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In.1966, a documentary film, The Things I Cannot Change’

was iroduced by The National Film Board of Canada. "Intended

to illustrate the living conditions of the poor in Cahada, °

this film has been uséd in secondary schpbls, junior college

and university education,  in social work and in the trqiniﬁg

of social workers. The purpose of this thesis equivalent was

to perform a NEEDS ANALYSIS, . followed by the PRODUCTION and

EVALUATION of a follow-up film or update to -the original
fiym. This . second film had as its purpese to document the
cur;entfli%e situation of thé Bailey family, featured in The
Iﬁings I cannot Change, tolfﬁfther illuminate the conditions,

‘causes and consequences of urban poverty. It was hoped that

the film would prove effective in. provoking’ viewers to

question their attitudes towards poverty and the poar .in

[

s . . -
.
-

The need for an up-date to The Things I Cannot Change

and, . once produced, its- effectiveness in meeting its stated

objectives in terms of .attitude, content and production

variables, was tested in a pre/éost test desigﬁ. For this

,purpose,'samples from thé’target audiénce were selected from

‘Montreal CEGEP classes in* social Science, many of whom are

- , | ‘
familiary with The Things I cannet cChange. Instruments

include’ an attitude questionnaire and the 'PEAC response
a ‘ _

‘.analysis' system. The combination ,of qualitative and

[

&
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Chapter 1

» .
Introduction f * .
. .
Purpose of Media Presentation T ,

The documentary film, The Things I cCannot Chanie was

. commissioned and f;{'oduced by The National Film Board of

Canada, in conjunction' with the Privy . Coun%il of tne
Canadian government. Premiered on national televisiop in

May 1967, this hour- long documentary was intended to alert

L3

the general public to the current conditions of Canadians
A living below the poverty line. The method then selected to

fulfill this objective was to document on film En; .daily -

4.

life of _a poor famlly. in Prder to illustrate the

{ . [
.difficulties of wurban survival for those on very low

- e

incomes.

>
#

. The Things T Cannot Change was an early example of an

approach to "documentary" film-making,~ described: in the

i

/ literature as "01nema-vq;1te" (Rosenthal, 1980). The term

»

"documentary" was « coined by éohn Grierson, the first
Canadian Film Comm1551oner, and proponent of -the use of film

for educational and propaganda purposes (Forsyth, 1966). It
wt

has been applied to a range of films and other media whose

common element is the attempt to depict reality "as it
- happens". - ¥

The literature on the documentary reflects the
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development of this fogn from: the early days ot wartime

propaganda and public education through ‘the spawning

L]

experimental and candid investigations made’ possible by the

development of 1ljghtweight. portable -equipment and ever
faster film sto‘ck" (Levin, 1§3§., Barsam, 1973, Rosenthaljy=

i B - . \
1971, 1980). . Simultaneous with this development was the

increasing use of audio-visual media: film, tape, slide-

tape and sound tape, in formal‘educat'ion’. T
S

s
The history of The Things 1 Cannot change reflects the
interaction betweén two broad programming \strea'ms: 1)

public ’broadcastlng‘"general information" educationa med,ia
) )

and (2) more strictly formal currlculum-—orlented educational

medla\prsoductlon.. Although origlnal]/,y intended primarily..

for telev1smn andogeneral audlence dis‘tribntion, this film ,

has found its, greatest use in formal tea&c‘ﬁ/ing and training

situations. . o oo

LI
&
» -

It ‘should be noted that the film zng;zningg_I_ggggg;

Change unlntentlonally served as the precursor of-a program

introduced at. the National Flll& Board in th( late sixties,

] » -

production of films designed primarily as instruments of

known Es "Challenge for Change". Its main focgg was the

“

<

social change. ‘The actual process of film production in.°’

o
varlous ‘'social gcontexts was concklved as a'h element of fa

- ®

complete commurucatlon system whiél'i included the subsequenb

implementation of the film in the context’ in which it was

3
°

- -~ -

s
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/ pfoduced. ‘ THis interactive type of film-making which relied
: . &
. heavily on the partlcipatlon of those grobps w1th and about

f'r"@ “ - whom the fllm was being made, was, in theory, an attempt tq

v

\ ~ involve people ‘at - the "grass roots 1level, in producing

- \‘1

docum@r?ts which authentically refl’ecte.d their exa‘zrlence.

