, received wbldespzead use
duxing the 1940'5 and 1950's. The Analyzer served as the basic
hlueprint for later models which vweére develcped and modified to
b meer. speclfu: research and evaluanon needs, such as the Cirlxn
Reactograph (cirlin and Pete:man, 1947). and the Film Analyzer

B '(ca;penter.« Eggleton. ‘Jchn, and Cannon, 1950).
-

\ The mgstew,iaely known development.and gpplication of

i formatgve evaluation using the Prpgram Analyzer has been the

i Children's Television Workshop (CTW). : Mielke and Chen (1980) ‘see

. % theif research at CTW. as being concerned with the production of

P, ,wethoﬂnlogy of applying the results of feedback from the target

aud} nce to the.develdpment of the television program while still

. . -in its early sl:aqes of production has' proven to be quite effecnve

ani ftuitiul. CTW's extensive resea:ch program over the pagt two
decades has resulted ima numbe:— of :efinements - the most

sxgnificant of which has been the aevuopment “of the Program

Bvaluatxon nnalysis Computer (PEAC). Y
The PEAC system is the latest vxewer response system

ﬂeveloped jointly by c-rw and the Ontario Educational

-Comgunications Aut'horlty (OECA)\ The system consists of wne—-
1 " -fless, battery—powe:ed hand units"shnlla: to a- calculator. Ba.ch

The ngm{\ Analyzer, because Of its effxcxancy and effect—}

gpal-directed television programs. The simple but powerful -
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hand unit consists of a 16 button key‘l‘)oard for viewers' responses.

are led as fr ly as every quarker of.a stcond

enabling the viewer to loi; respanses moment by moment during a
program and to change his responses to it as frequently as he’
vhhes. ¥ The responses, stored in the hand units dunng the
program, ‘are then- transferxed to an Apple II mcmco-puter at ‘the
end of the session. and are st.ozed and analysed on a magnetic

diakette. C 7t
g system has over 'its ‘predec’ess‘az - the Program Analyzer. . ’l'he' ﬂrst
~'is the cunvenience ‘of a vireless hand unit for 1a:qe-gmup
testing. A se:ona Ls the abillty oi t.he units to 1og xesponses to

nultiplg-,choice questions, xelovlng thé barrier of responding' by

paper and pencil. ‘A thirdis the inngdiate feedback of results,
made. possible; by the conputing power of the Apple. computer, The

period from data collection to fmal response graph has been “cut

from thirty houxs to.fif teen minutes. A fourth advantage is the

ability of the Apple to display resului in color: guphics on.a TV
“monitor. ;n pxniiles, hxstograms. or other display, Eomats. _Such
displays can be viewed in til\e to the uctual tebt” program.

Producers can examine the lesponle to each lﬂ—second interval on
|

. simultaneously on another.' This feature of ‘the PEAC system opens
new. opportunities for, communicating zeaea:[h nsults in a languuqe
and format att:ac:ive to,TV producers and writeu. The_aystern
madeit.possible for research staff to both couect'a wealth' of
uaefulldat.a ‘across a number of lmpnnnnt'quentions:-and.'a‘lso to

| Chen (197.9) has sufimarized four major advantages the PEAC

‘one TV iscreen and the coxusponding stimulus mnterial played




i % 6
meet the needs éf producers for immed)':ate results.

Another advantage of  the PEAC system' his . been cited by
Baggaley (1982) who has fownd that the 'systen can’ be used to
penetrate language and literacy barriers in -:eé‘ei:ch conducted on
the seal hunt in rural NewEowndland. ’ :

~The superiority of the PEAC system over previous electronic
evaluation instruments has led to its extensive use and wide
application (Nickerso‘n; 179,198, 198; Spears ana‘e;ﬁis,'lm;
Baggaley et al., 1982 Myzick and’ Keegan, 1981} Chen et al,”
1979). - For example. the system has' been successfully emplayed in

areas ‘such as health e'ducatxan, ndve:tisxng, political
- B

'cainpaigmng, social: impact ; amcnes, program devel opment, :and the

' study of psycho].ogxcal and’ pr duction variables ‘in instructlcnal

ion. c LW

and lnformati onal televi

~ The samp‘lxcxty of opexan.on, the mmedsacy of Eeedback of

- rabulEsiand’ the’ colorful graph:u: representation characteristic of -

theipzac system have 50 bedazzled thc zesearchex and produce:
al;ka that the sys!:em n# Been uncritically accepted asa valia’
measuring instrument. The centzal assumptxon underly:ng xesearch B

using the PEAC system is a direct paxity between ‘the results of

electronic und t:aaxtioqé.r test Lnstzuments. Yet, despite the

. widespread" appllcatlon 3 electxonic evaluation, this assumpuon

has never been empiricany examxned. . " . i

Giy_en the ohyious and extensive differences between the PEAC

system and t:aditiona paper and pencxl measures, e.g. PEAC is .
continuous and the 1a:tez ‘evaliates atter the fact), it would seen”

mandato:y to examine the;equivalence o£ the two types. of '
AN Td ¥ N, Vi




evaluation. Ir:deegi, research has established a number of covert
variables which affect viewer's pergeptions andattitudes. For °
e'xampl‘e, sullivan et WMOmd that the presence of an
audience affects vievers! attitudes and learning; while Baggaley
et al. (1980) have shown that camera angle,background, labels,
etc. influence viewers' attitudes towards what they see.
Therefore, it is probable that the PEAC system, per se, has an
effect on viewers' assessn\ents of how they feel aboué and what “
they learn £xom programming, ‘

Unfortunately, although such studxes have used the PEAC

system_in conjunction with other evaluation methods, none of these

studies have examu\ed the. effect , of the PEAC system ‘on the

evg\\luation pmcess. ‘In light of a recent research t:end to
tep\i\é\ce‘_ttﬂditihnél evaluation measures solely with the“PEAC.
system, ' sich examinatién of the measﬁremer;t prcpe:éies of the PEAC
system is necessary. S b, !
The.present tesearch consleted of three' studies. 'The first

was a puct study :‘detemxne the masr_ appropriate scale to be-
used with the PEAcwsyetem. This scule was empirically selected
from a lee:;t-type scale to determine the most répresentative
scale measuring one of the dimensions 1~.e.., expertise or
creubnf:y,‘ etc. from that scale. Tis scale was then
x.ncorpornted !ﬂto Study 1, ﬁicl\ was an examination of l:he effect
of the PEAC system as compared to more tuditianal evaluutiun_
instruments’in an Lnstruc’biona.l ‘setting upon such varl\ables as

attftude and achievement level.

Study 2 replicated this design, omitting the achieveinent
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test, using an informational program, .to deternine if the results
obtained with an instructional format \qﬂeze compnz_able to those in
| a more consuner-oriented format and toly'l.ﬂcxease the generality of
i the results. ) '_‘ A :




|

N

PILOT STUDY .

A pilot study was conducted -brdet to select the most
appropriate scale from the attitude scale to be Used with ther PEAC
system for each.of the two subject matters, and to confirm the
Feasibility of the attitude scale in a classtoom setting using two
aifferent presentation formats instructional and infornational.

Procedurs : IR

Subjects: —

Subjects were geventy-two (72) college freshmen, thirty (30) "

males and forty-two (42) females with a mean age of eighteen (1®..

These S, comprising two classes, weke randomly selected £rom the
Introductory Psychology course. This course hag an enrollment Of
approximshely fifteen hundred (1500) students. One class (i=35)
viewed the "Introduction to Memory” -the instructional vx.deotape,

while the second class, (n=37) viewed the CIV National News - ‘the

informational videotape. \

Jnstruments:
+ A Likert-type scale consisting of twenty-two (22), .seven (7)

point bipolar scales was used as a measure of subjects' attitudes

‘towards the program (see Appendix A). 'Of the twenty-tw scales

used, twelve (12) were randomly selected to have thejx poles’
reversed and were thén randomly distributed throughout the scale
in order to counteract.a response bias.

This scale has been used extensively by Duck and Baggaley

(1976) and Baggaley, Ferguson, and Brooks (1980 iy numerous '

studies using various subject matters and has been yeported to

addition,, 7

produce quite consistent results by these authors. I
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" scale vas included to evaluate the perceived effectiveness of this
type of scale in conveying the subjects' attitudes towards tl;e .
program’and the age, sex, ahd grade eleven average (used as an
ability measure) for each subject was also collected.
Programs:| "
TwOo videoqped programs to be used im yi/|_e main studies were
used in the:present pilot study. The éxoq‘uins employed different
5 p:esentat‘ion foxmats, the fixst program was an instructional
presentatian antn.led MIntroduction to Hemozy N nnﬂ the second was
an infnmatxan program, the CIV National News.
Introduction £o Nemory: - ’ ’
The Psychology Department at Memorial University of
Newfoundland'in cooperatidn with the nnlvexsity's'm Dept. 'have
put the introductory Psychology course onto videotape and it is
presently being aired on ETV cable channel 13 as an off-campus
credit course. “Introduction to_‘nemoq- is one of the twenty-
three programs which comprise this telecourse. This program is a
twenty-eight minute color production which discusses levels of
human memory (k.u. short term memory, lo‘ng term lemo'&’y. wand'
sensory storage) and the:.x chauctnistics and neasuxes of
retention. , The complete scnpt is included as Append!.x B.

STV National News: < ‘ e

The informational présentation was a ten (10) minute color
, videqtaped. excerpt of. the c”rv National news.. The Eonteru: of this '
excerpt consisted of items such as the Polish crisis - Solidarity,
Baypt's crackdown on political opposition, Iran's assassinations,
Clnada'msecuri:y service — RCMP, Canada's new fighter planes,

~
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Canada'a economy, Stelco strikes, nuclear arms in Europe, all of

which continued to be of cuYrent interest at the time Study II was

cdndﬁcted one week later. The complete- script ik' included as’
Appendix C. . . W
Hardvare : .

A séandarflzsony V0-2600 videocassette ‘r,e:e_rder connected to a

' Panasonic color television was used throughout ‘all experimental
- sessions to view the programs under study.

" Progedure:

The pilot study Eo: the inst(uctlcnai’ ‘presentation
(Introducnon to Hemary) wa§ ‘introduced by the. Eto the class as
follows: .

) "The Psychology'nepartment-in ;:onjuncﬁion with ETV are
putting this course - Introductory Psychology — onto videotape
which will be ai(ed on cable channel 13 this semester fur those

_students who cannot come to the unive:sxty. One of t ese

videotapes is entitled "Introduction to Memory" which you will
cover later this semester and which we will look at- today. . We
would 1ike your impxe's’siona oE‘ this program by completing a short
attitude scale at the enq of the program.” ’

The [ then turned on the videocaaset(;e recorder to commence

the program.” Upon completion of the program the E turned off the

. videocass_‘ett’e_recorder. and distributed the attitnde scale with the

following instructions:
"we;yeuld appreciate it if everyone would £ill in their age,
sex, and grade eleven average in the spaces provided at the top of

the pdge; Below this there are instructions and an example to

=




show you how to _5111 inthe scales. Please circle'only one'numbef

2 /
. per scale and please complete all scales. At'the bottom of the-

page we would like you to indicate how effective you thif#Tthis

scale'is in helping yo‘,ﬁ evaluate this program. - If you have dny -

‘questions or prablemé in using the scale, please raise your hand -

and I will come to assist you. B :

Subjects were g:ven 10 minutes to complete the attxtude scale
_after which it was collected by the E. . The class wa’s then thanked
i toz its’ cooperacion and dism&ssed. -

The same proceduré was used for the class that received the
s 1nfomationai?tog:am with the only variation bgix'\g that of the

introduction of the experiment. Thz;, introduction g‘ot the CTV
Natwnal neys was as follows:

"We, the Psychology Depa;tment- are 1nterested in evaluatlng

i diffe:ent television formats and the attitudes of viewezs towatds

them. Today we will view a 10 minute segment E:f the CTV National

— news—and-we—would Mke your impressions of this program by

completing a/shapt attitude scale at the end of the program.”




“RESULO'S AND DISCUSSION

Px‘io: to data analysis &L was necessa:y to reverse Bcales‘

"y

such that polarity was in the s‘ame direction for all scales. The

. mean rating and stanqa:cfd viation of each scale for §§ evaluatiﬁg

the instructional program are|

|

that S5 rakedthe progran positiyely on all of the 22 scales, with
|

thé most positive being "Inteszting" and "Good", bofh with a

eval uatv the informational pLog am inTable 2. Table 1 shovs

- ¥=2.23 which corresponds tq a point on the rating scale betveen 2

(Duite Positive) and 3 (Hoderateﬁ.y Positive). The most negative

of the ra\:lnga was given for the \scale 'Supe’rior" (X=3.57) which’,

as a point located between 3 (Kodexately Posltive)ran_d 4 (Can't
Decide/Not Applicable). — ° \1 3 o

b4 For E.S rating %he mformational program, Table 2 shows that

S5 rated the progxam the molt Pt sitive in terms of the scale

s 5ex1ous (Xn 1.60) whxch couesponds to a point midway between 1

i+ (very Positive) and 2 (Quite Positive). The data shows that the

rhnge of X ratings was gtea‘te: ‘foz this program, the scale

“Gentle" (X= 5.03) being rated as moderately negative.

qsented 1n Table 1 and for §s °




% for the Instructional program..
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Table 1. Means and,Standard Deviations’ of the 22 attitude scales

|SeALE + N X sp f scam-
i
5‘ SINCERE 34 3,03 1.7 INSINCERE
SUPERIOR - 35 3.57.  1.34 * INFERIOR
CONFIDENT 35 2.66 1.35 UNSURE i
‘SERIOUS 35 0 317 1.25 HUHOROUS
RELAXED Rl 2.50 1.67 TENSE s
STRONG, « 35 2.89 1:13 WEAK .
sersuasidE 33 2.58  1.48 UNPERSUASIVE
’ PROFOU}!D_ 35 3.37 1.29 SHALLOW
INTERESTING 35 .2.23 1.54 UNINTERESTING
DEPEN‘DABLE . 35 2.74 1.46 UNDEPENDABLE
oL 3 266 1.3 * AGITATED
HUMANE 34 2,44 1.36 RUTHLESS
WARM' 357 2,80 0.9 coLD ,
INFORMED 35 2.40 1.6 UNINFORMED
600D 35 2.23 1.24 BAD
GENTLE 34 3.38 7 1.30 : AGGRESSIVE
HONEST 35 2,23 . 1.5 DISHONEST
RELIABLE  * 34 2.44 1.0 —UNREL TABLE
PLEASANT 35 2.83 s " oNPLEASANT
* CAUTIOUS 35 3.40 © 1:03 RAsH
FRIENDLY 34 238 1.50 UNFRIENDLY.
‘ NOT NERVDU.S 34 3.ls8 1.9 NERVOUS
»




TABLE 2. Means and Standard Devidtions of the 22' attitude scales

i
|
I

for the Informational program.

15

¢

NoT NER\{OU S

SCALE + N X sp SCALE '~
) TERTTmTSTEEgT 5 =
SINCERE s 3.1 1.26 INSINCERE
SUPERIOR " 36 339 1.02 INFERIOR e
CONFIDENT 37 : 2.92 1.62 %° UNSURE .
" sErI0US U 1.60  1.34 HUNOROUS
RELAXED . W 4.62 1.8 TENSE -
STRONG 37 278 1.2 WEAK
PERSUASIVE 36 239 1.25 UNPERSUASIVE °
PROFOUND 36 3.31 1.39 ¢ SHALLOW
INTERE‘STING 37 2.68 *2.04 UNINTERESTING
DEPENDABLE 37 2.68 1.23 ° UNDEPENDABLE | &
CALM 37 3.92 1.71 AGITATED -
HUMANE ) 37 3.97 1.68 * -RUTHLESS
wARM 36 4.8 1.46. cozp
INFORNED 37 2.14 1.46 UNINFORMED ¢
600D 37 2.8 1.60 BAD
GENTLE 37 '5.03 1.38 AGGRESSIVE'
. HONEST 37, 2.38 1.04 DISHONEST

m{nmauz 37 2.62 1.48 UNRELTABLE

N PLEASANT 37 451 1.79 UNPLEASANT

UTI0US " 37 4.03 1 S\az RASH
FRIBNDLY - 37 3.97 1.74 UNFRIENDLY
37 370 " 1.66° NERVOUS

|
i
i
|
i
]
|
!

B R



- ‘orthogonally rotated using the Varimax pzocédure (Ch'ﬂd, 1978

lare §:esented in Table 3,. which shows ‘that seven (1)

16

The data from the instructional and the infoxmat:.onal :

programs were /each subm:.tted to a pxincipal cumponents analysis to

examine the attitudinal dimensions evaluated in each oE 'these 3

fQrmats. |
Raiser's rule (Kaiser, 1958 vas used to extract Factots that

had’ eigenvalues greater than '1.00. Extract_eé Elaqt_nrs ’we’xe

Harman, 1!67), and factor Joadings .of 2 .55 were consxds:ed

meaningful for the purposes of factor definition.-

The xesulf of this analysin for the instr uctl“'onal pr’o‘g‘rarﬁ o

‘Factors were‘

e
extracted that accofnted for §0% of the total vaziance. The ..°

scales that si¥gnificantly defined each of these fucto:s (i.e.
loadings 2 .55) are also presen'ted in Ta‘ble 3e ;l'he £ull factor
matrix, with associated eiqenvalues and comwunallties, for this
analysis :.s presented in Table 1, Agpendxx D.

The piincipal. compohents analysxs f.ox the 1n£ozmat;onal
program yielded a quite -different pattezn of factors. Sevegn’

factors were extracted that accounteﬂ for, 55| of the’ tot:a'l

variance, but, as can be, sseen in:Table 4, the scales tf\at,

" siqniflcantly defined these facto:s. were cons;derably diifexenc

f:oqn the analysis for the instrucuonal program,. on example, -

factor 1 for the 1nstructional pngzan comp;ised only thiee (3)
scales whereas factor 1 for the Lnfotmational p:oqxam hld e;\ght

.8 scales loading.on it, and could he consxde:ed a general

* evaluative factor. ' However, the ‘factor pattern diﬁferences wére

not of primary comcern in the pilot stuay,“rnthez_ ‘t‘he. st‘udy was

¢

\




. = I .
meant to £ind the st:ongen cofimon scale across the two sub;‘!ct

mattex S.

' communalities, for the inforndtional piograp analysis is presentsd

in Table 2, Appendix D.