%
- <Unfogtunate1’y, desplte some 1ntere_st1ng ex'ge?lments, (eM

TN o

-

The Alinsky Appfoach'sgries) the 'projéct wagig\band’oned.

e film, The Things I Cannot ¢ e, was first made\

¢

.available threugh .the NFB's free loan system in 1967.

—_ ' _ <JAlthough always_intended"gor television release and with a

A4

». ma& audience in mind, it has deve/l’oped a substantial
{ < *

ra\idience in wvaridus ‘educl;at\{onéloconte,xts. For thé last
. 2. eighteen years, this ‘film fl)gas seeh continuous use in
. prima-ry, secondary, junior college and univers'ity cui:ri_cula
in courses on soéﬂial sciénce. "Now recognised as a classic
of the \candid genre, the -film is used equally in film
. studies. It also finds, an audience in social work and

0% " ) the"r,apy sitjhations whether as a trjlnlng tool for students
: * in social work or. dlrectly in therap‘p situations, such as

Rt drug and alcohol abuse pr&ams and half-way houses and

. ‘l’mn.lﬁzatlon centers. ’

. .The” decision to undertake a needs analysis on the

L 4
& pro‘posﬁto produce - a follow-up fllm to The Things I Cannot

( o change was taken following increasing interest in the
. ) J .
L . subject on tl;t pﬁ't of* the news media and of users and
. ’ N - ‘
L - o ) '/ ’ o e
a ; ’ &U . e
' } ° S o
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audlences in educatlon Those who had seen and/or usgd fhg

Things I Capnot ghange had expressed curiosity about the'
Bailey family, featured in the film. They wanted to know

"what had become of its members since the filh was produced.

‘ As the®director of the film, I had received numerous

< .
requests from the pubic and primarily from teachers and

students, enquiring as to the fate of ‘the Baileys. Whenever
I part1c1pated personally at a screening of the film whether
to students or interested members of ’éﬁe public at laxge,
Eh‘e‘ same questlons were always asked; was I still in touch
with the Beileys‘., whatever had happened to them, where and
.ho;r were they n;w? It was these 'questions, in additi?ﬁ‘x to a
Qricus proposal from the ¢BC to consider anAupdat.e to the
filpy for releaséd on television, which prompted the

s

undertaking of a needs assessment for such a venture.
- LW

Educational Context
Educational Objectives of Media es ti

The educational objectives of the medid presentation

were prlmarlly affective but included. the acquisition of

information relevant to tT(arrent life situation of the

Bailey family. The final f£ilm was conceived in terms of

providing a stimulus to discussion. Its purpose was to

reveal a given, set .of circumstances, thereby providing a
basis for ccmpérison with the prior circum‘stances of the
same family group as illustrated in the previous film study,

e Things I nnot e. As such, the intended tilm,

-

.
N .
Lol /

W




5
like its predecessor, was to be a.sociological -study whose
intentipn was to provide "soft" data on victims of urban

poverty. .
¢ ol L.

. In'this type of document the actual “content of %he film

is subordinate to the overall effect of the program on

audiences in terms-of attitudes to the family's situation
|

and to poverty in general. The main objective*of the film

therefore was not:conceived in terms of speeifib cdntentxor
subject matter, ’ (although these do . play a role ) but rather
as a stimulus to the audlence to think-about soc10-econom1c
conditions and their effects on people 5%@ vice;versa.~ It
was hoped therefore that a follow-up fllm on the Balleys
would promote further research on the part of audlences 1ﬁto

o —

the causes and conditions of poverty and fufthermore would

prompt people to question [some of their fundamental and

often unconscious attitudes on these matters. -

4 .
Yy ~ L

It was expected that ese films would motivate

audiénces to take an interest in the cénditions and causes
of‘ﬁrban poverty rg,zoth century North'Amerida}‘ As. well,

the intended documentary film purported to raise questlong
about ;hlch audlences have deflnlte attitudes., Whether or

not certain attitudes 'are reinforced, radically changed or

somewhat modified were tested in a pre/post design.

In addition to these primary" objectives, the second

fiim.was.intended to supply basic factual information as 'to
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the current ‘circumstances of each member of the Bailey

family, in accordance with the results of the initial needs

-~

analysis.” In terms of providing a basis for comparison

between the family's situation in 1966 and that of "1984, the

film_had_aﬁ its objective) to supply the viewer with a short

' ' Ve
. current portrait of each ofi.the Baileys, including relevant

) biographical data, as well as to present a geperal picture

of the family ‘'as a.whole. Of course, the' extent to which

these_quectiVes may be satisfied in a half-hour or even one

hour document is limited. Forjthis reason, at the time of '

-

its release, éuppcrfhmaferials were developed, in the. form
: ( .
of a print package, for distribution with the £ilm.

’
, ¢

Intended Targef Audience b

several distinct target audiences ﬂ{or these
documentaries were ideéntified. Whereas users bf the film
. [ {

. "were found in fifteen audience categories, (see Appendix I-

Breakdown of Bookings,) four primary user groups accounted

. for the majority .of b5okings of Ih_e__Ihings_L_Qe_nng.t._Qhange
" They were: (1) College or University, (2) Segondary School,

(3)':Health .Servicg Organizations and (4). Social Service

Organizations. ' .

The primary target audience for this film and the

proposed sequel; therefore, was composed .of young people -of

both sexes enrolled infsecondary/schools, junior colleges

and universities. 1In the majority of cases, this audience

9

%
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had been the film in the context of soc:.ology and/or social
work traim.ng courses. The second major'audlence grouping,

made up of health and social service worke’r;. utilised the

film as a way of exposing employees and thelr clients to the )

wrir

conditions and problems of the .urban poar.:.4"" It is an- .

indication of the need for educatlonal materials such as

this that 113 Thi 'gg I_cannot Change, produced 1n 1966, and -

theref_ore, no longer contemporary, contlnued to be w1dely

i

circulated in these educational contexts in 1983 when the

Yy . f »

needs assessment was conducted.’
\

A Y

Qutline of Content and Form of Presentation

.

, Results of the needs assesSmeﬁt performed ,with samples

from the target audience showed a high level of interest in

‘_ 4
a sequel to The Things I Cannot Change with an emphasis-on

the current. situetion of the family. as a whole._ In terms of
s'pecific.content, the majority olf those tested indicated =«
p;'eference for a film which explores all aspects of the
lives of ‘the Baileys including the'ir' economic, medical,

social and .personal circumstances rather than any one of,

"these dimensions to the exclusion of the others. .

-~
.

Y

Because of ‘its intended distribution via television :;md
in the classroom'aﬁd inntraining‘, the medium of 16 mm film
wa: chosen as best suited to -satisfy the stated objectizres
in ’these contexts. .Whereas it may beJ argued that, for

various reasqns, the use of videotape‘in this context might

AV
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" be more appropriate, because the producing agency in this

case was the National Film 'Board, the question of the

greater suitability of tape over film was not posed.
. , . >
Based on data obtained- through the -initial needs
assessment, a half-hour film was decided upon as best suited
to the needs of users. Equally, research indicated a

preference for a’production, design similar to that employed

in  the original film, that is to adopt” a "candid" or

"cinema-verite" approach in which the film-maker functipns

as interviewer and catalyst, while attempting to interfere
as little as possible in capturing for the viewer the raw

;‘ (3
experience of the subjects’' lives.