As n%!ed pzevioualy, the purpose of _the pxlot study was to
2
seTect the most appzopriate scale ‘for use in Studies 1 and. 2.in
~
the PEAC system conditiops.

for the following reéasons : i

1) it loaded highl) within its factor nc:ou'boéh subiect -
matters (Inatrucclnnal. 0.88; Infornutional . 72
2) it eme:qed as parf. of the same f:ctor in bot} joct

2 matters and as such was probably more li i;l.ar across.

conditions than other scales. Lo L
3)_itvas considered more appropriate than the bnly other
scale’ that mét the above cn.uua (ie. which
would tend to measure_ the ~1ndLvidua1 pers iies,

zath/,x than tha overall yrog:n.

The full factar’ ntrix, vn-.h associated eigenvalues nnd~'

. 2
3 2 .7 w7
. i o, K K _,' L
. : . ¢ .
. '. . 2’ vu
) ] =5, 6, N

The’ sca‘le 'Inttrenting was aelecttd /

v

) r
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3 Table 3. Varimax rotated factor matrix of 22 ;ttltndinal scale

. ) for the Instructional program.
R SCALE s FACTOR . -
- . - 2

DEPENDABLE . 8289 - we =
INFORMED - .8178 . - y ) N

FRIENDLY . - .7925 .

 INTERESTING . 8833 X . €

o » 3

Goop: v - Le0d,
. RELIABLE. . | . .6095 i

'SUPERIOR' Lo s :

‘CONFIDENT z ¥

sTRoNG .
CALM
'GENTLE 5

CADTIOUS

*  HUMANE ol ho @ L8528
pLEASANT \ = A L6577
E /smz ol i ) <5935
sER10US . T T
- RB!.A‘XF‘:D

WARM ¢ . e " & S
. - HONEST ' - ) N ' ’

J2a3.
. % )VARIANCE~—28.80 11.30, 10.30.  9.70

EIGENVALUE . 6.35 2,48 . 2.26 1.25 1.10
6.40 5170 5.00

X e #

~
’
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° E 3 i . . .
Table 4. . Varimax rotated’factor -matrix of 22 attitudinal scales '
; ‘for ‘the Informational program.’ i o B
SCALE - o x E % FACTOR
d 1 2 3., 4 s 6 7
_ RELAXED 6992 .0 L SR B
caLM | ia7432 . ; & '
HUMANE y o780 TN S ‘
) WARM 6419+ . e o
* gGENTLE 7856, - %, - i -
“Mreasanr . .@e0 ¢ L Lt i@

'CAUTIOUS .. L8456 A A

FRIENDLY =~ - 48038 .- ' & . " Yo .. o

: INTERESTING , *" :
DEPENDABLE

e

_ 'nrormED
© " HONEST
CONFIDENT -
¥ STRONG -,
. NOT NERVOUS '];
SUPERIOR

PERSUASIVE .

! PROFOUND

" semIOUS,.
G
e s " ‘smcere '

¢ RELIABLE
.

g EIGENVALUE . *.5.75 . .2.99 . 2.06 1a74  1.34 2l gy
v 3 $ . VARIANCE  26.10 13.60 '~ 9.40 ,.7.90 6.10° - '5.50 4.




stedy 1. . . i
PEev’io,us resea“tch has demonstraj\ted a number of covezt
vanables which affect viever' s perceptions and attitudes
(sullivan et At 1979)1 Bagéaley. et ai., 1980) as measured by
! traditional pape:’and penicil  evaluation inst(uments. Thls study
. .was performed‘to determine whether or not the PEAC system. pe( se.

has aneffect on vxawer s assessments of how the) feel Labdut and

what they learn from instructional programming as compared to more

% tuditional evaluatian instxuments. " R 'd

th:.e.cs.s: * e an : 3 P

"Subjec‘ts jere dne hundred and sixty-six (166) college
fxeshmen, 96 males and 70 females with a mean age of 17 years.
i These‘ﬁj, compxisxng six classes, were’ rarfdomly selected fzom the '

. Int:cducto:y Psychalogy course. .Sul

jects in'each class were
:andomly ussigned to one of the: ‘two expe:imental treatments, 82 _Sg

3 being assxgned ‘to condition 1,-and -84 -85 assigned to candition 2

Instruments: © LR B, )
Assisiide Soale: PR, .

\ " The Li:kgrt scale administexed in thd Pilot Study was again
used as a mensuge of ,s_s' at\:itudes tcwards the program. The only
vauation was an additicn f_a rhe scale of a request for' the Sg'
han’d unit number placed on the'top, of the scale (see Appendix B.
2.ex.c.¢u.e.d m.e.cm.ens.ss ,BSAJ.E= P ¥
¢ A Eupllcate of _the’ scnle used to evaluate the ‘perceived

S gffectiveness/of the L{kext-type scale in’ conveying the 35'

attitﬁdes towa:ds the pxoqzam wvas adminisf_e!ed to S8 ln condition

‘.1 ¢to vvaluace &he use of the PEAC sy!tem as an alternate
& ! -
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evaluation instrument (see Appendix F).
Program:

The instructional. program evaluated in Study 1 was entitled
*An Introduction to Memory” and is described in detail in the
Pilot Study with the complete script being Appendix B.
Achievemens Test: «

Ao achievement test consisting of 16 multiple-choice
questions covering the topics discussed in the instructional
‘program was also administered (see Appendix G).

Prosedure : 3 ‘\. BTN
Six_ classes, totally 166 s\s, were used in Study "1. The E set

up the videocassette recorder and monitor at the front of the

= classroom prior to the class ineeting. The E also'wrote on the

olackboard the four (4) keys and. the scales that tk';ey represented
for those that were 't!:c use, the PEAC systel.. These were::
2. A - interesting ’ ,/\ &
B - moderately lntetasti;\g
C - moderately uninteresting . y .
- D - unihteresting * =4
» At the' commencement “of the zgg\;lax class period the B
. “introduced the experiment to the class and gave the following
instructions: B ., - v g " C .
"The Psychology department in conjunctior with NUN ETV are
. puttix’-xg this course, Psychology 1000, onto vidao‘up‘e which will .be
! aired on Cable channel '13 this semester for those that cannot come
to the university. One of these video tapes i.!j entitled

"Introduction to Memory" which we will look at today. ~We would
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5 ’
like your 1mpre‘ssions/att1tpdes - what you think of 'it. After:the
program we would like you to £ill in an attitude scale and
complete an achievement test.

Half. of the class will evaluate this program as you watch it

by using. these hand-held response.units which I will give out
shortly. (E holds up a hand unit for all to see). There are 16
+ buttons on each of these boxes but we only want yeu to use the top
' four (4) buttons labelled A, B, C, D.

On the blackboard here, I have written exactly what gach'
button will represént. For example, if yoi think that what you
see is Lntaéesting - press buttM; if you think.;t is moderately '

-interesting - press button B; press button c'is you think it is

moderately uninteresting;-ptess button D if you think it is
, ' uninl:eresting. ' <
You may press as often as you wish and you may change your
opinions as often as yo

ish (E puts hand unit back into
collection case). It will take approximately one minute for the

units to come on after I turn on this switch. (E turns on

,-collection case switch, and then randomly distributes hand units,
but keeping hand unit #20\as the master unit).

The B'then explains t\hat after the one minuté hhs expired a »

< smnll :ed light will appear in the. left-hnnd side of each unit's

display window. When the small red light appears in the E's

.,  master unit's display window he asks S5 if they now see the small

red iii;ht on their units. After bcon’firming that all units are now

operational, the E turns on the videocassette recorder to start

the program. At a predetermined point at the beginning of the
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program the E pre'sses button A on his magter unit while at the
same time instructing S5 to press button B to begin, and after
which Sg may respond as they wish. ' R '

Upon completion of the program the E presses button B to
record the end of the program after which those Ss who used the
hand units are given the Perceived Effectiveness scale (Appendix
F) and uré asked to indicate how effective they feel this method
of evaluation is in evaluating the program. These S5 are also

asked to fill in their hand unit number in the space provided and

are directed to the bottom end of the unit where the unit's number

is 1ocatéd. .. e
While 55.in condition 1 (those who used the PEAC unitd) are
completing the perceived eaffectivenevss scale for 'the PEAC units
the E distributes the attitudem‘cale (Appendix E) and thg ;
dchievement test which is attached to it (Appendix G to S5 of)
both condition 1 (with PEAC) and 2 (those without PEAC units);‘
Subjects 'in condition 1 were agked to reca:d(imln\'ed§ately their
hand units numbers in the space provided in the upper right-hang
corner of the attitude scale. - i o
Subjects in both conditions were asked then to record theix:
names, sex, ‘age and Grade eleven avérages in “the .spaces provifed. .
The E then asked all Ss to indicate their impressions of the
program they had just watc;xed by filun’g out the att;tudé'scale.
The E explained the instructions using the example(given and asked

S5 to circle only one number ‘pe: line.‘ After completing’'the.

attitude scale, all Sp were 1nst:uctgé to indicate how effective,

they felt .the attitude scale was in alding them in evaluating the
r .

p
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progrgm. They then completed the achievement test. While 55 were
completing the attitude scale the F collected the hand units and
the perceived effectivéness scale for ‘the PEAC units that were
distributed earlier to S5 in convdition 1. The E then placed all
hand units back into the collection case, making sure that the
master unit was replaced last and then turned off the collection
case —switch‘. The E then collected the complete_d package of
attitude scale; Perceived Effectiveness scale, and the achievement
test.s @ The E then .thanked the Ss for their cooperation and

dismissed the class.

& RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations'for both

condition 1 and condition 2 for age, grade eleven average (grav),
i pecceived effectiveness of the attitude scale as an. evaluation
metvh'l;d (eff), perceived effectiveness of the PEAC system (peff) -
only application to condition 1, and the achievement scores
obtained on the 16 multiple choice test on the content of the
\ instructional program. . T | ; :




Table 5 Means and Standard Deviations

25

for selected variables by

condition. -
Conéition 1 Condition 2
§ X sp X sD
AGE a 17.40 2.71

GRAV &  75.53 8.57

EFF 77
PEFF 79
ACH. 82

3.12 1.38
3.01 1.52
9.67 2,52

N

a 17.08 1.64

a 75.84 8.66

o 3.46 1.47

No Peff administered

84 9.75 2.68

‘Inspection of Table 5 demonstrates that the X s for §s in

condition 1. were approximately equivalent to those in conditlt‘n 2

in terms of -age v(21-17.34 vs. 17.08, grade eleven average (X=75.34

vs. 75.80), perceived effectiveness of the attitude scale (X=3.12

vs.- 3.46), and achievement scores (X=9.67 vs. 9.75). - To detgrmine

.
whether or not there was any significant differences between

conditions 1 and 2 on any of these variables, one way analyses of

variance (ANOVA) were done. Tables 6, 7, 8and 9 show that there

were :3 significant differences between conditions qn these
- 3

variables.

. . <
Table 6 One-way andlysis of variance of age by condition. :
SOURCE - DF ss MS F. RATIO ~~. F. PROBE
BETWEEN 1 3.97 3.9 0.80 NS g \

L, .

WITHIN 162, 807,76 “ea’o9
TOTAL 163 811.73 . '
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Table ‘7. One-way analysis of variance of grade eleven average
by condition.

SOURCE DF ss s F. RATIO F. PROB.
BETWEEN 3789 3.89 0.05 : N.s.
“WITHIN 11812.76  74.29 '

TOTAL 160  11816.65 o

Table 8. One-way analysis of variance of perceived effectiveness
for the attitude scale by condition.

'SOURCE DF :* S§ RATIO F. PROB.

BETWEEN 1 2.69  4.69 Th2032 N.S.

WITHIN 155 313.84 '2.03 .
© .TOTAL 156 318.52 f

N, i “ : _

.
. H o
Table:'9., One-way analysis of variahce of achievement' by condition

SOURCE - DF ss- MS  F. RATIO F. PROB.
BETWEEN 1 0.26  0.26 0.04 . -

WITHIN 164 + 1109.85 6.‘V e

TOTAL . 165 1110.11
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The neasyres obtained for the perceived effectiveness of the
PEAC system 'EPE‘) occurs only in condition 1. There is no such
measure in condition 2 that would warrant comparisons. However, a
comparison can be made within condition I, between the perceived
effectiveness of two different types of evaluation instruments,
the attitude scale (EFF - X = 3.12) and the PEAC system (PEFF -
%= 3.01). A t-test was conducted comparing the perceived
effectiveness of these two instruments. It was found that §s-
within condition 1 did not significantly find one method of
evaluation superior to the other (t= 0.62, df= 74, n.s.). -
) Subjects in both conditions evaluated the instuctional
sprogram "Introduction to Memory" using the twenty-two (22) scale
Likert-type attitude scale. The means and standard deviations
£or each’condition of the attitude scale are presented in Table
10. It can be seen that the mean ratings in condition 1 ranged
fz’cm 2.02 to v3.72, that is from Quite positive (2) to Can't
Decide :(4). nge for the mean ratings for condition 2 was
2.04 to 3.71 which 1) apgeoximately the same a5 condition L.
Though' the range of mean ratings for both conditions 1 and 2 were .
approximately equivalent, differences were found when individual,
scales were compared.across condition (e.g. Humane: condition 1 '
T= 2.44 35 conditi%z ¥ = 2.79). To determine whether or not
these' individual scale -differences yere significant the Tukey A
procedure (Winer, 1972) was done for each scalé across condition.
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Table 10. Means and Standard Deviations of the 22 attitude
scales for conditions 1 and 2.

| ~coNpITION 1 CONDITION 2
§ SCALE I n X " s N X sp
’ — SINCERE 82 2.99 1.27 B4 2.86 1.15
SUPERIOR i 82 3.60 1.04. 80 3.63 0.93
_ CONFIDENT 78 2.97‘ 1.30 ]33 2.88 1,27
SERIOUS : 82 2.76 “1.35 B3 .2.78 1.47
‘RELAXED 82 3.09 1.57 ‘| 81 2.91 1.39
STRONG & 82 3.42 1.31 82 3.45 1.29
PERSUASIVE 82 2.93 1.25 84 3.05 1.45
PROFOUND 827 3.72 1.01 80 3.71 1.23 |
INTERESTING 81 @09 1.57 ° . B4 3.37 1.85 . "

DEPENDABLE | 81 3.04 1.30

caLM 82 2.87 1.29
deé}x\nz\ .81 244 1.27

N WARM ¥ . 81 2.80 1.0‘1
INFORMED Bl 2.32 l.A.Dl
GoOD 82 2.45 1.19 R
GENTLE | 82 3,11 1.14 n
HONEST 82 2,02 1.09
RELIABLE . 82 +2.87 °1.47
PLEASANT 82 2.56 1.25 -
cauTIOUS 82 3.50 1.13 84 3.32 1.09
FRIENDLY 82 2.1 1.10 84 2.30 1.07 o, 3

NOT NERVOUS 82 3,04 1.74 83 3.05 1.51
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Table 11 shows the'results’of these analyses. None of the
22 scales were significantly different when compared across
condition. The data for each condition was then submitted toa
principal components analysis to examine the attitudmnl
afmensions evalyated and to determine whether or not these
dimensions were. equivalent. across gonditions. Kaiser's rule yas
used to extract factors that hag eigenvalues greater than 1.00.
Extracted factors were orthogonally rotated usiig thd varfmax
procedure. and factor loadings of 2 .55 were considered
meaningful for the ‘purposes of factor definition.

The :esuxts of this analysis fv condxtxoml are p:esented
in Table 12, which shows that 8 factors we:l‘exuactea that
accounte& for -51% of the total var_iance. The scales that
significantly defined each of these factors (i.e. loadings > .55
are also presented in Table 12. The full factor matrix, with

associated eigenvalues and communalities, for this analysis is

.presented in Table 1. Appendix H.

. The principal component nnalysis’for condition 2 yielded a
quite different pattern of factors. Seven factors were extracted
that accowted for 428 of the total variance, but, as can be seen
from Table ia. the .scales that sxgnifi:antly defined thesé
factors were considerably’ different from the analysis for
cnndition 1. For example, the 8 factors comprising conditiq‘? 1
accounted for 21 of the 22 scales whereas condition -2, had 7

factors comprising of only 17 of the 22 scales. It,can also.be

.seen that the structure of factors differed according to

condition. For example, in condition 1, the stales Strong,-
« N -~

N B
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Peruasive. Profound, and Interesting constitoted Factor 1,

» whereas Factor 1 in condition 2 comprised the following scales:

- -
Confident, Strong; Good, and Interesting. .
. The full factor matrix, with associated eigenvalues andl

communalities, for the principal componerit analysis of condition &

2 is presented in Table 2, Appendix H.