Literature Review

A
<

In the four decades since the last world war, the

d,evelbpment of evaluation as a specific and clearly defined

. ®activity has kept pace with the growing sophistication ‘of‘

media, whether for purposes of entertainment, markéting,
newss coverage, oOr education, (formal ané informal). But the
wild.e‘spread' use of (summative and formative) evaluation of-
educational media barely predates the release of The Things
I_Cannot ¢hange (C;mbreh, 1981). .Indeed, in Canada, where
the National Film Board pioneered the production of films
designed. for use in schools, little attention was paid to
formative evaluation proce'dures. Even today, films

infrequently undergo (systematic) formative evaluation

L 3
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although summative evaluations and audience research have

become more common. ‘ . .
v (I

5

S ‘bespite the 1limited rolé actually played by evaluation

in the, world of publlic media and even educational media

"
.

production, evaluation theory, a hybrid of market research,
methodology and "Ecientif,ic" dr qﬁasi-scientific,
(educational)‘ research techniqueg:, (heav‘ily‘ influenced by
systems theory and analysis,) vmeanwhilleﬁ gont:‘inues:.~ to
flourish! ‘Det;ail'ed evaluation moqiells proliferate (Borich,!
1984) but rarely are they applied in the rough ancli ready
realm‘s of puk;lic media prdéduction. Several explanatlions may
be offered for this situation, including the expense and
complexity of \'conducting such evaluatiqQns especially in
open-sector programm:ing (\Kupl‘dws\,k‘a,(l?al_) as well as the
ongoing reluctance of producers Eo face the consequences of

audience feedback (Borich, Jemelka, 1982).

Even 'in situations in which: evaluation 1is employed,

whether as an aid to decision making or in the attempt to

improve a product, the complex social and ‘political

[ )

interactions of government and public or” private

institutions can serve to severely limit the effectiveness

of evaluation l"?%rickell, 1976; Cronbach et al., 1980; Horst,
!

‘9.

Nay, Scanlon, and Wholey, 1974; Suchman, 1972; Weiss, 1972,

quoted in Borich and Jemelka, 1982). Deéspite the increasing

-

rigour and sygtematization of .all aspects of evaluation”

[N

v

*

)
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mg’éhodolog.y,, the opportunities to put such tools to use,
* /especially in Canada, ,depend 'on limited resources and even

. Y -
,/ more limited agreeme%t as to their most appropriate use.
/ .

Whereas in thé fields of /fp;mal Aeduca,tion, a
systematic, objectives-oriented approach to the production
and evaluation:. of educational média is ‘increasingly the
norm, 'in such are.:-lxs as open-sector public ;aroadcasting and
cofnmun‘ity, and quasi-educat\ion@l, 4multi-purpoée program:mihg,
the process of evaluatjlon tends to the qualitative as

, opposed to the q_uahtyitative.and‘may be as i‘ll’—defirﬁed as the
dpinion of a f,ew colleagues after a rushed screeningbo'r as
“after the fact“as the Neilson 'Ratings for the program the
Iday after it is. aired. Needless to say, clearly defined
objectives, identified at the outset and_ systematically
addressed are no mo~re a pé’ft of such programs than'their

I

subsequent evaluation.

Whether more or less evaluation of such media would
lead‘ to their improvement is debatable. It may be argued
that the freely inspired intelligence of ‘an inquiring and
imaginative mind has more to inform than the predictable
results of beha(ioristic instructional design systems. On
the other hand,' some form of evaluation of aﬁy producf:,

formal or ptherwise, is inevitableymd serves to establish a

basis for f\p(ure programming directions.

. The two films here . in question suffer from the

- v
™

Y »
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contradicf:ions inherent in a sif.nation in which commuriitxl
oriented and general purpose public brpadcasting or "quasi"
educational media are used to satis;fy “a v‘arietyJ of

objectives in several formal and infarmal educational con-

texts. 3

Lol N
A .

The educgtional use of ~sﬁch documents, as in the case
*of The Things I Cannot Change varies according to the
specific context& and type of audience wjth which it is used.
The majof use, as mentioned above, has been with college and
university :\students, whereas the film was no}: designf_ed wi}:h
this audience in mind nor was it intended to satisfy clearly
defined objectives_,‘. This %/ggueness of purpose does not
appeér to have hindered its ongoing use as a stimulus to
discussion or as a means of motiva‘ting students to learn
more about social conditions. But the film therefore had to
be ,evaluated,.and a second film proposed and evaluated, in
tel,‘ms which took these factors into consideration.
Et.ne:ritably, in 1984 and in the context of the requiremept
for a sec;nd ,film to satisfy é particular need, a second
film had to be approached with a more clearly defied set of

criteria. it was hoped however, that such an approach would

not inhibit the spontaneity which characterises The Things T

Cannot cChange.
‘ N
Due to the nature of this type of documentary, and to

the type of product it generates, 'the more traditional

e
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material‘.(Baggaley, 1986) .

12
models of evaluation in éducation had to be adapted to fit

this particular set of needs. An evaluation model designed

to identify appropriate objectives for the development,

, R &
production, and evaluation of such types of media had to be

developed. ‘Such a podel4had to allow for the unsystematic

anq informal character of such media products. Documentary
films, 1like The Things I Cannot. Chande evolve out. of a

specific set of circumgtances without reference to épecific
curriculum requirements.’ Their subsequent/yse in éducatidp
testifies to the non-formal dimension found -even in'formal
gducational coﬁ%pg?s. E . c ‘
/\ ' /

Clearly, such documents must be cféséified as primarily

?

affective in character. Therefore, an iﬁportant aspe;t'df.
such an evéiuation:mod;l must measure, or ?t leagt describe,
the film's effect on viewers' agéitudﬁgg " As noted above,
various modéls have beén developed by_differehf researcherq:
see, for example the seétion on models and s;rategies in

Borich, 1981, or Baggaley's model of the stages of formative

and ~summative evaluation in the development of media

1

The model followed in this evaluation included stages
similar to thoée outiined by Dick and Carey but also allowed
for revision and modifications to the product based on tests
witﬁ a fairly large sample from the target audience as well

as conclusions about the overall effectiveness of the two

\
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. fiims in satisfying users' needs. These have been
- identified as multi-f;ceted and observed fo extend in
- yariqus.way; beyond the strict concept of attitude changg to
_include such functiens as that of préviding a~st%yulus or
fcataiyst to concern and/or curiosity and discussion, thereby

+ contributing to the process of education.

'~ The informed evaluation of such media as utilised in

- 7 . these contexts has been too rarely undertaken.  Such
', precedents as the formative research don? in conjunc;ioﬁ
with the production of films for seal fishefmen (Baggaley &
smith, 1982) and the earlier work on JFogo 1Island (Gwyn,

o 1972) and the use of formative and summative evaluation .for

1
4

educational *television prodgction in oOntario (Kuplowska,
1981) are examples of a type of re;earch which i;cludes both
qualitative and gquantitative aspectsl The evalugtion
‘reported here provides a case history of the application of
a particular evalugtion model to a non-didactic, quasi-
eéucational or open-sector documentary film study, in this

]
case, a sociological case ‘history of urban poverty as

experienced by one Montreal family.

‘ It is hoped that the in-depth formative and ﬁummative
+ evaluation of this educational system may help to establish
>\\‘ ' . @ basis for’simiiar investigations and help to.vélidate the

continued production of such types“of media for use in these

varied contexts.