The differences found.- in attitudinal dims when

N\ - . s sy
compared across condition using the principal componen{ analysxs

4

~prov1de strong evidence that evaluations obtained nsinq the PEAC
system versus more tudxtienll ratings scales are not comparahle‘

Contrary to the implicit assumption nade by reseatcherg.whn uae

the PEAC system, it :/m{t equivalent to more traditioral

evaluation methods. is clear from the f:usent study that

<-subjects, given the PEAC system evaluate differert aspacts of a .

progran than those given only more traditional instruments. In
that subjects are not aware of this influence, i.e., theré are no
differences in perceived effectiveness across evaluation methods,
the PEAC system behaves in effect like other cov‘eh vaxia‘l?les
that have an influence on subjects' perceptions. :

To determine whether these patterns éf differences were
_attributable ’t_o sex, further analyses wete performed. Tabl; a4
presents tlkileana and standard deviations of the 22 scalels for

conditions 1\gnd 2 broken down by the vazl‘aﬁla sex. Inspgctian‘

of these tables shows that male and female.rakings aré"quite
similar. This was confirmed by t tests which lndxcated
slqu:.cant dxffexences betueen male and female Subjects' ratinga
(o! 2 scales in condition 1 and none in condition 2 \(ue Table 15
|

o~
-

e



for conditioﬂ 1 and"l‘able 16 for, condition 2).. Ti:e'two
/’sigmf).cam: scales in cond1t1°n 1 are undoubtedly ay artifa‘ct Jof
performing multiple e toes (Johnsop and Jones, 1972; Petrinovich
dnd Hardyck, '1969). That is, when perforning.as many ‘as 22 :-'_
tests, several will be staustwally sxgnxhcant simply by
chanck. I .can be concluded that males and, Eemales dia not,

" @iffer on their ratings of individual attitude scales.
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e A o = P v
“ . ,dble 11.. T-test comparisos.of Conditions 1 and'2 for the
I3 : g 22 attitude scales.
- s & - v
' SCALE _° CoND N X sD T vaide ' DF Prob.
. SINCERE - 182 2.9941.277 0.69 W ows
. 2 84 2.86 1.15 ;
* . SUPERIOR 1 -0.18 160 . NS, N
% 2- . <
- CONFIDENT =1 0.47 + 159 NS )
2 Vg,
% SERIOUS N -0.12 163 Ns '
B S g w : LT .
P . RELAXED" «1 0.74." 161 ' ..NS )
LR *STRONG A -0.18 162 NS ° :
i’y L 2 . . ) ~
e . PERSUASIVE 7 ~0.58 164 , - NS,
[ : 2 ! .
‘ PROFOUND 1 £0.04 160 , N§
. - 2. ‘ B
INTERESTING 1 . ~1.06 163 ns "
: 5w s 2 e
A T DEPENDABLE 1 1.08- 163 - _NS' .
» 2 » i o
e g . CALM 1 -0.54- . 164 . NS : ?
2 5 i i
HUMANE 1 -1.82° . 161" NS
: " o 2 w
- W - 1 -1.38 ° NS :
INFORMED . 0.43 NS
i : o . g
Y *" Goop -1.30 NS
L GENTLE -0.33 163 NS ;
. ‘ 'HONEST ~0.06. 164 Ns "
Sy 1 RELIABLE T 1,70, 0 164 NS i
- 2 > 3 B i
P }  PREASANT -0.95 .. 164 NS £ |
i : : : : g |
I CAUTIOUS L5 1.04 164 NS : i
: i FRIENDLY ° Lot 16 s ;
e 5 . {
< * NOT NERVOUS . =0.05 163 - NS s i
} ol -
o . :
'
| ; 3
i . .
! L
¢ % . )
] L
= = T
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" Table 12 Varimax tebated factor matrix of 22 attltude scales for .
. conditxen 1. B

SCALE

K

1, 4

FACTOR 2

STRONq .
Vésnsuhsxéx
agidrodkﬁ.
K " . INTERESTING

g oglaiite: 1
Gsﬁrng“

K ﬂoh:ér ¥
i . SUPERIOR
coneoENT
. catM
DEPENDABLE
‘_'_isvaspﬁiinus‘
&0 Goop
RELIABLE
¥ RELAXED
. .
NOT NERYOUS
sxn;nnsif

PLEASANT , \\

FRIENDLY
SERTOUS |
IN?ORH?D [

.7830°
6195
.5573
.7239 k

i

=R g o

P .7079

L7078
5843

\ .6215.
.5686
v
.7244
.5950

8053 v
L5967 )
.8105

.6333

. . .8094

.8666
.5670

~5588

25952

.7129

EIGENVALUES,

% VARIANCE

5.03

22:90 10.10

2.22 1.71

~ 1.54 1.17

5.30

1.45

7.80 .7.00 6:60

1.08
T 4.80

1.01
4.60

&




SFY . Table 13, Varimax rotated factor matrix of 22 attitude scales for
dition 2 ¢

state” L
< s A 2 2

3

FACTOR
4

CONFIDENT ’ N .5655’
STRONG L7899
+ GooDp ' ° -5'505
I‘NTEFESTING i " .5678

'PERSUASIVE  * . ' .5642

2 s SINCERE L1772

 HOMANE
HONEST .
RELAXED
NOT NERVOUS! ,
j o cau ¢
# U Ars
*  SERIOUS
G;:NTLE
'OUND E
CAUTIOUS

DEPENDABLE . .7415

-6280

.5654. -

.7873

v 80T
. 7001

2
6

6829
7639

=-.7255 *

.6002

.6379
.6210

EIGENVALUE 5.04 2.31

% VARIANCE 22.90 (10.50

1.72

7.80

1.59
7.20
[ ]

1.41

LELR

1.33
6.00

4.90

1.07
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Table 14. Means and Standard Deviations of the 22 attitude scales
and other selected variables for conditions 1 and 2 by

sex.
CONDITION 1 CONDITION 2
SCALE SEX * N X s N X sp
SINCERE 1 42 3.00 54
2 40 2.98 29
SUPERIOR 1 42 3.64 51
2 40 3.55 28
CONFIDENSAN 1 38 3.18 54
2 40 2.78 28
SERIOUS 1 42 2.62 54
2 40 2.90 28
RELAXED 1 42 3.31 52
. 2 40 2.85 28
STRONG 1 42 3.48 54
2 40 3.35 27
PERSUASIVE 1 42 2.98 54
p 2 40 2.88 29
PROFOUND 3 42 3.79 53
2 40 * 3.65 27
INTERESTING 1 41 3.17 54
2 40 3.00 29
DEPENDABLE 1 41 3.10 54
2 40 2.98 29
CALM 1 42 3.14 54
2 0 2.58  1.26 29
HUMANE 1 42 2.52  1.31 52
2 39 2.36  1.22 29 °
WARM 3 42 2%6  1.03 54
2 39 2.85  0.99 28
INFORMED. 1 42 2.55 1351 83
2 39 2.08 1.18 28
Goop 1 42 2.48 .1.13 54
2 40 2.43  1.26 29°
GENTLE 3 42 3.24  1.27 54
7 40 2.98  1.00 28
HOREST 1 42 2.05  1.10 54
2 - 40 2.00  1.09 * .29
RELIABLE 1 42 3.00 1.31 54
. 2 & 40 2.73  1.63 29
PLEASANT 1 2 2.83 1.38 54
* 2 0 2.28  1.04° 29
CAUTIOUS 1 42 3.48 © 1.27 54
2 40 3.53  0.96 29
FRIENDLY 1 42 2.29  1.33 54
s 2 40 1.93.. 0.76 "4 29
NOT NERVOUS 1 42 317 1.82 53
2 40 2,90 1.66 29 ¥
‘




Table 14 (Con'd)

) CONDITION 1 CONDITION 2
SEALE . . SEX , N b sp N X sD
AGE 1 42 / 16.98 0.68 54  17.15 1.94
2 39 17.85 3.82 29 - 16.97 0.87
GRAV 1 41 73.76 . 8.41 52 75.81 8.87
2 39 77.39 Bed5 29 75.90 B8.45
EFF 1 37 2,73 " 131 52 3.44 1.35
2 40 3.48 136 27 359 1.65
PEFF 1~ 40 2.93  1.56
2 ) 3110 1.50 YO PEAC
ACH 5 L .42 9.50 282 54 9.96 2.75
2 40 9.85 _2.19 29 31 2.57
|
- ¥ .
o s -
e -~
3
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Table 15. T-test comparisons of male and fenale responses to
the 22 attitude scales for condition 1.
o VAR. SEX N X sp T VALUE DF ' PROB.
SINCERE .1 42 3.00 1.08 0.09 , 80 NS
g 2 40 2.98 1.46 i
SUPERIOR 1 42 344 1.10 0.40' 80 NS
2 40 .3,55 o0.99 3
. *coNPIDENT 1 38 318 1.23  1.40 76 NS
2 40 2.78 1.35 % -
SERTOUS 1 42 2.62 1.25 -0.94  8Q NS
2 40 2.90 1.45 .
RELAXED 1 42 3.31 1.69, 1.33 80 NS
2 40+ 2.85 1.42
STRONG 1 42, 3.48 1.38  0.44 80 NS
s 2 40 .35 1.23 3
% PERSUASIVE 1 42 .98 '1.30  0.37 . 80 NS
') 2, 40 2.88 1.20 .
PROFOUND 1 42 3.79 0.95 ° 0.61 . 80 NS
2 40 3.65 1.08 .
INTERESTING 1 41, 3.17 1.67 40.49 79 NS ”,
2 40 3.00 1.47 x
4 DEPENDRBLE 1 41 3.10 1.30  0.42 . 79 NS
. 2 . 40 . 2,98 1.3
' cALM 1 42 3.14 1.28 2.02 80 Pp>.05
2 40 . 2.58 1.26 .
¥ HUMANE 1. 42 12552 131  0.58 79 NS
] 2° 39 2.36 1.22
i WARM - .1 42 2,76 1.03 -0.37 79 ns
| . 2 39 2.85 0.9
| INFORMED 1 . 42, 2.55 1.57 1.52 79 NS
2 39 2.08 1.18 . .
Goop - 1 42 2.48 113 0.19 80 NS
" 2 40 2.43 1.26
i GENTLE 1 42 3.24 1.27 - 1.04 80 NS
2 40 2.98 1.00 , i
HONEST 1 42 2.05. 1.0 0.20 80 NS .
N % 2 40 2.00 1.09 v
. RELIABLE 1 42 -3.00 1.31 0.84 80 NS
2 40, 2.73 1.63 Lo
- PLEASANT 1 ™2 . 2183 1338- 2.07 ° 80 -p>.05
. 5 2 40 .2.28 1.04
CAUTIOUS 1 42 3.48 .27 -0.20
% 2 40 3.53 0.
FRIENDLY 1 42 2.29 1.33° 1.50
% B 2 40 1.93 0.76
NOT NERVOUS 1 42 3.7 1.82  0.69
< 2 40 2.90 1.66
i
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Table 16. T-test comparisons of male and female responses to
the 22 attitude scales for condition 2.

VAR sex N X SD° T VALUE DF  PRoR. Mg
- SINCERE 1 “54 2.82  1.15 -0.70 81 NS :
2 29 3.00 1.13
SUPERIOR 1 51 - 3.61 0.80 -0.49 77 NS
2 28 371 1.2
CONFIDENT 1 54  2.94 1.20  0.53 80 NS
2 28 2.79°  1.42 - 3
SERIOUS i 54 2,83 1.58  0.24 80 NS
t 2 28 . 2.75  1.24 -
RELAXED ], 52 2.79° 1.33 .-1.32 78 NS
2 28 . 3.21 1.45
STRONG 1 54 . 3.61. . 1.22 ° 1.31 ‘79 NS
2 27 ' 3.22 1.34 e
PERSUASIVE 1 54  3.02 1.46 " -0.46 81 NS~
' 2 29 3.17  l.42 e
c PROFOUND 1 53  3.89 1.19  1.79 78. NS
N 2 27 - 3.37- 1l.28
INTERESTING 1 54 . 3.54  1.80  0.94 81 NS
- 2 29 3.14 - 1.92 :
DEPENDABLE 1 54  2.74 - 0.96 - -1.13 81 NS
P g E 2 29 3.04° 1.40
® - cALM 1 54 2.93 ' 1.26 .-0.68 81 NS
o 2 29 314 LBELW ¢
-~y HUMANE 1 52 2.81 1.12.4 0.05 79 NS
5 i 2 29 2.79 © 1.29 -
WARM 1 54 3.06 1,08  0.01 80 NS
2 28 3.04  1.00
INFORMED 1 53 - 2.34 1.22  0.92 79 NS
2. 28..2.07 '1.27 .
Goop 1 54 2.6l 1.25 ~-1.10 81 NS
2 .29 2.97 . 1.64
GENTLE 1 54 3.02 1l.12 -1.78 '80 NS
i ‘2 28 3.50 1.23
HONEST 1. 54 2.00. 1l.10 -0.49 /81 . NS
2 29 .2.14 1.46 i
RELIABLE 1 54  2.59 1.45 . 0.78 81 NS .
2 29 2.35 1.26 R
PLEASANT Y 54 2,74 1.03 -0.20 81 NS
2 29 2.79 1.32
‘CAUTIOUS i 54 3137 l.02  0.38 81 NS
2 29 3.28  1.22 .
o FRIENDLY 1 54 . 2.30 1.02 =-0.20 81 NS
i . 2 29 2.35 1,17
NOT NERVOUS 1 53 3.21  1.51 1.18 80 NS
2 20 2.79 1.52




A principal components analysis was performed for each of
the sexes for each condition to dbtermihe the attitudinal
dimensions evaluated by each sex. The Raiser's rule was again
used toextract fact‘ozs that had Aeigenvalue‘s greater than 1.00.
Extracted factors were orthogonally rotated using the Varimax
procedure, and factor loadings of > .55 were considered
meaningful fcx the purposes of factor definition.

The- zesults of these analyses are presented in 'rable 17
through Table 20 which present the number of factors extracted
and the amount of the total variance that they represent. Also
presented are the scales that significantly defined each of these
factors (i.e. loadings > .55). The $it1 Lackor mEtitess, With
associated eigenvalues and communalities for the analysgs
presented in Table 17 thfough ‘Table 20 are, respectively,
pEessnbad T4 PAETE 3 ENEGUGH to TABLe 5, Appendix I ’

Table 17 presents the principal components analysis for
condition 1 as evaluated by males. Seven factors fwere extracted
which accounted for 55% of the total variance. These results are
very different from the results for female S5 presented in Table
18. Here eight facdtors were extracted which lvco\lnt‘éd for 58% of
the total variance. Comparisons of factors for these ‘two groups
(males 'v,s. females) show that there are factor pattern
differences. For example, Factor 1 for males cpmprisea 4 scales
(Confident, Persuasive, Interesting and Dependable) whereas
Factor 1 for females had only 2 scales (Gentle and-Cautious)

loading on it.




Table 17. Varimax rotated

for ma\lis}m)
4

SCALE

tion 1.

FACTOR

5

ctor matrix of 22 attitude scales

CONFIDENT .7941
PERSUASIVE  .8118
INTERESTING - .6476
DEPENDABLE _ .6988
SINCERE

~
cAIM
PLEASANT
FRIENDLY -
STRONG|
GooD
RELIABLE
WARM
INFORMED
"reraxep
NOT' NERVOUS
 SUPERIOR

SERIOUS *

+7186
6008
.8289
8309

.5656

.8112

.7461 »
.6675
.7361

.9039

.7933

~-.6159
.6732

EIGENVALUE 5.89

2.42 . 2.00 1.78

\VA}IANCE . 26,80 11.00 9.10 8.10

1.55

7.00

1.34
6.10

1.19
5.40
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Table 18. Varimax rotated factor ma\:rlx of 22 attitude scales
for females in condition

)
SCALE ‘ FACTOR . *
i@ 3 4 5 6

GENTLE L7764 . 5 ) /
X 5

CAUTIOUS <6615
SUPERIOR 7596

CONFIDENT L7272 % - .

__INTERESTING : .8024 \ .

coop ".6333

PROFOUND 7106

WARM 7917 ~
PLEASANT ) 27995 ) .

RELAXED +8462.,

NOT NERVOUS i .6916

CALM ) X .7604" :
" rnrorvED . © .8767

STRONG ‘ - L 6926

DEPENDABLE . L6915

' SINGERE . 9285

HONEST . 5597
SERIOUS ' 7564 ",

EIGENVALUE 4.62 2.92 r 2.35 1.77 1.54- 1.27 1.12-1.03

% VARIANCE 21.00 <13.30 10.70 8.00 7.00 5:80 5.10 4.70

— - R
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The principal components analysis for males .anq females for
condition!2 are presented in Table 19 and Table 20, respeqfively.
Both analyses extracted seven factors but accounted for different
percentages of the total variance. The seven factors extracted in
Fable 19 (condition 24~ males) accounted for 48t of the total
variance whereas those extracted in Table 20 (condition 2 -

females) accounte@ for 64% of the total variance. ‘

This difference in variance accounted for is probably related.

to the fact that the analysis for females extracted a stronger
factor 1. ra®le 20 shows that factor 1 accounted . for
approximately one-half the variance and had a largeenumber of
scales comprising it. In contrast, factor 1 for males had only 2
geales Snd the ninber of Seales For other factgrs were evenly
distributed. There is greater variability in the dimensions males
reésponded to than females. . X

Most importantly, major differences in factor patterns were
also evident. ®or example, factor 1, for malés comprised only
twol|scales (Humane and Honest). Factor 1, for fenales had 8
et (Supeuo:,’stzong, interesting, dependable, informed,
good, reliable and pleasant) loading on it and could bg

considered a general evaluative Eactnr.

4




Table 19. Varimax rotated factor matrix of 22 attitude scalés
_for males in condition 2

‘ SCALES FACTOR

1 214 3 4 5 6 7

HUMANE 7942
.
HONEST ~ -6778

\ PERSUASIVE to.mes3

INTERESTING ~ L7060
-
DEPENDABLE | .7618

SUPERIOR - .6394
RELAXED s 5798 . 2
PLEASANT . | .c028

* NOT NERVOUS 7011 /
\ .

CALM -8278 y

WARM .8338

' FRIENDLY .5885

CONFIDENT 5783
STRONG .8078
INFORMED ’ .7004 v
sertous L7048
RELIABLE - 872 ;
cayrious ' < L7595

28 EIGENVALUE 4.73  2.47 20 1.86 '1.71 1.29 1.18
% V)\RIANC:E 21.50 11.20 9.10 '5.40 7.80 5.90 5.40 °

i 0
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Varimax rotatsd factor matrix of 22 ae@ztuae scales {6:
females in condition 2.

»
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .
5 5 74
SUPERIOR, .B409 B
STRONG | .5850 * L
/
INTERESTING .8321
-
- DEPENDABLE  .7165 . . N &
INFORMED .5798 ! ' \ “r
GooD .8830
N —
RELIABLE 8477 - i\ ;
- \ -
PLEASANT 5588 .5761 s \
< B
HUMANE 7075 \ ¥
HONEST 7847 #
E : & \
FRIENDLY . 7895
connnzwr 6804 7 P
murmus § .8788 \ %
RELAXED .8503
2 2
NOT NERVOUS .7609
PROFOUND Y s : .8597
cawy ¢ i 15607
INFORMED . & 6167
i SINCERE i
' -
GENTLE o .
SERIOUS
s
EIGENVALUE * 6.47 2.73 2.06 1.83 1.77
| $ VARIANCE ﬁ‘{) 12.40  9.40 8.30 - B8.00
] = 0
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To summarize the results of Study I, it was found that Ss &id
not perceive the PEAC systém as more or less e‘ffective‘than the
other rbthud of evaluation, however, the PEAC system aia affect

their evaluation of the program. sub;ects using the PE:AC system

evaluated the program on different dimensions than did ;hosg who -
used mote cxa{?ﬂuionﬂ methods. It was also found that sex of !,
viewer influenced how _s,s petceived and evaluated the p:esentation.

Lastly, tha PEAC _.system did not xntluence ach

ement of

instructional maten.al. ¢ 5

. To dete:mu\e if the results obtained here using an

" instructional presentatlnn can be gene:alized to a more consumer-

vcxxented format, the study was repl cated using _a-n_-infprmat:.ional

program (Study II).