-

't

L . . Chapter 2 .
. - . o
' 4 ’ B
Broduction: Evaluation
byt o ed
. e
urpose of the Eva ’
e N

The purppse of the evaluation was threefold; to

.perform: (1) a SUMMATIVE EVALUATION of The Things I Cannot
¢ {

Change, which simultaneously prdvidéd data. for a NEEDS
ASSESSMENT for a follow=up film; (2) a FORMATIVE EVALUATION
of the sequel and of the two fllms tonsidered ?s twb

complementary parts of an educatlonal package. . !

A »

{ ‘
N.B. BECAUSE THE THRUST OF THE PRESENT THESIS IS ON THE

FORMATIVE AND SUMMATIVE EVALUATION OF W THE

SEQUEL TO THE THINGS I CANNOT CHANGE AND NO’.F PRIMARILY ON

THE NEEDS ASSESSMENT PHASE, THIS ASPEgT WILL BE SUMMARISED

ONLY, NOT REPORTED IN DETAIL. OUTCOMES OF THE NEEDS

ASSESSMENT WILL BE PRESENTED ONLY IN TERMS OF THEIR
Ao

RELEVANCE TO THE DECISION TO PRODUCE A FOLLOW-UP FILM.

~

Objectives , ] .
Clearly, {:he objectives of the evaluation had to be
identified ins terms suited to the type of product and

process’' outlined above. . That is to say, in addition to

evaluating 'the films' effects on attitude change, the

evaluation system followed here addressed their overall

"effectiileness in satisfying users' needs as identified

through the p];eliminary needs assessment. It included as

j -

-
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well, formative and summative evaluation of the second film,

in terms of its effectiveness in satisfying stated needs.

As 'indicatéd ‘above, the primary objectives of this

media package are affective:\spééifically, results of the

needs assessment for a sequel to The Things I Cannot Change.
\

indicated - the value of producing a similar film whose
bufpose was ~t6 complement the original,. in terms of
providing a general\porﬁrait of the Bailey family, eighteen

years later.

*

It was_ éxgected that the two films, *viewed

consecutively, in additjon to provokin§ changes in attitude,

N .

would provide researchers into socidl conditions with

valuable 1longitudinal. data on this family group and would
] ) . ’
stimulate thought and provide a basis for discussion. It

was the. purpose of this evaluation to provide for the

identification and elaboration of these objectives and to
establish to what extent and in which ways they have been

\ -

satisfied (or not).

Evaluation Methodology . .

The model to be followed in carrying out this
tion and prbduction system is described, in the from
of a fl Q-chart, as a feedback system in yhich results ﬁérm

each’ stage of the process serve as input for the next (see

“Fig. 1). The stages of. the evaluation are outlined in

Figure 1 ana refer to the three major phases of the
\ - > . )

— \ N . N .' -z e ‘\

E2d
»



- - s e N
,&ﬁ.&‘,‘ < . ~ T .
* \ - L]
o ; ) . . -~
‘ . LT
p 4 i ri 16

Purpose of the” Evaluation). T o ” .
o . ’&‘ v . . )

The design and procedure to be followed qu each of the

major stages of -the evaluation'were‘détermined‘by“the'fype
[

of~eva1uatloﬂ methodology deemed appropriate to each etage

4

in the development of the system. . .
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MODEL OF EDUCATIONAL MEDIA DESIGN PROCESS |

L° / h
-

1. Background Prcparation

NEEDS ASSESSHENT

. ‘ : v a. - Learner Profile

7 . ‘ b.. - Content Analysis
: . ¢. - Literaturd Review and
, / Analysis of Existing Media
‘ . - \’ * X . ﬁ L i N 4 . '. L 4

‘ . |SCRIPT DEVELOPMENT o

2. Préduction ’ ' |
. , FORMATIVE EVALUATION 1
S (Expert Opinion- Qualitative) ‘
?

3. Editing

i
$ l
o

"+, | FORMATIVE EVALUATION 2
\ S (Sample from Target Audience;
Qualitative and Quan;itative)

) ’ B ¢ .
T ) e test s
. analybis* .
- RE-EDIT

. ’ . | o ‘ .
v 4. Post Production ‘ /

S sumnvs mmwm'xon ,
. test \ ’ \ :

v analysis

vy N .
e . -
/A y ‘Af ‘ H vy
[~ { -+ S Pl . p,‘

. , \‘ R DEVELOP IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY {.
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“, éhapter 3

Needs Analysis for Sequel to

¢ The Things I Cannot Change

ntroduction ‘

The term needs analysis as defined by Kanfman, (1988f
refers to the process of analyzing a need, once identified
into its constituent: ‘parts. In this specific ‘context, no
formal needs assessfient (identification. of a need) was
conducted in so far as‘the decision to develop this product
arose out of a demand from botn audience and producers.

K
4.
)

However, :once identified, the need for a  sequel to The
\_ . v

Things Cannot - Thange was analysed in__ferms of  the
con%fderations outlined below. . Whereas, perﬁaps not

followed strictly accordlnq to Kaufman’s approach, the term

"needs analysis" has been applled ‘to this process.

4

Subijects ) -

o

The initial phase of the project included a det;iled

audience analysis, (see Appeddix I),, of usars of the film

and their Sﬁient populations. The largest group of users.

was identified as ﬁniversity and funior college students who

o

were . shown the film in the context of social scignce

courses.,

Design’and’Instrumentgtion .

In the context of a pre/post design, test sqreening of

’

the film were held with samples from these target

o

‘
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p;pulptions. The attitude instrument, (a ffcé-point Likert
reéponse sczle, applied tgttwélve separate items) was used
throughout all phases of the evaluation in a pre/péstltésf

-design, (see -Appendix‘ iLy. Subjects were reéuiréd to
.indiéate degrees of agreement with stéteménts reflecting
general social attitqdeg' to social poverty, the subject
matter of the film being evaluated. Included as part of the
questionnaire (postJtest), weré questions_:relafing‘ to Eﬁe
needlfor‘as'wéll as the design and production o? a further

film on the Baileys.

Procedure

Before the scteening, test subjects were told about the
burposé of the evaluation. ihe pre-test wés hahded out and
sfudents were askeq to complete it immediately. The filf
was §creened and ‘the bost-test handed . out. Students were
asked to complete the poét-téét. Thé,pre- and post-tests
were collected. A fifteen-minute discussion followed in
which students qffered stiggestions and comments about the
advisabiiity of produc?né a follow-up filg.

4

User Research

In addition to this audience research, over twenty
telephone interviews were conducted with a randomized sample
taken from. the population of Canadian users (primarily

teachers and social workers).

SV T N
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[

ata Analysis . A ‘ .
. . Data %rém these p;ocedures were analyzed descriptively
“in terms of (1)'thé.bffectiveness of the film in producing
attitude change and (2) the desirability of producjng
sequel to the film f&r~ use with ‘the samé or similar
audiences. Data from telephone interviews were analyzed in'
terms of percentages of responses to questioﬁs relating to
leAgth, formag, style and other pfoduction variables as well
as to the need for a sequel. Opén-ended questioné alloﬁe¢
for suggestionsﬁénd comments f;om users to be included as

input to decision maﬁing about the follow-up film. ¢

Results

To summarise, results of.the needs analysis indicated

continuous use of The Thinas I Cannot Chandge by those ‘target
, audiences identified above. The greateat use was with

college and -university students in the contes#t -of ‘social™

“
¥ '

g

science courses.

(1) ]nt.terms of attitude change, scores from the

t
>

Likert . scales indicated some change in attitude from the

pre-test to the post-ﬁé‘F. As mentioned earlier, the focus
- .
of this thesis equivalent is on the formative?and summative

phases of the evaluation; outcomes of this study are

bresented only in terms of their relevance to the decision

to produce a follow-up film.

o

(2)  Users of the film with the audiences identified

reported a high level of interest in a sequel, to be shot’'in
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the same style as the original 'and designed to pfovide a

0

'éqmprehensive picture of the family as a whole.'