: STUDY: IX P
The unique advantdge of the PEAC Bystem over previous

campaigning, social impact studxes and program development
(Nicker son, 1979, 1980 1981; Spears and Gillis, 1981; Baggaley
3 et al., 1982 Hynck and- Keegan, 1981; Chen et al.. 197 9)( Study

5 1 demonst:ated thag the ymc sysiem does affect viewexs

| - perceptions and atr;mdes in an insmuctional setting, Study\ 6 ¢4

was a reglication ‘of \:hat study, .using an 1nfoxmat10na1

pxesentation to determine if the results obtained in study 1 wgre

AR generalizable to more cunsumex—onented £ rmats.
¢ Subjests:
4 Subjects were"ne hundred und thirty two (132) dollege

i
i

P fzeshmen, 56 males and 66. females with a mean age of 17 years.
‘l‘heae Ss» compxis‘ing four glasses, we{e randomly selected f:cm

the Inttoiuctqry Psychglogy course. {gb]ects in each class were

i . : xandomly assignedto the two experimental txeatments’ Of ‘the

fou: clasées a total of 64 5.

re assigned to condition 3s while

the remainder of the 132 §5 - 6 8 wzte assigned to candit.mn 2,

| ma;;umsm . -

| Mtisude Seale: - - ¢ ¥
The same uken.—q!pe scale .adninistered in the Pilot study

nnd study 25 was. ulso dsed in Study 2 (see Appendix E).
;2 P.z_om:!m: & wE e £
. 'rhe program uséd in Study 2 was that used in the Pilot study
- the CIV Natiofal News. See Appendlx .c foz th‘e complete
SN, L . ¥

and wide application 'in such areas as .advertising, polit'ical

b

electronic evaluation instruments has 1e/,d to its extensive use .
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Perceived Effectiveness Scale: ‘ 2 B
The single scale used to evaluate the PEAC system was also
administered }:9 those 1n. condition 1 (see Appendix F). r v
Progedure:

Four classes. totalling 132 35, were used in Study 2. The
pxocedu:e in this study was identical to that used in Study 1
with the one exception beinq that there was no achievement test

administered.
v

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION . . X
Data was colleétcd for a total of 132 ‘s_; and analyzed by
conéitxon. Condition"l - S5 who used the PEAC system - compnsed
64 S5 whue condition 2 - S5 who did not use the PEI&C system -
compdsed 68 53. P -

l'able Zl}xesentl the means and standard deviations on the

vatlables age, grade eleven average, perceived effectiveness of

* the:attitude ‘scale (EFF), and pezg:eiveﬂ effectiveness of the PEAC

system (PEFF) (only ai:pncable to condition 1) for both cogdltfon

1 and condition 2.
: It can be seen from Table 21 that Ss in condition 1 were
appmxiﬁateli equivalent to 5 i_ri"cnna!.tion 21in terms of age (X=

17.18 ¥s. X = 17.15) and pq:calv:d effectiveness of the attitude

-scale (X, = 3.18ve X = 3 42). However, it appears that §s in

both condluonu were nm: oquivnlent in terms ofqraﬂe eleven

aveuge - a measure of academic ability (X' = 74 07 ve, X =

77.21). . To determine whether or not the means !ovonditlun 1
. -

& . . " .

1 T A . o e o
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were significantly different than t’mﬁe for condition 2, .one way

analyses of variance were performed.for each of the variables

presented in Table 21. 5 ) #

1 . % .
Table 21. Means and Standard Dgiatlon for selected variables by

condition. N .
% 'b-\’
‘ CONDITION 1 ’ CONDITION 3
N X s, R T SR \
AE 62 17.18 1.4z 68 17.15 1%
R_ emv 62 74.07 7.7 Lert men 5 '
EFF 62 3.18 1.5, 62 3.2 Mm
" perr 63 3.18 1.:2 No PEAC administered
‘ ;
\ ;
o
W ' v o )
l -
‘ ' \‘; R )
o
' ; N i
. '

I T - . .
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Table 22 indicates that there was no significant difference

in the age of Ss in conditions 1 and 2. A one way analysis of

variance for grade eleven average by condition, Table 23,

confirms that the grade eleven average of Ss in condition 2(X =
77.21) was significantly higﬁer than for Ss in condition 1 (X =
74.07). However, stx;dy 2 examined attitudes towards
informational/entertainment materi'al and did not investigate the
relationship between }nstructional material and level of
aéhievement, as Study 1. %

Table 24 presents the rgsults of a one way analysis of
variance for perceived effectiveness of the attitude scale by
condition. It can be seen that there was no siqni'fica.nt
difference in how Ss ln- each condition’ perceived the
effectiveness of the attiéude scale. This same comparison cannot
be made for the perceived effectweness of the PEAC system

“  because only §s in condition 1 emplayed the hand units.”

"However, a comparison can be made between the pexceiveﬁ

effectiveness of the attitude scale and the PEAC system for those

on 1. A t-test indicates th;t there was no

W significant difference ih how $s in condition 1 perceived the

t effectiveness of the attitude scale~and the PEAC system (t =
’ 2 5

0.23, df = .59, n.s.).

3
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Table 22.  One-way analysis of variance of age by condition
: v
SOURCE . DF % 88 MS F. F. PROB.

BETWEEN 1. 0.03 . N.s.
WITHIN 128 311.58
’iUTAL 129 311.61

g ~ #
Table 23. One-way analysis of variance of grade elevenaverage
by condition. ’

SOURCE DF ss ’ Ms F. RATIO F. PRDE.
. ]
; ; LI
BETWEEN 1 318.49  318.49 , 5.80 P> .05
, WITHIN 127 6970.®  54.89
TOTAL 128 7289.30
“say 3

. :

P
\ ;




fignificantly gifferent,

51

Table 24. One-way analysis of 'variance of perceived
< v

i
effectiveness for the attitude scale by condition.

SOURCE DF 8s © Ms F. RATIO F. PROB.
BETWEEN 1 1.8 1.8 0.9 ' Sus.
WITHIN 122 248.14 2.03 .
TOTAL 123 249.96
’ S
" “

stibjects in both conditions evaluated the informational

. program using the same 22 scale Likert-type attitude scgle
' employed in Pilot Study and in Study 1 (see Appendix A). Table

25 presents the means and stanaa:d deviations of each of the 22
scales by condition. The ‘mean ratings for .condition. 1l zunged
from 1. SD to 4.40 which,cur:espnnds to highly positive to
moderately negative when positxoned on the 1 to ‘7_ point scale.
The range of mean ratinqs'found in condition 2 was 1% 8 to 4‘.29
which is approximately the same ;:e those found in condition 2.,
To dgte:mine'whet er-or not individual, scale ratings were
x::toss condition, T{er o (Winer, 1971)
‘whs performed for ed¢h of the 22 Bcales by-condition. Table 36
ptesents the results of the t-test anulysis and it can be aeg‘n
thar. none “of the 22 scales were rated significantly different

across condition. e, y 3 ¥
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Table 25 Means and Standard Deviations of the 22 attitude
scales for conditions 1 and 2.

Condition 1 Condition 2

SCALE N X SD N X SD
SINCERE 65 3.40 1.36 66 3.12 1.20
' SUPERIOR 61 3.62 1.1 68 3.28 0.96
5 CONFIDENT 63 2.70. 1.44 ' 65 2.62 1.38
S serzous ' 65 1.80 1.28 68 1.68 1.11
" reaxen 63 3.83 1.41 68 3,91 .1.72

STRONG 62 2.89 . 1.09 67 2.69 1.10 ’

& PERSUASIVE _ 64 3.11 , 1.46 66 3.09 . 1.43 "

PROFOUND 63 3.38 111 66 3.39 1,16

INTERESTING 65 3.22 1.43 68 3.06 1.55
DEPENDABLE 65 2.72 -1.43 67 2.48 1.09

CALM . 64 311 1.25 67 3.02 1.38
HUMANE 63 3.11 1.06- 68 3.12 1.38 )
. . WARM” 63 4.40 1.29 67 4.49  1.35 .
: ! INFORMED 65 2.14 1.31 68 2.15 1.15
vy , GooD . 64 288 129 67 2.87 151 '
N _ GENTLE 63 4.40 1.04 68 4.29 1.12 j
° HONEST 62 2.21 1.12, 67 2.27 1.15 {
RELIABLE 65 2.63 1.67 67 2.31 1.5 :
"PLEASANT 65 3,87 1.21 68 4.02 148 . ‘
cauTIOUS 64 3.75 114 67 3.69 1.05 |
FRIENDLY 65 3.35 1.12 ;67 3.30 131

NOT NER‘VOBS 64 3.16 1.32 67 2.91 1.68
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Table 26. T-
22 attitude scales.

est comparisons of conditions 1, and 2 for the

SCALE COND N X Ssb T VALUE DF PROB.
SINCERE 1 65, 3.40 1.36 1.25 129 NS
66' 3.12  1.20-
SUPERIOR 1 64 3.61 1.20 1.76 130 §s
2 68 3.28 0.3
CONFIDENT X 63 2.70 1.44 0.33 126 NS
2 65 2.62 1.38
SERIOUS 1 65 1.80 1.28 0.60 131 NS
2 68 1.68 1.1 ~
RELAXED 1 63 3.83 1.41 -0.31 129 NS
© 2 .68 3091 1.72
STRONG 1 62 2.89  1.09  1.04. 127
.2 '67 2.69 1.10 g
PERSUASIVE" 1 64 "3.11  1.46  0.07 128
2 - 66 .3.09 143 @
PROFDUND 1 63.3.38  1.11 -0.06 127,
2 66 339 1.16
INTERESTING 1 65 3.22 -1.43 + 0.60. 131 NS
; 2 68 3.06~ 1.55
‘DEPENDABLE 1 .65 .2.72 . 1.43 1.1l 130 -« NS
e 2 67 2.48  1.09
CALi 1 64 211 125 0.4 129 NS
" 2 67 3.02 1.38
HUMANE 1 63 3111, 1.06 -0.03 129 ¥
: 2 68 3.12 1.38 :
WARM 1 63 4.40 1.29 -0.41 128 §s
: 2 ' 67 449 135
INFORMED 1 65 2.14 _1.31 -0.04 131 . ms
i 2 68 215 1.5
Goop 1 64 2.88 1.29  0.04 129 s
2. 67 2.87 141
GENTLE 1 63 4.40  1.04 + 0.54 129 us
2 68 4.29. 112
HONEST 1 62 2021 1.2 -0.30 3] NS
i 2 67 227 115
RELIABLE ~ 1° 65 2.63  1.67 1.17 - 130 ‘NS
2 67 2.31 145 5
PLEASANT 1 65, 3,97 1.2l -0.19 131 - Ns
2 68" 4.02 148 = ¢
caurzous 1 64 3.75  1.14 0.33 ¢ 129 NS
.2 67 3,69 1.05
FRIENDLY 1 65 3.35 112 0.26 ' 130 NS
2 67 3.30 1.31 -
NOT, NERVOUS 1 64, 3.16 1.32 0.9‘3 129 NS
2 67 2.91  1.68
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The data for each condition was then submitted to a
prinéipal components analysis to examine the attitudinal
dimensions evaluated and to determine whether or notpthese
dimensions were equivdlent,across condition. The same procedure
used in ‘study/\lrﬂ'as//zr:iu‘]:md here.- :

’ of this analysis for condition
L\yhich accouzted for 58% of the

Table 27 presents the e,

1.  Nine factors were extracte
total variance. Thé scales that significantly defined each of*
these factors (i.e. loadings > .55) are also presented in Table
27. The full factor matrix, with assoélated eigenvalues and
communalities, for this analysis is presented in Table 1, Appendix
I. " . : & )

The principal components analysis for condition 2, presented
in Table 28, resulted in a different factor pattern. "Eight
 factors were extracted that accounted for 53% of the total
vazi;nce.“ Ta’ble 28 aldo presents the scales that significanmly
defined these factors (i.e. 1oadingls 2 «55). The full factori
matrix, with associated eigenvalues and communalities, for the

principal components analysis of condition 2 is presented in
o

Table 2, Appendix I. 7 S
A comparison of the results obtained .£or condition 1 and

condition 2-indicates that §5 evaluated the program on' different

attitudinal dimensions. For example, §§ in condition 1 evaluated

the program on nine distinct dimensions, comptisiné 18 ofrf{:e 22

scales and accounting for 58% of the total variance while Q in 3

condition 2 only perceived .8 d,ist.inct dimensions xompriaing 20 of
the 22 scales which accounted for 53% of the total’ va:ianc;
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Closer inspection of the individual ‘factors reveals more
differences between the two groups. For example, in condition 1
t‘he scales sincere, pleasant, friendly, and not nervous
cons_ti‘cuted the structure of factor 1, whereas factor 1 -
condition 2 was compris\e’d‘ of five scales - relaxed, calm, humane,

warm and pleasant. . .o

L

i
|

s e
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Table' 27. Varimax rotated %actor matrix of 22 attitude’'scales £oi

condition 1. -
SCALE - FACTOR
1 2 3 4 5 % 7 8 9
SINCERE .6983 14 2l
. .
PLEASANT  .7020 b
FRIENDLY  .7684

NOT NERVOUS .6225
SUPERIOR 47630 &
1 CONFIDENT .6793 r\
. - -
STRONG . .6573
INFORMED .6620
CAUTIOUS .8401 .
_ WARM ’ RIS
INTERESTING : \‘ .9119
GOOD i .5816.
GENTLE .8867
" HONEST ) . 5512
RELIABLE ‘ ¥ .8222 ” 7
PROFOEN;) I'd .8559 -
CcALM .8442
HUMAKE .5531-

' EIGENVALUE 3.30 2.89 2.18 1.67 1.46 1.36 1.10 1.05 1.02

% VARIANCE 15.00 13.20 9.90 7.60 6.60/ 6.20 5.00 480 4.60

v -
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Table 28 Varimax rotated factor matrix of 22 attitude scales for

Condition 2
~

SCALE v B FACTOR

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

RELAXED .7530
CALM .8349
HUMANE - .7142
WARM .8242

PLEASANT . .6677 . .=

. SINCERE 6877

'CONFIDENT .6347

PROFOUND .6825

" NOT NERVOUS L6953

STRONG . .7056-
INTERESTING L8600

PERSUASIVE -.7635
GENTLE L7418
SUPERIOR f 5865
INFORMED t e 7473
RELTABLE 27001 =
DEPENDABLE N .5955
HONEST . ) .8447
SERIOUS S 9225
caurzous’ '

9510

smswuuz_\fmo 2,47 1,90 1.63 1.37 1.25 1.17
N

Rl VARIANCE 24.60 11,20 8.60. 7.4Q 6.20 5.70 5.30

1.04
4.70
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Most significantly these results confirm and extend the
findings of Study 1. Evaluations using the PEAC system and more
traditional scales are differept mot only for instructionhl
programs but also informational programs. It appears, then, that
this effect is robust, occurring across different program types
and formats. As in Study 1, the data were exam.ine‘d to determine

if different patterns emerged by sex.

Table 29 presents the means and standard.deviation for the 22

¢
scales for each candition according to sex. = tests uere then

performed to dete:mine whether or not there ‘was any slgmﬂcant_

différence between male and female subjects' ratings for each of
the 22 scales perdBhdition. Table 30 presents the results of
‘these t-tests for condition 1. Twenty-one (21) of the 22 sc;les
showed no significayt differences between male and female ratings.

The scale.de'péndable was signlficantly xated more positively by

males than females (t = 2.19; df = 62, p>. 05). However, one out ~

of 22 scales signxﬂcalnt nax have occurred by chance zlone
(Johnson and Jones, 1972; Petrinovich and Hardyck, 1,9@'.

T-tests results éot condition 2 are presented in Table 31 and
indicate that there were no significant differences found between
males and females on any. of the 22 scales. A principal vc'ompenanﬁa

" analysis was pe:fonvied to examine the attitudinal dimensions
evaluated by male nnd female ratings for condition 1 and condition
2. ’l‘he Kaiser's :ule was used ta extract fackors that had

eigenvalues greater than 1.00.- Extracted factors were

orthogonally rotated using the Varimax’ procedure, and factor -
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_J  Table 29. Means and Standard Deviations of the 22 attitude scales .
~ . and other selected variables for conditions 1 and 2 by

sex. s ]
CONDITION 1 CONDITION 2 &
SCALE SEX N~ b sD N X. SD
- SINCERE M 27 3.44 155 37 3.24 1.23,
P 37 3.35  1.23 29 2.97 1.15
SUPERIOR M 26 3.54 1.0 39 :
: 3 S 37 3.62  1.26 29
= CONFIDENT M 27 2.59 1.45, 38
: F . 35 2.74 L4627 -
SERIOUS M + 27 1.52 ..0.75 -S39
B 37 1.97  1.54 29
RELAXED M 26 3.62  1.63 . 39 i
F ©36  3.94 124 29 :
STRONG o M 25 3.00 1.00 38 i
. P 36 2.81 117 29 d
PERSUASIVE .M 27- 3.22 1.50 37 . ?
® . 36 3.03 . 1.46 29
e PROFOURD ‘M 27 3.44 122 | 37 R
F .35 3134 "1.06 29 :
INTERESTING M 27 2.96 * 1.45 39 5
F 37 338 1,42 29 - |
DEPENDABLE M 27 3.5 1.6l 38. 1 i
- 5 F 37 2.3 1.2l 29  2.48 1.08 -
Cary M 27 3.04. 1.19. . 38 3.05 -1.47 A
. P 36 3.14 1317 29 2,97 1.27 ¢ i 7
HUMANE M 27 3.19 1,18 - 39  3.23. 1.40. i
F '35 3.06  1.00  295.:2.97 1.35 |
WARM M ©. 27 4.44 . 1.3 38 4.34°°3.38 . -
F '35 4.40 127 29 4,69 1.31°
/1nFoRMED . M- STz ezl o32a3 1isp .
& = F 37 1.92 .98 29 2.17 ‘1af ‘- v
GooD - M 27 2.70 235 - 39 . 2.69. 1.34 ; .
F 36. 3.00, -.1.27 28 +3.11 1.50
¥ 1 GENTLE M 27 4.1 0.97 39 ©4.15°1.11 .
£ 35 4.57  1.04 29 4.48 1.12
~ HONEST M 26 -2.15 119 39 2.23 .01 . &
S F 35 2.20 1.05 28 2.32 1.34° -,
RELIABLE M 27 2.74  1.70 "°39. 2,23 1.37
o 4 F. 377 2.51  1.68 . 28" 2.43 1.57
PLEASANT M 27 4.1 119 .39 -3.90 1.37 v
. F 37 3.87 1.25 29 4,17 '1.63
CAUTIOUS ¥ * 27 3.89- . 1.25° 38 3%8 "1.19 °
s F 36 .3.61° 1,05 .29 3.69 0.85
FRIENDLY, M . - 27 "3.41  -1.28_ - 38 . .3.05% 1.23 ;
X F 37 .3.32  1.03@4 29 3.62 1.37
NOT NERVOUS M 27, 2,82 © 144 38" 2,76 .1.58
P ® 36 3.33¢ 1.20 29 1,3.00 B0 ¢
4 EFF M T 026 2,81  1.33. 367 342 .1.32 ¢
RN ¥ . F @ A Jg-- s.wgv i.ss 26 3.42 1.33
; PEFF M 27 3.2 .66 2 e .
L g F 35[/3{ 145  NO PEFF 3 »
A v
. . * s
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‘mable 30..T-test comparisons of male female résponses to.-the
. . 22 attitude scales for condiffion 1. .
VAR SEX N X sb ' 7T VALUE DF’ _PROB.
- . N
SINCERE i 27 7,3.44° 1.55 0.27 62 NS
2 31073354 123 X
‘  SUPERTOR 1 26 3.5¢° 1.10 -0.27 B B
2 37 362 1.26 . .
CONFIDENT: 1 27 . 2.59 -1.45 -0.40 60 NS
. 5 2 35 2.74  1.46 )
SERIOUS P 27 1.52  0.75 -1.42; 62 NS
v 2 37 1.97 - 1.54 : *
RELAXED . 1 26 3.62 ‘1.63. -0.90 60 NS
t2 36 3.94 N2 -
STRONG 1 25° 3,00 1.00 0.68 . 5. @ 88
2 .43 3 g, 1.17 )
PERSUASIVE 1 27 3. 1.59 0.52 a6l NS
. 2, 38 3.03 ’3.4 s 5 :
PROFOUND 1 27 3.4 01 0.35 - 60 NS
2 35% 3.34 " 1.06 o
INTERESTING. 1 27 2.96 .1.45 -1.14 62 NS T
R 2 37 338 1.42 . 7 3
DEPENDABLE 1~ 27 3.15, 1.61 2.19 64 . p>.05
2 37 2.387 1.2 “ e
CALM 1 27  3.04 1.19 -0.32 61 NS
2 36 3.4 1.3 : 2,
HUMANE 1 27 3.19 118 0.46:° ©, 60" NS
Yag 2 35 -3.06 1.00 5o &
WARM oL 27 4.44 -1.34 0.13 60 NS,
y 2 35 4.40 ©1.27 . i
INFORMED .1 -\ 27 2.37 1.62 1.38 62. Ns
5 Tas :
Goop X -0.89. - %1 NS
i 3 Al . wll ]
GENTLE 2. +-1.78, 60 NS
3 ; ;
HONEST 1 =0.16 859 NS
2
RELIABLE -1 0.53 5 62, NS *
A f L
PLEASANT ., I 0.79 ° NS
. -2 0 4 u
. cavrious -1 0.96 NS .
2 “
FRIENDLY ‘1 0.29 . 62' NS
g 2 Y
*. NOT NERVOUS 1 . -1.712 61 ,ﬁs/
2 y 5 Fu
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Table 31. T-test comparisons of-ale and female regponses to the 1
22 attitude scales for condition 2. # 1
.o i =
vay . SEX N X SD . T VALUE DF  PROB. - -
. SINCERE » 37 .. 3.24 1.23, 0.94 64 NS i
i .t 2 29 "2.97 . 115 °
SUPERIOR" b 39 . 3.15 0.88 ° -1.26 66 NS
R : 2 29 3.45 1.06 '
- CONFIDENT bS 38 2.68 1.51 0.48 63 NS
° & 2 27, 2.52, 1.19
-SERIOUS 1 39 71.74) 1,19 0.5 66 NS
£ 2 29° 1.59 1.02
= RELAXED _ 1 39 4.03 . 178 0.63 66 NS
. 2 29 3.76 1.64
“ : STRONG & ms ) 3§ 2.711 114 0.20 65 NS
. P 2 79 2.66 . 1.08 - ’
iy PERSUASIVE a 37, 3.24 1.62  0.98 64 . WS 4
N x - = 2, 29 . 2.90 1.15 e #
: + PROFOUND 3 377 3.22 1.25  -1.41 64 NS
i 2 29 . 362 1.02 T
o INTERESTING w1 ‘39 ¢ 2.82. ¢ 1,87  -1.48 66 _ NS*
: i 32 29" 3.38 1.50. 2 5
) ADEPENDABI.& ‘ 1 38 . 2.47. , 111 -0.03 65 NS {
g g . 4 2 29 - 2.48 1.09 H
STt oa 1 38395 147 o0.3s es |
o K 2 29 2.97 1.2v = P !
5 . 7 .. HUMANE \ 7y 39 .3.23 1.40° . -0.78 66 NS
. = . 5. 2 29 2.97 1035, .
. WARM' 1 38. 4.34 1,38 -1.04 65 NS
: 2 29 4.69 I3 5
. INFORMED 1 33 2.3 1.15. -0,16 66 NS
i o - 2 29°. '2.17 1.17 3
Goop T oF 35, 2.69 1.34 -1.19 65 NS
2 . 28" 31 .isqg N, N
GENTLE 1\ 3  4as 1,11 -1.20 66 - NS
2 29 '4.48 - 1012 :
" HONBST . 1 3 2.23. 1.01  -0.32 65. NS *
§ : 2 28 2.32 1.3¢ . ¢
izt ~ . RELIABLE 1 39 -.2.23 1.37 [ -0.55 65 ° NS
i . e 2 28 2.43 1:57
! . . ' PLEASANT 1 39 - 3.90 1,37 =075 66 NS
i Py W 2 29 4.7 1.63 .
1 * caurrous. - 1 38 368 1.19 . -0.02 sa_ NS - \
¢ e i 2,029 -3.69 0.85 i
* FENDLY D 38 -3.05. 1,23 -1.78 65 NS
i . e o .2 .. 29 3.62, 1.3 . °
. . NOT NERVOUS 1 38 2.76 . 1.58' " '=0,82 65 NS
It - . \ 2 29 “.3.10 1,80 o ¢ e
! . wd g [y
b 35 : . - T 0 %
[s i . \
. 2g S gy F |
A . B (N \ 2 o .
- * 2 . ' <
i B e s i » ¢
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N
loadings of > .55 were considéred meaningful for the pu\rposes of
factor definition. ' ‘ )
The results of thése analysis are presented in Table 32

through Table s which present the number of factors extracted and

the amount of the total variance that they represent. Also.

presented aré the scales. that significantly defined each ofgthese
facto:s‘(lcadings 2 .55). The full factor matrices, with asso-
ciated eigu:vﬁlues and communalities for these analyses presented
in Tables 32 - 35 are respectively plésented/in Table 3 through to
Table 6 in Appendix I. A

Table 32 presents the resul’ts of the g;incipal compdnents

analysis for male subjects in condition 1. Eight factors were

extracted which accounted for 65% of ‘the total variance. The same

analysis for females in condition 1, aj§ presented in Table 33,
also extracted eight factors 'but these dccount for 603 of the
total variance. The scales that'cons\r;itute the individual factors
are, however, different for .ma]e ‘and fémale subjeﬁts, For
é:;ample, factor 1 fo_i male S5 comprised the following 5 scales:
sincere, -dqpendable, humane; ‘infnrmed and cautious; wher’eas the
.same factor 1 f;r females §p comprised 4 scales: superior,

canfident.‘ serious and strong. . v
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1
Table 32 varimax rotated factér matrix of 22 uttitude scales for

{
-

males in cnndxtion b ¥

' SCALE

W1 2 3

. SINCERE

. DEPENDABLE

HUMANE

INFORMED

. CAUTIOUS

2 SUPERIOR
t STRONG
GooD -

GENTLE

? PLEASANT

CONFIDENT
RELAXED

NOT NERVOUS
SERIOUS
WARM
HONEST
INTERESTING
cam
FRIENDLY
PROFOUND _

.6927
.6147

-.5683 -
7094

, 6830 .

é L7179
.8160
.6099

-.7064
.5561 .6355

.8198

.6650
.6190

-.6934
.8969,
.8873
’ ' 8584

-. 7662
.5849
.8835

.. EIGENVALUE

% VARIANCE

4.27 3.39 2.50

19.40 15.40 11.30 "

2.04 .56 ius
9.30. 7,10 6.70

1.29 111
5.80 5.10

e — s
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Table 33 Varimax rotated factor matrix of 22 attitudg scales for
enales in condition 1 :
SCALE FACTOR £ .
’ 1.2 3 4 s e 7 8
SUPERIOR . 727 i
- -
CONFIDENT . 8030 .
SERIOUS - 7501 % i
STRONG 7380 i s,
PLEASANT -742 - .
FRIENDLY .8334
NOT NERVOUS £.7257
. o L8464 i F g
}mn .. 8660
00D .71
CcAUTIOUS ' .8198 )
CEBENDSLE L9016, i '
RELAXED . .7408
Nz - - . .8058"
PERSUASIVE i ' .7879
INTERESTING 7735
RELIABLE . 6933
BIGENAUE 4137 3.30 2.22 2.07 1.42 133 1.24 103 "
v VARNCE  19.90 15.0010.10 9.40 s.slo‘s‘.oc 5.60 4870 "
] " . 7 3 :
. d b . T
0 . 5
5 = P - ) ” -
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The prin;:ipal components analyses for male ar:d female Ss for

. . § ~ i
condition 2 are presented’ in Table 34 and Table 35, respectively.

Table 34 showg that for
which accounted for 64%

same condition extracted

‘ the total varTance. -

. . 5
Although the differences are not as pronounced as in Study 1, °.

it can be seen that males

nale Ss, eight factors vere extracted

of the total variance. Females in the

seven factors which accounted. for 63% of

d females are evaluating different

dimensions of €he informational progfam,

In summary, both Studies 1 and 2 support the conclusion that
the PEAC system leads to a different type of evalpation than -

'tradftional F{ting scale methods.

bl
\

~
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Table 34
males in

66

varipax rotated factor matrix of 22 attitude scales for

condition ,

FACTOR

8 RELAXED +6626

CALM .8471

HUMANE, 7991

\

PLEASANT

* WARM
6874
. . DEPENDABLE
HONEST .
i RELIABLE
SUPERIOR -
PERSUASIVE
P4
5, GENTLE
_ SINCERE
PROFOND
STRONG. ~
mrz}usu!m
* - INFORMED -
*‘SERTOUS
FRIENDLY

" CAUTIOUS _

. .7532

L7912

.7812 ’,
.8066

-~ . .6853 ; .
Lsa0s
! ., 658
.8sl0

-9044 3

7479

i Yy .. =.6110
.8937

EIGENVALUE 5.30
% VARIANCE 24.10 1

1.27 1.17 1.09

3.15 2.16 1.75 i
5.80 5.30 5.00

4.30 9.80 8.00

1.68
7.70

ol
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Table 35 Varimax rotated factor matzix of 22 attitudé Scales for
females in condition 2

SCALE

FACTOR
3 4

é'ls‘7

RELAXED
caM

WARM
PLEASANT
CONFIDENT
DEPENDABLE
Goop

GENTLE
FRIENDLY
SUPERTOR
INTERESTING
INFORMED

N

- RELIABLE
|

SINCERE
NorRERYOUS
s-mmct -
PERSUASIVE
HONEST
SERIOUS
PROFOUND
HUMANE

cavmzous

L8479
L8431
L8061
6077

-

s

.541%
48047
L6384
6405

L5894

- 7699
<8102

6239 e

6419

) T L7875

- 8608

. 7814

N

-8438
-5590

.9198
+5502
«7007

. 7977

EIGENVALUE . 6.32

2.57 2.27 2.23 1.76 1.24 1l.01

\VARIANCBZE70117010 301010 BDO 5.60°4.60

-
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GENERAL DISCUSSION .

" The resvu):ts obtained in Study l.dnstructicnal' format) apnd

Study 2 (informational format) were found to be consistent with

ch other and, as such, indicate the robustness of the tesults

across two completely different presentation formats. These
results may be’summarized as follows: .

1)\55 in Condition 1 did not ‘perceive one method of
evaluation as being more effective than the other; that is, they
did not perceive the PEAC system as more effective than the

.atraditional attitude scale mea‘suze or vyice versa..
2) 8s did not sigmflcantly differ in their pezceptions of

the effectiveness of the tnditienal attitude scale nea sure acmss

condition. Even though the PEAC aystem was empl.oyed by half of

the 55, it did not influence thel( ratings of the atti tude spc-’e
. measure. .

3). there was no significant dlfference in uchieven\!nt level
between S5 across condition, that is, the PEAC system did not
‘affect or influence achievement oi h\st:nctional matexlal‘
'(applicable cnlﬁ study 1).

' The most ifteresting and profound finding was that involving
the influence of the PEAC system upon Ss' eo‘aluatim\ of the
pzesentatinns. . B

4) It was found that Sg using !:he PEAC system evalunted the
p:eqentations on different dimensions thar those who did not use
the PEAC system. For ‘example, vPa'qtur Al Jysis' of thé attitude-
scales of fonditions 1 and 2 resulted in diffe:edt factor ‘patt‘erns\

and accounted for different amounts of the total *v‘ariance. * It may

S~
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be concluded , then, that the PEAC system affects how one views
and evaluates a p(eﬂSentati.oh. )

5) It was also found, using factor analysis, that male and
female Ss in each condition evaluated the presentation on
different dimensions, that is, the factor patterns and percentage
of total variance were different kox male Ss )as conpared to female
Ss. It rgl'ay-be concluded that hol’l one views and evaluates a
presentation also depends upon the sex-of the viewer.

——The prototype of the PEAT §ysEem was the Program Ana 1yze:

which wag also used in conjunction with/other methods of *

evaluat:.on—questionnai:es ‘and interviews. An overall analysis of
these varying types of evaluation nethods produce¥ a more complete
apd-accuratesinvestigation of the characteristics under study -

more so than any one type itself. Even. though the Program

Analyzer was used as the basic blueprint £or later developments
d : .

and subsequent modifications to meet specific needs, the.

development of !;bre meth odology, and intezy:etanve skills was
neglected. The more ‘the electxonic t:echnoloqy advanced, the more
diluted the necessary skills of l\ethodology and}nterpxatation
becane. : v %
The PEAC system. as we }mnw it today, isavery sophisticated

piece of ‘electronic hnrdwa:e, but it incorporates véry simplistic

statistical analysis programs which are taitor made for the '

producer s who do not heed, want or understand afiything more
N : . -

complicated than'the excellent graphics incorporated into the PEAC
systen. This is a very dangefous shortcoming of the PEAC system

and a pitfall for those who use it., - Unless sophisticated
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statistics are performed upon data. coveit relationships may not
be %scuvexad and :esearcher§ may act under erroneous conclusions.
For example, in the present investigation, it was found using 4
comparisons of.means and t-tests that there was no significant
differences between the attitudes of those tha.t employed the PEAC
_systen and those who did nqt. However, Using more sophisticated
statistics - Factor Analysis - it was founa tha.t not only were
there significant differences in attitude meastires but that §s
—— —formed these attitudes on quite different dimensions.

The fact that Sg using the PEAC systen are evaluating a
presentation on a different level than those using more
tralition‘al evalﬁation‘instruments, creates the problem of how to

imterpret these results. We'carinot understapd these results in

terms of traditional methods which are.based on attitudes toward
whnAIe programs since we now know that they are each tapping a i
different level of perception. Systepatic comparisons of the PE’:AC
s&stem w isth {;xaditiona!. methods!;n_ust be done to éxplore the
similarities and diffe(ences of these levels of perception.

Such information is requisite Eo: any meaningful,
Lnte(pretation‘nf PBAc-type data, especiany when PiE necessarily
invglves x.mplicir. comparlsons with tradiuonal technlques. Such
an endeavour, morecver, must take into account the differences in i
the phygicel makeup of these methods of evaluation. The more
i:rad!:tional method is basically a paper and pencil evalpation -
which is administered after the fact and, as such. measures <,
subject's overall. attitude, towards the pzogram under study. The

. PEAC systenm, on the other hand, isan/electronic hand~held unit
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which the subject uses tﬂmughout the program, rating the program
# noment=by-moment as it progresses. This difference has great
potential for studying important questions on attitude formation
dthat have not been easily addressed. For example, are they formed
during the program and, if so, what segments of the pgbgram are
most- impor tant for “the formation of the attitude? Or are
attitudes formed after the program, giving the viewer time to

. form such an

consolidate all of the informat®on nEeded t

attitude? Ox, are both types of attitudes 2

‘
-~  If attitudes can be formed on a moment-by-moment basis as

with the PEAC systém, how do we determine what is representative

of the pzogram as.,a whole? what effect .does registetlng a

reaction moment-by-moment have on how one consolidates the entire ;

pzogzam and forms an over3ll attitude towards it; what effect does

one reaction have on the preceding segment's measure?’ Can we

. truly receive a reaction for one segment if the S has to register

and process what he has just seen and can he attend to, what comes

after that while recording nls reactions to the previous material?

How long does all of this ‘take - is there a delay time to be

“considered and accounted for when results have to be interpreted?

Clearly, the PEAC ;y’stem had important implications £or such

information. processing questions and this constitutes another
?di:ecti_m? for future research with the PEAC system. . ]

Another in“ter‘esting line. of future research involves iss’ues’

concerning the Novelty effect which occurs with any new techriolgy,

. . Does the novelty of the PEAC system affect how $5 use it; does it

i—nfl‘ﬁence their reaction toward the program - would they have’




Ty -
formed an impression of ‘a small, ninute segnent of a program if Q
~ 'they did not have the urge to press buttons? Also, if the

technology js novel, how efficient a{vs\s in understanding hovel

N

instructions of its use? Such a cansmeratwn may. ¥ well indeed _
Jeopardxze thevclaim by some who see the PE:AC systm as an
alternatxve in overcoming the bazrlers of xllxté‘racy.\ Future

);eseaxch shoul:d address-these 1ssue5.

There have béén .numer ous stud;es and. fxndmgs 1nd1catx g that o

, there ‘are various’ covert vanables,» (e. g camera angle:,

backg:ound) that affect vzewers’ attitudes us ing tx:adlt:l.onll T s L

evaluation inst(uments. It would be’ quxte’ 1_nb,eres'dhg L]

dete:mine ff covert ~variable

in what wnannex?

The number of dimensmnE measured i's allso 'an’ importént
consxderation for, futu:e xesearch., The PBAC sys\:em is limited: tOv

vnly a few measutes of a-igiven, dlmansion of behaviout whe:eas

Moreover, v1ewers in the tradxtj.onal situa n have only that “task

to perfdrm and may take moxe time to consiler how they Eee]., or’

‘may respond to ‘a gxeam _mumber of stimuli than 8 possible when .

concent:atu\g on the’ VEAC taak.

traditional attitude scales can mcotpo:ate a van.e\:y of " measu:es. g x J
|
L
i

To summarize, hxadxtianal evaluation instruments hnve been

used and studxerl fox a long tlme and have produqed a hody uf‘
lite:ature from whieh qeneralxzauon.s und kheaz huve evolved.' y T e
New electranic evaluéuon mscrumants are only beginning bo nppen‘ i
= and reseaxchexs-cnnnat {assume; te,;pply t_he data cnlle;teﬂ with 5

mére traditional evéruatim lns,trumehts to this new (:g‘chn’olo(jy:, e
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shown that”the PEAC systep do‘a agfect

PEAC system were. B:I.luaz to the ‘rqdignnal iuatrments. Hhat u

attitude formatio s such, cahni:t be intupuced as'i£ the

needed are more Btudlel 1nvolv:nq thu PBAC .ys:e- (and linillr

electronic eva\ﬁltion nethods) which vul. .aid in the const:ucttun

of its own unane body of theory and ggnexllhations n ve:l.l as
-
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APPENDIX B
‘.
* httitude Scale
LY 5 <
: and
_‘?ueélved‘sthcnvenen Scale
(for the Attitude Scale) ~
uged in the'Pilot Study -
.
¥ “

I

i U ks 1
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" sex:

Grade XI nve:aqe K

Please 1ndicate below yop: 1mpressinn of the videotape yoii’ have

e ]uEt seen. i ‘. ¥ L E t 9 . ‘
i B Compmeach scu]\e separately ‘and cifcie the nupber on ‘the scale
& - |whiclhost accuutely :eﬂ.ects your, imp:ession of the videotape.

. ‘PD: example, if you thought it was \Quite clenx' on the scnle

¥ ' “below, yeu woljlld c&tcle numbe: 2: o « ] ‘:\ = . (/‘:\.
e B Clear. 1 @ 3 4 5 4 6 7 Unclear
2 Very Quite 'ModeratelyCan't Moderately Quite very .. 55§ s
) 4 . ¥ A . gl
N Noter . The othe( scalegs below a:e not written out in' £ull, blk A :
5 r.he numhexs ir’r\‘ach Azae zepxesent the same T“Ed stera. % o
LA . ¥
i . = - -
I.ns.i;ncé:e 102z 3 4 s e 7% re w5 b
‘ ‘supeptor ..1 ‘2 3, 4, ts'_‘ .6 7 Inferior ) ]
i ocomfigent. 1 2™ 3 4 5776 ™ unewre’ , ¢ ! s
- serious~" 1 | 2 43 4,5 6 7 Humorous »
AR Tense\ 12 T3 BRI tvaxed T
2 Strong 1‘ 2 "3 4 5 6 7 “Weak - 0
« . . Unpersuasive 1 2. 3 4 5 6 7  Persuasive
\: (‘ Shallovw. 1 g 3,04 88 7 profownd
. % Interesting 1 2, 3 4 5 6 7 Uninteresting .
- U;\dap«ndable 1, 2 3 4 5 6 7 . Dependable ¥
{ ', Agitated 12 3 4 5 .6 7 Calm
© Humane 1 "4 3. 4. 56 1 Ruthless B
% . . . S TN /:. s o s
v ’,;A . ' = N vt .




. -
~ ! .
- 19 7
% d -
cold 12 3 4 5 6 7 ° Warm g
Uninformed 1 2 :‘ 4 5, 6 7 Infan;\ad L
Gdody | 102 34 's LR Bad * 2
..Gentle'" 1 2.3 4 .5 6 7 Aggressive
Biehonest 1 2 30 475 6 1 ol
. 0! ; & .
¢ Reliable L -2 -3 -4 5 6 7  Unreliable
Unpleasant. 1 2 3 A 5 .6 7 Pleasant
! e » .
Rasif ! 1° 2 3 4 5 .6 7 cautious ke
#" . ‘Onfrendly 1 2 3 4 5 7. Friendly .
< : ; " Y ; 7
k- Not nervous 17 2 3 4 5 6 .7 Nervous ' I -
x & - v . . i
Ve . A : : .

How effective do you thihk this method of evaluation is?
Bffective 1- 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ineffectivé
T . Thank you : & 3

A9
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Introduction to Memory Script

for the

pilot Study” J
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s e ¢ Nemory 1
Demonst:ation
In;this tape, we will begin our discussion eE a very
impdrtant yet very compucated area of psychology — human memory.
It is ce:t'ainly faiv: tc/say that even today much still :emains‘ .
unknown about the human memozy\ system, yet in the past 20 30
year.s a great deag. has been‘discovared about the working of our
. memory. Lk .
.4,/ @ . AB_ studehts you should be especlnlly 1nterested ‘in thia
N . ‘pu:‘ticulaz topic becanse anything.that improves your - memory
_ should obviously be’ beneﬁcial to you.' I am sure that all of you
have ‘some idea of what your memory is, but to a psychologut the '
function of your memory\is zetentian - your ability to hold on to
‘anoxmation frnm the past - in athe: wo:ds, youz nbility to
. remembbr. . &
Heasuring Retention ¥ '

L so ifa psychologut wanted to study your memory, he would

measure your. retention. Let's take a look at the differant ways
v e might do ft. ’lheze are 3' common methods he might use:
‘ 1) Recognition N
- ¥ Here you are asked to pick out the correct material E:om
O your memory when you are given the app:optiute cues, On anexam,
mulciple-cholce and true-false items test your recognitinn ) ,,'
memo:y. Errors in recogniucn memory can take uny one of hwo
forms: R : .
1), you fail to nco‘gniu an item ucf:unlly ntorled in your ' -,'

B A .
. memoryj . - ! : '

’. ) . ‘.‘,.'.: i . ‘,‘_‘
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2) ‘you claim to recognize an item not in your memory.
2), Récall - e . . -
‘Here you are aaked to gene:ate or reproduce learned material
q”iven fewer cues as opposed to a :e..coqnition ?tem. On exams,
£ill-in-the-blank and essay .quéshions-_teat :ecal}" memory. There

are two types of xecall. 5

Serial recall = hete the material must be :eculéd ina

specific order. The first item must be recalled as the first,

the second, second, etc. while in free recall we are able to

_recall in.any order. B;ca'use recognition-tasks. provide you with
. ~

.'more cues to serch memory, these -tasks are usually easier han

”»

recall tasks: -. ! t .
3) savxngs a * *
Here :etentlon is measured by comparing the time taken fo:

original 1earn1ng to the tlme taken to yelearn the ,same mn:ezial

aguin, provided, Yof’ couzae, the o:igina]. mutuial is furgctten.

" When you are asked to “reléarn the same’ nidterial again. 4dt.should,

Mqou 1eu tine tha second time. If it does, this is caued a
F

time savings. - y . er o

So those are the 3 common wnyé'af measuring retention; now

let'sturn our attention to the different kifi@s of levels of

memo:y that we have. Ma"riy of you may believe that we have qn:l._y

"short’and long term - not 8o~ we hiva

two. kln/da of menory -

Anothez kLnd that actnal!.y comes before we even use our shopt-\
woo #

term memory. . This kind of memory 1a cnlled Senso: Register.
¢
~ !n 1960 Gentg- spexnng pusentad lubjacn wn:h o azuy.
B A . [« SLIDE . -
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Of 15 numbers, these were presented for only a brief period
(1/20° sec.), and after they went off, the subjects' task was vto
qrite down aslxﬁany of the 15 as possible. Typicall’y }:hé subjects
could recall only 5 or 6, .but they rep’orted that they “"knew" more
than‘ 5 or 6 in the Eaginning; but by the time they’ hadlwxitten
down the 5 or § the otherd had faded away. Sperling tested this

.by'followipg the array with a high, nfedium,' or low tone ‘o

s

indicate to the subjects which line (row) they should report.

Under these conditions subjects displayed-almost perfect recall,

1ndicatinq that Jmmhﬁately after the array p:esentation all 15 : .

u:en)s are available, ‘but then some fade away very quxckly.

.. Sperling had discovered the sensory zegister in the visual

system~ 3 just after any stimulus is presented we hold an exact

pictu:e of it for just a second befote it iades away. In the'
visual system the sensory register is culled ICONIC memory, after
tHe Greek ‘term ICON,” which means picture, You should know what

the same process is in the auditory (l(earing) Eysteln. JIt's the

echo <"1t lasts for ‘Just a second, S0 let's ‘t‘uke_u look at some’

of_ ‘the general chauctexistics of the sensory. xe&iaﬂ:e:.

« - larbe capacity (not unlimited) ./

is ext representation of phayciui stimulus v

C - bri'ef. (lasts. for no more than 1-2 seconds)

Do . that there is a Bensory ugistez for each sense.

which the Jolenuan of intprmn!.on warranting tu:the:

pxocanlng can, take plu:a.

occurs at the lével of senses’ - not brain - it is believed

its puzpnae seems to ba to provide a second or 8o during,

) e
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Now let's turn’to a Second type of memory - one I'm.sure

you're famiuu.with: - Short Term Memory.

Short Term Memory would be, the type of mé‘mory youwould use

to keep a new. telephone number in your mxnd before anl’ while you:*
) were dialing it. Short tetm memory is tempoxary, active and,

conscious - it's our attention span. It “is slightly more .

permanent than the sensory . registe:. but' it  can hpld much less

mntenal. Let‘s take a co]loser look at gome of “these:

- S})ozt buration -, g ’

short !:enl!_meri\ory has its name because it doesg't last very
long. The maximup duration of’ short teyn memory is about 10-20
seconds without rehearsal. If subjects are permitted to rehearse
or repeat material, then.it can be held in-short term memory )
indefinitely but swithout rehearsal. Petetson and Peteraon 6959)
demonst:ated that mayb’e even 20 seconds is tdo. long. They
presented subjects with a 3-ceqsonang nonsense syllable (E X C Q)
that the subjects had to recall. -Now, immediafely after the
syllable was presented, the subjects had to count .backv}ards by
3'g alaud tzom some number supplied by’ the _B. -This was. to
prevem: the §. from rehearsing‘the syllable. ;’mixgi:: results were
as follows: i ) .
: " ‘4 o  crapHIC iy

The longer the | let the § count, the less llkely the s was’
to recall the syilable ceructly nné there "was virtually ;{c
cc::ect Answe:s aftér 15 seconda, and that wan for a 3-item
syllnble. so you can !)M'no how hard it would be for a 5-6 !tnm .
. _/ ; .
T e

. . [
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-Limited Capacity : - B

How maily iLews can you hold in your Short Tern Memory; 4,77 \

10?72 Well let's see. "I'l1l c'all out some letters and you try ta

write them down, .in order, yhen 'I'm finished.
-‘H‘TXPBYG\V
-YBC‘R-I{SH'A‘L
In 1956 George Miller..proposed a generally accepted tl-;eo:y
concerning the capacity df Short Term Nemory.. Miller's belief is
that the a\;etaqe‘ person can hold 7 #+2 items somewhere between 5
= 9. But dig-Miller mean'7: +2 individual items.. Let's try the
same demonstration with numbers and see if you're-any better.
-4'6 3 85209 ¢
-7 30 8416 2 %o .
You should have done better with t}o' numbers-vs. the
letters.. Most do. Why? . . ’
) - More practice - no § 2
- Numbers are important = no % 3 ) !
"Miller kne‘u the answer - chunking. Chunking :x;fez; t; any
lethodvof grouping or organizing nnttxhl‘to nakeAlt more

.r'.ouiaing) can vut‘l‘y' improvg your

meaningful. So chunking (o

Short '.rer'm Memory, ‘lnd n'umbe:s chunk easier than llgttp:l-
Knewing thls,' t:y une more numher and this tlme instead qf

rememhe:ing 730 as three sapaxate numbers, chunk lt and remembu

“1€'as seven hundred and thirty. Here's the numbex 621495308.-

PA‘JSB. You all uhould have got'

n that one. couect: SO using

r_u:u.l a 17-24 dnit.nunbu. Eova er, it's curioud to note that
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even in this case these people still average 7 chunks of material
and I:he range is still 5 - 9.7

A fu\al charactexuuc of shcn: Term Hemnry that we'll

s "
. mention is the serial sentch ‘retrieval process. Given that you

are holding information in your Short Term Memory, how ‘ao you -

* geuch through this 1n£q[gntion"i:o xetg’i’ \e/the material you .. .
. v;mt- Consider this example: Keep thxs number, in your Short

'l'exm Hemoxy. don't w:;te it down, nsu. Now was'7 a digit in

thar. numbe:? ‘I'Ce anawer la no, -but hov did you arrive that

answer? Did you compa:e 7 to the numbe: as a whole all at once

(parallel scanning) or dia‘you first compare 7 ta 8, then

and so on? (serial ncanning). The answer is u:ial search!

psychologist by the name of b g (196) 3 hat as'
tite nusiber of digits STH increased from 1 to 6, the longer it
took the 5 to search t‘hx.'ouqh his short term memory. Since it
s took the S l.onger to‘z:spond to a 5-digit nu-b-.x'-s compared toa

3~ ugxc number, then th- -eixch of retrieval: process in ahort

term ne-oq( must be nerial. » €
e | ¥
2 AR
T . 4
{ . - o
| 5 . . . \ . . ke
[ LV ; e ey “
| \/ A4 . ) i o
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tonlqht with nﬁ:lyqoo,ooo Russian “80 s massinf}*onq its
noxthexn bordez. 'l‘he Russians say they are on maneuv but the

,— huge t:oop mevements happen o cuincide thh the fitst nutional
Congress! of Pclan s IndependEnﬁ\Kbour Unfon - sélidarity. bean

¥ 2 Reynnld repe:ts~ "The announcement&ame tonight frnm\the Tag\s
b : news agency which said ope:anunal staffs, umts and elements“
tctaling neaxly 100 000 were in staginq areas' and position.. Code
- name. West. E’i' the nine day e:gercise involved gruyn{:o:ces in
. “ lBellf‘Ruﬁs‘ia and the Soviet Baltic Republics - both'areas clcse tc
the Polish borde: and a naval flotilla estimated: at 60 ships
~ ' . including an, u:cut_t carrier in the l}ﬂaltic Sea. According to
; Tass it Vis‘_intensive ]:‘raining with conditions as close \avs posgible

to combat. Moscow's announcement about the. size 'of thé operations

comes just a day after the government contialled news media here Y\

had described the exerclse as nothing extraordinary with only a'

limited numba: of troops. It was a description-that Western

military obsezvera found hard ta belleve, especially with soviet
Defense )hniste: Demit:y-putting in a rare field command

appeatance but no.one was, prgdicting a force of 100,000". Jean

Rcynuld, N'BC\News,\ Moscow. \ 2 A f ,

~ So}.idaxity s first congress was opened today..at the port city

spe‘eches and the whole style of _the conference ce:t\inly did not

gsva the Russlans any reason to think that Poland would be pulled
buck into Mne. John Cochrane reports: "Solidu:ity, like the
Commnnlst Party, calls its conyention a congress but unlike the

of Gdansk only forty milqs from the Soviet war games. The upening :

i
]

P
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~ ¢ Party's, Solidarity began its Congress With a Mass. The new

anate of Poland, Bishop Glemp, says He carte here because the ’

Mmingly loyal to.the Church - no ohe _more so0 .than

- _union T ovaey
) " “Lech Walesa who even wore a tie which he refuses to do vhen he is
v negotiating with the government. Archbishop Gl{emp appealed for 30
N days of peacey - no strikes, no confrontation with the authoxlties

. . but the union does not always follow the Chu:ch's advice and’what -
happens in this converted spoxts arena cvex the next 3 to, l days
+ may detemina how militant Solidarity wul be in lts seccnd year.
As the 900 delegates arrived itvas clear that the milﬂ:hllt\make

up “at the vea\hast :a small minority. There wag' Jon Gierek, the\
. :adlcal from Brzeg who was' beaten by. pelice 6 months. ago Jd who
is datermined to fxght the government/etever possible and from
* Silesian the coloxful coal mine:s who blame the government for
food shortages which.had caused some miners to faint on the job, *

he man who will try to block. the m:.litancs from taking control of

the union is of ¢ourse, Lach walesa, N "If we stick together"; says
Lech’ Walesa, “"we can huve the Poland of\our areams”. Millions ob
Poles had hoped to watch the Union's congtess on TV but. a dispute
between the government and the union over editntlal cantxol led to
,a TV blackout m Poland. - Despn:e the clash over televisional
covezage. the gave:nment sent its Minister of Trade for unions to
appeal for an end to strikes - }:hat is the governmentfa solptioa
.. to the food crisis. Just a few miles-away in- Géansk Harbor, a
- sinfp docked wlth_melﬂcan food supplies from the .entholfc relief
se:vice; and more relief supplies'are on the way but not enough to

prevent hardships this winter. John Cochrane. NBC News, Gdansk.

) '




490

Eqypt's president. Anwar. Sadat has hit out against two"of
thi 'auntry's most powerful figux at the climax of his 4 day
“purge of polltxcal oppos1t10n. He has sacked the head of the”
Captic christ:.an Church and arrestéd Hassanéin Heikal, the Arab's

wo‘d most: no::ed journalist and newspaper editor and Sadat is

threatening to get even tougher,. He read the riot act to Bgypt‘
Parliament today, telling MP's to expect no me:cy in his crackdown
on opponents. It is_now known he's had-about 1500 people arrested
sxnce the purge bégan in an appa:ent bxd to .crush poht;cal
act;\uty an:’ung religious groups. . _\
‘In-Iran, the man who supervised the gove:nment‘s whoxasale
execution of dissenqents has -himself died a vlolent death-
Ayatol\lah Rabbani Amlashi, the xevolutionaty ptosecutor general
ied tt'zday when a. bomb(!\ippea through the Teéhran headquarte:s\of

the miliary and it was that the country's police
ch{ef had also died of- wounds suffered in that first big bomb
attack a week ago. : ,

The revelations about Canada's Security service knocked out

of the“(}lgadliqes this week by an 0il pricing agreement and what °

' not came up again today. John ‘Starns, the former chief of the

RCMP security service speaks this weekend on CIV's Question

" Perfod. And he says he told the Prime Minister not only that the

RCMP had been breaking the law but that one day- théy would surely

be caught, "he was looking for éirection,' he said. "I think the,

" answer .to your question is, really havinq been wacned, that there

were these’ p:oblems = what did they do about it ahd the answer is,

L I'm afran] to say, 15 nothing".

~ %
e .

/
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"So you were lefq on your u\m?'
"Well, I hnd the whole of the security u:vice vith me but in
a sense from the point of view of ministerial direction, yes, I
think that is fafr to say". A . . S :
« The Federal Government has figured out it will cost a;vhole

lot more than first eagxg@ted to buy the P18 Hornet fighter-plane.

. We are supposed §o have eventually more than 100 Hornets and they

were lubposed to \qost-alcogether‘u billion. Nov; ‘the gove:nment
says they w111 cost: '§5.2 billion and that incraam ofwore than a

billion is because of inflation and_ thé re

5 \
dolla: . ¢ 4 . \ &

Tﬁe government was -nagged today ahout the economy by a

banker, and a 1abqr lgader. The banker, Ro;and Prase, of the .

Royal Bank said "Canadians don‘t'ha;le any confidence in Pierre
Trudeau's way of doing things.” He said if théy ‘did, they might be
p:epu"d to endure high interest rates: The labor leader's,
Dennis McDermot of the CLC said he will have no ‘\confidence in the
Prime Minister until he forcefully reddced intereést rates.

We have more today about unions than we do-about banks...In

Edmonton, 530 people at Stelco,- the west's biggest steel plant

went on strike today and ‘Western companies are saying that is
going to cripple the construction business. X

. ) Jeanette MacDonald in Edmonton, "The steelworkers began their
pickef_ing as of 12«01 this’'morning and they say they u:e ptepa:ed
for a long walkout". Because the Stelco has been doing Ehis to us
for the last six or nine years ..." b

"Mentally; I'm kind of so—io. but moneywise I think we canldo

ced'value the .




9t. There are lots of jobs out there, if-you want them®.
"The wages isﬂthe biggest" - ’ : ‘\
"What are ‘they making right now?®
"Around the average of $8.50."" 4
© "And what are they asky\g for?”
"We're as]sing for about $2 the first year and $1 for each
year after that, if possible, but we'll bend".

Stelco Company officials were not uvailable for an interview
today but they' did say yestLday that the strike will huve a
crippling effect on the west construction industry since Stelco la
the only steel plant in Westérn Canada ‘that supgues angle™ dron 1n

reinforcement steel. Stelco is the largest steel’ works plant in

Western Canada supplying.about 60% of the market and .wczkexs “Baid

stiongly today in their first day of strike that- they are pxep:ared
¥ a1

to stay out until their ‘contract demands are met!. Jeanette

MacDonald, CTV News, Edmonton.

_All through central- Europe people are worried, worried

because of the threat of nuclear war exploding right in thﬁ‘i‘r owh

backyatd which appears more and more:.omniscient. Ever more

powei?ful weapons are being deployed in Europe by the superpowers

and Europeans fear they will be the first victims. In Britain the

nuclear arms build up h;s become' a serious political issue.

Clark Todd reports on.it:  "Some American generals call

Britain -America's unsinkable aircraft carrier.’ They're probably |

:i:ght. There are more than 200 U.S. £ighter bombers based in the
U.K. at installatinos like Lincoln-Heath. Installations are

scajtered across the.country. 1:he debate here 1s over whether

1
1
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theése Taircraft s}«ou]:d'cany‘nucle'az’v}eapons. Critics say all

presegnce of nucleir weapons, dves is make B':itain a more import‘ant‘

A,

‘ target: Brltish airbases have an’ antiquated air about them, some <

muita'zy men say chat'a ‘a ‘result of not havin enough money. " But

,many of the bases do have American perscnnel and Amexican' x

P equipmedt And the Bxltish X.’ave a nuclear capabil;ty of their own.

leftists favor getting rid of all nucleax weapons in Britain:

\Dpposition to nuclear. weapons and pagticula:ly American ones here
/

1
winger Tony Benn for the Deputy Leadership of the Opﬂqsltion Labor
Party. As his nightly. news’ appeirances hete indicate. Benn dces

' not shy away frome thir‘xseue‘ b’ \ull not be a- paxty to a

ptopaganda exercise to tell (my childxen that they have the

~The eritics want that dispensed wi& as well. The modt extreme .

‘is not new, What makes:it a majo: issue now.is a biad by lefr. .

’ 1nevitability of a nuclear. war with the doviet Union".- =

Benn's critics’ say thatas a member of NATO Bzitaln must play ‘A ! N

T IR YL L R
member of NATO and does not have American P 1 0 i;a‘a‘ o1+ ;.a.

-Benn does win the Deputy Leadership of the Labox Puxty, ‘that party
wins the next election, this country.) wi.ll move radicnlly to the
left and those who believe this-is America’s‘aircraft carrier may
have to find a new place for the planes. Clark_:l‘odd,, CIV News,
London. . V . 3

And that's the news on this Satuxday nlght. 1‘! Reith Morris,

from all of us at crv news - thank you - Good night. -
N
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Table 1. Varimax rotated factor matrix of 22 attitudinal scales
for the instructional program (Pilot §tudy). - °

SCALE . FACTOR

1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 Ccommunality
SINCERE .4494 .-.0166 -.0248 ~0,350 - .3034 -.5935 .2142  .6943

SUPERTOR ~.0180 .1020° .6434 1450 -.2191 -.3268. (1746  .6311

T CONFIDENT L0059 .1706 .8575 -.0287 0226 - 'J670

SERIODS  © D740 -.2107 -.3517 .3931" 10593 ; L7582

: RELAXED -.0182' .2084 .0395, 13987, .0562 ) .7039
' STRONG -.0365 ,“,\45.0‘3 --5842 -.0559 -4746 {.0331 -I.o_zgr .7'as_o“ ¥ ;

PERSUASIVE .361301,3533 4162 <. 2414, 4097 -.1346 ~.0712 - 6760
. PROFOUND ~ . ' .4166 = .4818 .4942 .1823-,1339 2729 .1382. .7949_
\ k INTERESTING 41407 .8833 .;4:;';.0315 1208 1867 -.1452 . .p922
PEPENDABIE - .8289 .1381 -.0760 .3058 .0600 . .1368 L0545  .830
cALM 435 2126 L6610 .2268 L3247 L4393 L0823 8595
HUMANE 0142 0242 L1132 271 8528 -.1222 -.0022 8294 k
. . wARM © L1100 L1164 .2573 .3758 .4806 .2111 .5756  .8400
. INFORMED .8178  .1052 .1164 -.0761 -.2114.-.1853 .16  .7918
%20 Goop .1826  .8081. .1455 .0840 .1013 .2050
L ceNTLE) . 0719 -.0372-.0543 .8556 .1086 .0252
/' HONES™ - .1512 .0925 .0337 ..0416 -0062 .0084 \

'R.ELIABLB . =.1930 .6095 -.0053 .4873 .0438 -.0501

; ’ . PLEASANT. - .2110 .3599  .3298 -.0297 .6577 ..302.1
o CAUTIOUS +2588 21777 .2002 '.7751.. .1018 .0577
7 FRIENDLY .7925 -.0578 .0438 .1407 .3779 .0121

NOT NERVOUS ~ .4091  .2408 .1113 -.0037 1976 .5154

% EIGENVALUE L 6.34 2.48  2.26 2.12 1.40% 1.25
y % VARIANCE 28.80 11.30 10.30° 9.70 . 6.40 5.70
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". Table 2. lelmax rotated factor matrix of 22°attitudinal scales !
or the infornational program (Pilot Study) :
SCALE % o | FACTOR £
\ 1 L 4 5 6 7 Communality ;
SINCERE Toen i | T aeis i s -.0198  .8814 |
SUPERIOR -* L1863 2361 L5866 3278 L1146 L2509 L6363 o
CONFIDENT .0246 } .5506 L1569 -.1615 ~ .1230 -.6076- 8160 )
‘SERTOUS .2098 L0095 .0520 <6436 . -.3842 .0228 :.‘soavv i
. .2530 11037 .3052 - .0428 .0392" .6626
L1951 |-.8644 '.szz -.0908 0370 L0176  .8631 a‘l
s £0400| -.0615 7401 L1364 ' .0817--.2371 . .6519 :
PROFOUND .-.0073 2923 -.1039' .6720 ~:3264 .42 .2043 .7554
INTERESTING ' -.1391 .7268] -.0030 .1955 -.0736 -.3375_ 0782 .7087
DEPENDABLE '.3139\\ .6258 .2625 : {0287 2045 .1936 . .6975
. .CALM 7432 \Soaws| T L17e 9 -.1072,  .3841 .0110  .7691
HUMANE .7840 .2117 -.1378 -.0466  .0803 -.0551 _.6913 X
WARM . 6419 \1en| -l226s L2750 .1324°-.3979  .7524
INFORMED -.0477 .‘1\9:0.\ '-.011‘1 0968 .2302 -.1107 - .7458 ~
coop 27y .1};91‘ 0725 918 -.1387 L2166 4737
G#urm L7856 -.1005| .0110 0715 - -.0867 .4084 ° .B08O
HONEST | -1766 - .7707| 11196 .0353 -.0728 ' .0590 .0495  .6520
RELIABLE -.1444 .3587| .2646 .0663 .2541  .0758 .6154  .6731
PLEASANT 8080, .zm] L1149 -.0425 .2342 - -.1195 -.2269 -.8434
leavrzous 6456 =.3577 L0839 ..0035 . -/1614°-.1775  .6198
FRIENDLY 8038 .0906 b -.1432 L0567 .2293 -.1436 L7514 |
NOT NERVOUS  .4387 ©.0138 1862 <072 L0079 .0583 .1639 - .80l0°
- EIGENVALUE 5.38" 2.99“ 206 174 1.3¢ 121 1.04 .
% VARIANCE 26.10 13.60 | 9.40 7.90 6.10  5.50 4.80

Jo ey
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IMPRESSION SHEET
Hand Unit No.
Sex:

Name: ] __}k__-______,____.

_ v
i - Grade X1 average ao_.___

Ager,. T L .

" Please indicate beldw. your impression of the videotape you have

: just seen.

Camplete each scale separately and circle ‘the number ‘on the scale
which ‘most accurately reflects your hnp:essioh of the videctape.

rn: example, ‘if you thauqht it was 'Qulte Clear' on the bcale

belcw, you would cucle number 2:°

clear 1 @ 3«4 s 6 7 Unclear
. ‘Very -Quite Moderately Can't Mderately Quite Very

o : ' r

Note: THe other cales below are not written out in full, but

the numbérs in each case represent the same graded steps.

Insincere, ~ 1 2 '3 4 5 6 7  Sincere: '

) superior wd g 304 s 7 Inferior
Confident 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7. Unsure
-Serious 1 '2 3 4 5 6, 7 Himorous ’

! Tense, 102 3 4.5 §. 7 4Relax.ed->
sc:ég‘g ) 102 3 T4 s 6 7 je’é)k ;
Unpersuasive 1 2 3 "4 5 6 7 Persuasive

..Shallow 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 profound
Interésting / 2003 a4 s e i Uninteresting
Undependable 1. 2 ‘3 "4 5 i6 7 Dependable
Agitated a1 2 3 4 s 7. cam ;

3 2 3 ) 4 5 7 Ruthless




o ‘v % 5 L . .
4 * F - -
o y . : = .99
Lcld - 1T 2 3 T4 s % 7 wamo
" Uninfornea 1 2 3 4 5 _6 7. Informed
' Good v1 2 .3 "4 .5 6 -7 Bad
Gentle . © 1 2 -3 s s 6 7, AggreBsive
Dishonést . 1, 2. 3 .4 5 6 7 Honest
Reliable ‘1‘.. 2 3 4 )A <6 7 Unreliable . .
vUnp].eas_am: ~_J'." 2 | 5 ..°6 7. Pl_auunt
Rash | 12, 3 475 & 7. cautious
Unfriendly . 1 2 3 4.5 6 7, Frienaly |
Not'mervots 1 -2 3. 4_ 5 § 1 .

. Nervous

How effective do you think this method of evaluation is?

Effective 17
/

/ - - Thank you

2 3 4 "5 6 7, Ineffective . §.7
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Check the most appropriate answer to each of the fnllowihg.
questions (check only one alternative per quesbion).

1. Which of the following is an example of recall? h

- a) producing on request the name of someone you met years ago
b) realizing that 'you know someone\when you pass her on the

street

taking only 5 trials to learn a list of words that.you

learned initxally last week in 20 trials

looking at a pu:ture of ‘someone and realizing that you

know him

e

. d

2. The least sensitive measure of memory is

a) recoqmtxon .

b) recail * A — .
) saving. S §

d) ovexlearmng . &

. 3. Free call refers’to : :
. a) recalling learned items in the order they were learned
. ¥ b) recalling learned@ items in the reverse order they were
# . learnéd ¢ .-
©) recallifg leéafned items in any order
d)a technique Eor refreshing an individual‘-s—memozy of .
.forgotten informat: 1nn : B

& 4. Mlller}escm\ated the average memory span to be ___ 1tems.

g Eh a)-15, o - B . o
5..'Which method is %& likely to pick up evidence of p:io: .
leu:ning i .
) a) “recognition, ! .j' p i .
. b) recall i 2 . .
i c); savings # * . E
s g 1nhibit£on . <

-Recqgnit on is_demonstrated by %
a) kr{winq the facta necessary to nnawer ‘an essay quesuon
o b) relearning American History 5
@ c) ovexlga:nlng foreign vocabulary words P §% ¥ &
d) co!lectly answering a multipleschoice question
7.. Which of “the follwing statements is tzue?

i . . a) Almost all of what enters tt\a sensory register is’ ﬁelected
' ¥ and passed onto the next level of memory
. b) the lével of memory next’ co the aenao:y register is long-
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104
term memory
c) the sensory zegister has a longer duration than short-—
term memor
d) the senso:y register stores information at the level of
e se:

Relearning a mullcal piece that you had learned ten years
earlier but have forgotten in the meantime would probably
utilize

a) snvin’ga

b) recognition

c) paired associates
d) rote rehearsal

Which is true of short-term memroy? \
\

.a) it has a very large capacity for matu

\
b) material in short—term memory will dlsappea: in 10 to| 20 »
seconds
©) it is less selective than the sensory register
d) it is pe:manent and unconscious

Which is pot one of the -three levels of memory?.

a) sensory register N .
b) primary memory . ’ 5 s
c) short-term menory . |
d) long-term memory ' R {

Q:l;nking is a proc.ela used to

a) organize long-t&rm memories
b) store short-ferm memories
c) retain long-them memories
d) retrieve ‘information from the sensory register

The tgchnlque that helps us to reuxn information in short-
“term memory is called

a) cueing » =

b) inhibition

c) rehearsal

d) ncognitlcn . ! P

Reciting thu alphabet from A to % is an example ot
a) free recall ° Rl
b) recognition
c) serial recall
d) savings
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14. Retention time in the sensory register

a) is relatively long .

b) generally lasts no moré than several seconds
~c) generally lasts no more than ten minutes

d) may last as long as a day

15. The level of memory that stores an exact representation of
information to be retained is %

a) short-term memory

b) long-term memory

c) sensory register

d) savings -

16. Our perception of a passing omobile would be 1y

stored in

a) thée sensory register -

b) short-term memory L

c) long-term memory \ - ”
d) the hippocampus \

o Thank you.




106

M-B ;

S —————_




Lot

Table 1. Full factor matrix with associated eigenvalues a d_communalities of the
~ . 22 attitude scales for condition 1 (study 1). = v S
SCALE . © FACTOR
. 1 2 3 4 - 3 7 © 8 COMMUNALITY
SINCERE .1103  -.0090 -.0489 1376 .8666 . - .7895
SUPERIOR  ..2878 | 6215 .0001 =-.0155 .6186
CONFIDENT  .4948 .5686 .2995 - .0373 .7664
SERIOUS -~ =-.0030 .0596 .0365 .1482 .6088
RELAXED  -.2101 I 2472 16333 -.0239 -.0479 ., -5705
STRONG - .7830 .0437 ° -.0580 .1647  .1106 -0107 .. -6623
PERSUASIVE .6200 -.0110 .0982 .0872  .1860 .6670
PROFOUND  .6573, ..2990 -.1591 20792 .2011 .6298
E . INTERESTING .7239 “-.1230 2995 ~.0182  -.2060 .7290
i - VDSPBNDABLB 2611 -.0981 -.0539 5 © .3341 -.0237 .6028
CALM -.1324 12207 .7244 .0816  ,1306 .7200
HUMANE .0938 .7078 .1219 -.0264 .Bﬁlﬂi 6307
WARM .4631  .4548  .3582 0976 0028 .6022
. - INFORMED -0800 .1319 .1768 1677 .7129 .7034°
Goop 672 L1072 .2728 0207 .0779 L7438
. GENTLE .0167  .5843 - ~.0908 -.0191 +7676
HONEST -.0113  ;.7079  -.0903 .1588 .6448
RELIABLE * .1026 -.0006 -.0223 .1439 L7714
PLEASANT ~ 3172 L3492 .5670 L7619
CAUTIOUS .1§81 .1063 -.0226 .7138
FRIENDLY L2194 L5030 .5588 _ w1270
NOT NERVOUS .2088 .1505 .l_)45ﬂ -.0882 .0983 *-.8094 .0585 . -7516
EIGENVALUE < 5.03  2.22 1271 1.54 1.45° - 1.17 - 1.05 1%1 s 1.2
% VARIANCE 22.90 10.10 7.80  7.00 6.60  5.30°. 4.80 -.—.4.60
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Table Z. Pul]. factor matrix with associated eigenvalues and comn\unalltles of the 22
ttitude scales for condition 2 (Study’l).

ScaLE | . FACTOR -
il 2 3 4 5 6 bl COMMUNALIRY

SINCERE  ...0620  ~.0503 - .6284 .0560 -.1261- .2557 - =-12965 .5737
SUPERIOR  .5401 .0941 0502 .3 2858  .3514 © 1892 .7028

_ CONFIDENT  .6665 -.0720° 10993 11605 ©-.2968 - .1350 -6623
SERIOUS 20953 ° .1005  .0449 -.1972 [-.7255 ©1837 | 6234
RELAXED . -.0790 , .0i39 .0409°7=.1518  =.0907 7653
STRONG .7.899 -1917,°7 .0660---.1806 -.¢745 .7088
PERSUASIVE .0903 .7415 .0429 '-.2146. ~.2219 - . +7192
PROFOUND -2696 -2043 .1884 -.0566 -.6379 .6039'
INTERESTING .5678 5642 - .0445 .2151  =.0339 .6953
DEPENDABLE 23772 -.1091 C.1413 -0731 16892
cAmM ) -0579 ~6829  .2653_  .1495 : -7451
HUMANE =.0138 .3467 .2828 ..2028 .5739
WARM .0804 - =£.1175 i7639° L0661  -.1203 6396
INFORMED  .4814 .3914 - .2166 "-.3354 -’.13;:7\’ ) Lo owse1
Goop 5605 .5135 10233 13029,  -.1535 L7575
GENTLE -.0657 2060 - .0868  .6002 . 0406 L5538
HONEST ,1111 .1076 0067 -.1534 .1823 7122
RELIABLE 22962 v L4121 -.0705 -.2264  .3811 .6537
PLEASANT L5117 7.2106 .1689  .2194 .1326 5987
CAUTIOUS .2651 L0695 - .1654 -.1314  .6210 . -5135 .
FRIENDLY  -.0674 .4116° .5318 -.0226. ~ .2695 7184
NOT NERVOUS .2239 1508 2488 -+ .0589: -.1455 6577,
EIGENVALUE . 5.04, 2.31 1.41° 1.33 - .1.07 9.28
% VARIANCE 10.50 6.40 - '6.00 ¥

i sl e g

22.90
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Table 3. Iull ‘factor matrix with assocl?ted elgenvalues and communalities of the 22 attitude

cales for males .in condition (study 1)

SCALE Ay . I FACTOR

J

% VARIANCE 26.80 11.00 ..9.10 8.10 7.00 __ 6.10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 comqunux'lry

SINCERE .2099 .7186 ,-3830 .0094 -.3011 .0506 .8019
SUPERTOR . .1641 ~ .2460  :I723  .1149 .1633 . .2444 $5961
CONFIDENT  .7941  .1461 '-.1168  .3395 .0669  .1304 .8032
SERIOUS 3246 .3155 . . .3116 -.2608 .0663  .0296 .8285
RELAXED -1147 -.0733° .1076 -.0109 .9033  .0357 8486
STRONG +3449 -.0782  .5656 .3075  .0028  .3940 .7071
i PERSUASIVE .8118 - .0371 22213 .1754 L0166  .0333 b 1476
PRDFOV&ND g .3158 -.1072 L4082 .5229 -.1559 .1821 .6159
INTERESTING .6476 - .1791 ©.3303  .0504 -.0934  .3629 .7056
DEPENDABLE .6988 .éBZJ -2415 .052‘8 -1098 -.0922 -6650
“cau .1144 L6008 -.2671  .0731 i5162  .3930 -8826
HUMANE .1345  .1833  -.2929  .5033— 1259  .2589 .7530
“WARM ¥ .2357 -2000 .0143 .667‘? -1022 -0433 .5538
INFORMED .2128 2100 7361 .0344 -.1371 .6739
GooD 1540 8112 .3269 0465 -.0129 .8442

GENTLE ~.0078 .2964 3231 .4255 .4484 .7967 R

HONEST ~-.0614 .1142  .1924 - °.5089  .2009 .627¢ .
RELIABLE -2659 .7461 -.0889 .1600 -.0188 -6639
PLEASANT _ .8289 .2689 ° .2006 L0075 -.0197 .8548

caurIous .2063 0128 .1994 L7191,
FRIENDLY .8309  -.0014  .2207 1783
NOT NERVOUS .1669 ~-.0472 .0258 .0119 .6958
EIGENVALUE 5.89 2.42 & 2.00 1.78 1.55 1.34 12.06

60T
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Table 4. Full factor matrix with associatéd eigenvalues and communalities of the 22 attitude
“ scales for females in condition 1 (Study 1). . .
SCALE FACTOR
1 2 3 5 B 6
SINCERE .3092  -.0282 .0377 .1354  .0126  .0595
SUPERIOR 1293 7596 .0155 0022 _-.0626 -.0626
CONFIDENT =.2207 -7272  .0587 .4210 .1247 “1247
SERIOUS ' -1056  -.1056 -.0340 -.0043  .1100  .1100 _
RELAXED -.0195 -.0073 -.1646 .8462 _ -.542 ~ -.1542
STRONG -.2907  .2179 .5103 -.0671° .6926  .6926
PERSUASIVE 44321 L4261 .3366 -.3301  .2771° .2771
PROFOUND 1158 .1551 .7106 -.2031  .1056  .l0S6
INTERESTING -.1058 " .8024 .2920.-,2383 — <0391 .0391 -
DEPENDABLE ‘L3187 .0033 -.1124 -.0089  -6915 . .6915
CALM .0620  .1723 -,0453 .2726 -.1679 -.1697 ' -.1694  .2232 .7948
HUMANE .4586  -.1862 .2986. .3957  .I528  .1528  .0232  .0003 .5695
WARM .0557 1637 .7917 .0241 =-.1010 =.1010 .0466 .2577 -7652
INFORMED .1067  .0090 -.1174 -.1045 ~ -.0218 -.0218  .2096 ~-.0406 .8508
GooD .4637  .6933 .1555 .1505  .1481  .1481 ~-.1678 - -.0708 .8455
GENTLE 17764 .0615 .2408  .0556 -.0272 =-.0272  ..1443  .0388 .6932
H—— .5435  -.1070 .2614 .0807 -.0410 ~-.0410  .5597  .0388 7389
RELIABLE .5371  .4373 -.2984 .1744  .2109  .2109 ° .1896 -.2334 .7849
PLEASANT . 3223 - .0168 .7995 -.0137  .0245 . .0245  .0607 -.0458 L7519
CAUTIOUS .6615  .1188 .0252 -.0265  .3897 -.0782 . .3010 7094
FRIENDLY .3955 .0881 .32‘5_3 .4719 -.2752 -.1515 .2268 -6447
NOT NERVOUS .2084° . .1367 -.1461 ,.6916 - .3220 11348 -.3463 .8365
EIGENVALUE * 4.62 2. 2,35 1.77 1.54 1.12 1.03 12.74
*% VARIANCE . 21.00 1330 10.70 8.00 7.00 . 5.10 4.70

oTT



Table 5. Full-factor matrix with associated eigenvalues and communalicxes of the 22
attltude scales- for males in-condition 2 (Study 1).

TIT

SCALE B FACTOR .

1 -2 3 4 5 LI | 8 COMMUNALITY
SINCERE .5389  .3468  .1989 -.1329  .1688 -.2873  .0501 .5815
SUPERTOR (4705 -.0854  .6394 -.0344  .0694 -.0970.  .0879 .6606
CONFIDENT .1692 - -.1958  .3699 .0820 .5783 23237 .0352 . .6510
SERIOUS ° ~.1244 .0146 -.0235 -.1709 .2407 .7048  -_.0068 .6002
RELAXED .2848 ~ -.0610  .5798 -.0341 <.1083  .3217 ~-.4141 .7088
STRONG -.0439  .2615 ° .1339 -.0183  .8078  .l441  .1325 L1794
PERSUASIVE T .1353 - -.7183 -.0480 -.0340 - .0890 .1509 -.4222 7466
: PROFOUND -.4607 14545  .4977 -.0265 - -.0433 -.1110 -.2348 g ..7365
INTERESTING .0460 7060  .0199 .0596  .3326 .-.1818.  .1406. 6678
DEPENDABLE - L1631 .7618 ~ .0877 .0075 -.0672- .1822.  -.2856 .71B1
: CAL -~ '-.0705 -+0353__ .1672 .8278 - -.0032 . .0368- - .3116 :8179
i -HUMANE (7942 .0384 1717 .1912 - .0516  -.0795  .1047 .7182
< F WARM .0519 ,..0059 -1178 .8338 .2140 -.1677 -.0640 s .7898
i INFORMED. | Q714 2409 -.1746 .2040  .7004 . .1048 ~-.3580 .7649
- .. GoOD .3758 .5468 .‘2509 .2489 .2346. Vﬁw ,=+0507 .6389
R .5096  -1319. 1057 2835 -,2781 -.3033 . 11384 5571

HONEST .6778.  -1491  .0905 -.1637 - >0651  .3417 -.0285 ' .6384
RELIABLE .0654 .0806 .1515 .1102 0730 <7872 . .1468 . . -6925
PLERSANT. .2574 - 24217 .6028 .1926  .2567 ~-.1168  .2434 6641
caurtous .2558. 1170 -.0861 .1554 0310 7595 .7495
FRIENDLY .4808 2915 -.0429 .5885} -.1415 -.1028 “ .7388
¥ wor nErvous  -.0074  +1277 .7011 .2367.. 0369 -.0856 o .s07s
EIGENVALUE 4.73 2.47  2.01 1.84 1.71 1.18 10.65

5.40

% VARIANCE © 21.50 11.20 9.10 8.40 7.80
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Table 1, Full factor matrix with associated eigenvuluss ay\d ccmm\malxties of the 22 L4
‘e attitude scales for cnndumn 1 (Study 2).
) TR y N -
»\ SCALE < i " FACTOR
e Yu et a;” 3 4 5 - & 7 8 9  COMMUNALITY
SINCERE .6983 =-.0221° 2195 -.1273 .0749  .0554  .0807  .0123 -.0205 - .5683
SUPERIOR L1551 L7830 -.0664 .0469  .0168 ~-.1569  -3475 -.0297 .0599  .7629
CONFIDENT .2§s'3 76793 -.0175 ~.3055.  .1165 ' .2286  .0345 --.0478 21459 7 .7167
° sertous -.0951  .4490°+.0652 -.5307 -.2565 0887 21756 .3246 -.2084 .7494
RELAXED - 2032 .0S51 -.1947 .3345° .1970  .3982, -1822 -.4125 -.1187 -6099
STRONG -.1088  .6573 ..2550 -.1863 ..1430 -.0709  .1175 -,1056  .6938
PERSUASIVE ~4911 .-.2509 1330 .0091 .1%40 - .5105 *.1234 L7000 -
PROFOUND -  =-1244 ° .0901...0169, *.0837 | -;0057  .8559 ‘-.0290[ 7676
INTERESTING -.0626 -.0072 -,0896, L9119 0851 .0393  .0745 :zf)n .8616
DEPENDABLE- .. -2651  .0860 .3980 3085 4562 £.0027 -.0791  .7870
0616 +-,0217--,0195 .0318 :© .0883  .0009 .84d2  .7877
HUMANE N -.0574 © .1462° .5531  .8165
WARM N ~-.1489 ¥ -.0200 -.0097 , .7014 :
NFORMED® - 1773 -.0348 .3635  .7053
G6op, L0124 -.0855 .2435 6211
-GENTLE | 20534 -.0211 .0775,  .8236
HONEST 79 L5512 .3301 .1697 = .7116
* RELIABLE -.0194". .0981 -.0941 -.2460 \,-B222 . -.0569 .0489  .7868
v s
PLEASANT . . & 7020  .0729 -,3543 .2243 -.1381 -.2412 .1488 . .7830
FIL——- -0202 -008 8401 11668 -.172 ‘.uso -.2249 8245 =
PREnDLY ~7684 7 L1128 -.1212 52345 3013 ’\-094% 10228 —0255  .6932 =
nod NERYDPS 16225 1820 %2655 .0265 -.0287 .2518 =.0364 -.1144 .0079 . .5706
EIGENVALUE 3.30 2.89 '-2.18 .1.67 ° 1.46 1.36 'y 1,104 1.08° ° 1.02 ) 112,65
¥ VARIANCE, 5.00 .13.20 * '9.90  7.60 . .6.60  6.20 5.00° 4.80 4.60
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3

Full with' asociat
attxtude acaln!‘ for Iﬂllei Ln condition 1 lStudy 2).

factor matrix

ed eigenvalies and communalities of the 22

eTT

PR bt b4 FM:’I‘OR‘ . 5 .
. i e L3 ] g Sy raag ¥ g COMMUNALITY
SINCERE- S < Tle927  i2410 .2784 -.0781 .. %2104 0459 L0078 .. -.0633 6700
- SUPERIOR - -.2006 7179 %1833 .2025 . ".2753 '.1994 - .0352 7 .e13
CONFIDENT .° -.0708 ' .0573 .8198 -.0965 " -.0234  -.0141 - pa 7699
gBRXDl)S L0028 -.Y531°~.3244.2.6934 - ".4794 - =.. & 8709~
umq:n -.1111 -.0321 46650 - .2622 ~  .1149 L6765 _
STRONG 0. .8160 - .1029 =.0895 L0075 =.0657 - 0156 7828
_PERSUASIVE -.2854 -.1609 *"..1420, i o .8325
PROFOUND ” -.0244 -.2525 -.0892
" INTERESTING ©-.1180 . -.3293°..0728. .1256 : 1 <858 09
DEPENDABLE 7 46 .0399° .2168 . L1363 £.0897 . .4140- 1937
CALM .2040 .0688 L0759 21194 - .7659
HUMANE - L-23857 .4719 .1617  -.3707 .7828
WARM- *. L0161 -.1248 -.1115 .8969 .1587°. -.0254 . .0886 L8711
INFORMED 7094 -.1381 -.0308 =.1176 ~ -.0008 - -=.1428 ~ .1461 L5841
@D © .\ -.2900 .6099 .3383 -.1009 -.0806  .3437 -..3286 8127~ -
o 10095 -.7064 .3736. .1404 13579 -.0612 = .0605 .8080
T — *.0263 0881 .0924 .0293 '  .B873° -.1544 0113 .8327
-RELIABLE . - _—-0258 -.3518 ..0874'-.4061 3791 5477 114W .8815,
'ri.mn'r % -0989 .5561 ,6355 .1362 .0992 .0014 .0922 .7885
" cAuTIOUS . . 6830 '-.0708 -,2157 ..0718  =.1433 -1271 3342 .7822
* PRIENDLY & _,.306,6 .2801° .3242 «3308 .18'68 -.2339 -+5849 5 .B]?S
« Nork NERVOUS 4765 - -.063% - .6190 -.2058 - -.1413 . Z;2314 3522 .8793
” EXGENVALOE 4.27 339 2,50 2.04 1567 L.1.48 129 111 1426 .
VARIANCE 9.40 . 15.40 11.30 9.30 " 7.10 6.70°  5.80 .5.10




* = >
: _mable 4. ‘Full factor matrix with-associated ex.genvuluel and communalities of the 22

P attitude scales for tnmnlat in condition 17 (Study 2).. &
SCALE - e . nc/ron . .

& e L g | 3 4 5. " 7 8 COMMUNALITY
SINCERE - - - -.0748 _.3372--.1505 -.1110 ,~ .1649  .4501 . .4942 - .0796 6185
SUPERIOR - «7271 .?351-‘».0975 —:0652 \ ;27 .0003 -.1072" .0522: : .8018 : R
CONFIDENTT 8030 - .1973  .1534 .1654 -.T609 = -.1272  .1555  .1353' 8192 -

" sertous: | -.2920 .0323° -.1180 1470 -.1459 47333
RELAXED .0296 - .0656  .7408  ~-.1508 ~.1475 . .7118
STRONG s L1271 -.04g6- Y L1260 ., .7985
PERSUASIVE -.0734  ~-.1689 7879 =-.0021 . .7821

" PROFOUND 3230 L0275 L5113 .1193 .6898 =
INTERESTING - -.3381 - .0900 - .i617 - .7735 .8604
DEPENDABLE 4 -9P1§ ~.0852 .0201 ~.0612 .8695

 ath . -.1844 - .0744 .8464 L0517, -.1393 L1319 B 8352
HUMANE * .2088 .0159  .8660 -0360 2267 -.12787 0278 .8644
WARM .4281  .2494° .0568 - T-.0884  -.2003  -.3218. . .0274 .6899
INFORNED 3879 .1302 .5027 .2595  -.,2518  .1521 -.1188 . .6766
00D 0246 .3134 1535 1864 L1686 - .2538 . .2263 .8101
GENTLE - -.0940  -.0090 .2693 -.2408  .8058  .0l88.  .1324 .8155
HONBST .4432 .- ~:0382 - .7668 .5218  -.0218 ° .3834 -.0047 .7928
‘RELIABLE .J7£§ - .1566 . .0693 3729 -.1106 -:1187.  .6933 9545
SERASANT 13292 L7442 -.0046 L0372 . -.1386 L7554

Weaurzods L0756 -.2438 -.1184 -.0697  -.1143 7922 o
PRIENDLY L0672 .8394 .0092 - 1592 .0087 .7360 e
"6,‘ NERVOUS 1057 .7257 .1054 .0616 .0565 6776
EIGENVALUE 4.37 3.30° 2.22° 2.07 1.42 - 1.33 1.24 1.03 13.22
% VARIANCE . 15.00 1lo0.10 9.40 6.50 600 5.60 4.70

PSS
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Table 5. Full factormatrix with associated eigenvaiues and ‘communalities of the 22
itude .:.'hes for males in condition 2 (Study 2).

SCALE FACTOR
: 1 2 3 4 o 6" 7 8 COMMUNALITY
. SINCERE .1296 .6853 “° ,1362 -.0182  .1293 .2410 7596
SUPERIOR -0763 0649 .2234 +2600 - -.0731 .1755 - .7890
CONFIDENT ' ¢ - 4825 L4055 - .1530 <.0238  .2240  -.0830 L7046
' serTOUS .0781 -1557  .2504 - ©.2936  .7479 -.1497 . .7843
RELAXED 6626 1193 - .1270 2668 -.2300  -.1226 .7378
STRONG ~ .2072 .4514 .6586 1678 21772 -.1906 .8130
PERSUASIVE' -.0924 .3823 0427 '-.0300 -.1261  -.2530 8071
PROFOUND . "-.0602 .8406 11063 .1368 -.0049 1177 .7557
INTERESTING T -.2196 .0887  .8510  -.1247 .1381 42640 .8905
"' DEPENDABLE +2500 23774 -0 .1910. (0211 .1896 .0279 8681
caLM .8471 .1872 - .2072  .0171 ' .1283 .0378 8571
HUMANE L7991 0250 .- 0954 ~-.0463 -.0589 L0709 .7092
WARM 21932 L1176 .2607 =.0019 -.0600 r..usv L7374
INFORMED -0536 -0978 - .0956 -9004 +1238° | ,0598 .9143
GOOD . 4921 L1392 4425 -1109, .0628  -.0572 7679
GENTLE .. 3758 -0614°  .2091 . -.1376 -.3458°  -.2647 .8712
HONEST ' o -.0059 2480 L0491 .2695 -.3493  -.1700 8987
RELIABLE -2032 .2788 -1536 -.0553 .0775 .0328 .8070
PLEASANT . .  -6874 21111 .1496 . .4583  .0423 .0879 7944
CAUTIOUS ~.0563 21710 .0847  .0435 -.1681 .8937 .8846
PRIENDLY 4174+ .0816 - .0143  .3907 -.6110 L1354 .8070
NOT NERVOUS -4290  .3495 -.3293 .1869 +1078 21471 +0319 23679 +6191
EIGENVALUE 5.30  3.15  2.16 1.75 1.68 1.27 1.17 1.09 14.16
% VARIANCE 24.10 14.30 9.80 8.00° 7.79 5.80 5.30 5.00

BTT
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