L.} A

conclusion

AN
1

ﬁased»on these results and after the submission of
several proposals to the NFB, the decision was made- to go

ahead. with the production.

‘Based pn the needs analysis, the objectives for the

’

proposed film were identified as follows:

[
‘

o
. ¥
1. To provide a general portrait of the Bailey family

as a whole which would include where possible, specific data

on the current circumstances of each member of the family.

This sequel to The Things I Cannot Change would serve as- a

basis for comparison,with the circumstances of the family as
]

it was when the original film was made (1966). . , 3

-

2. To produce a film which resembled as closely as
possible the previous film on the Bailey family, e Things -
1 _cannot change in terms, of its stylistic approach and
production variables. Particularly, the film should have
1;‘he. same characteristic as the original of p,rovi@ing the
audience with a vivid sense of participating in the lives of

*

the people portrayed. s

The constraints impoded on the production of this type

of document are such that it .:‘15 ‘not“._possible tox adhere

-
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Closely to a defjned script. The film-maker, of necessity,
must adopt an approach suited to the task at_hand; namely,

to make herself and the film crew available to the subjects

v

‘of the documentary, in the hope of finding opportunities for

fulfilling the givegv,bbjectives. This, of necessity,

somewhat passive approach is b%ph frustrating and time-
y -

consuming and requires " considerable patience, as the

subjects of the film are not always able or willing to

produce the desired behaviour at any given moment. In this’

case, the various members of the Bailey family were more or
P .
less co-operative throughout the production, a state of

affairs which frequently led to the waste of'precious time

and film stock.

C
‘ 'd

[

Under such circumétances, it is clearly impossiblé_to
ensure the proper attainment of predetermined objectives, as

" .
for example in. the case where four of the eleven children

simply refused to participate. And in dealing with those of
the Baileys who did ‘(more or less) agree to become involved,
the amount of control exercised by the director was severely

limited and subject to the whims of tﬁoqe she was attempting

, .
to film. : ' ' N
) ,

All together, fifteen hours of synchronized picture and
sound were shot over a three-month period, one week in
October,—one'in November, one in.December of %984.' Some of
the'ad&antages of | this discontinuous approach are that it

4
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~
¢

provides the film-makers with the opportunity to gcreen and
. s ’ \ .

" evaluate the material at each stage and it gives the

©

.

Eubjects and film-makers an opportunity to recuperate from
\

the stress of filming. A disadvanfage, however, is that it

breaks the rapport which develops among all concerned and at
each separate stage the process of establishing intimacy and .
familiarity with the pfoduction process must be undertaken

all over again. When attempting to gapture a sense of
intimacy with the subjects of the film which in turn
involves a process of familiarization with the process, the

more or

more relentless _approach. of less continuous

4

‘interaction'may be a better method; Of course, as with éo
many aspects of this dubéous)grocess, known as the candid or
cinéma-verite technique,_tpigbis just one example of what

should or should not ze  encouraged depending on goals,

values and expectations.

*
‘e

pe
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Chapter 4

Formative Evaluation

[ _
Formative Evaluation of Courage To Chande
(title'of sequel. to The Things I Cannot Change)

Introduction
For this type of prbcess and thé product it engenders,
. N : ' ' .

a formati\@ evalqjat@n methodology had to be developed whichr_

took these factors into consideration. The needs analysis

* had provided for the decision io \proceed along the lines

o
>

indicated above with a view to.producing a document which
satisfied certain criteria. But the very process implied by
this decision precluded the develdpment of a formal script

or the formative ev¥luation of that script by traditional
methods. /

Ve

-

For = these reasons, and due to the constraings of

limited availgble time and production- resources, other than

. the continuous assessment of the material obtained and the

ongoing elaboration of ways and means of better achieving

the stated objectives, - no (further) formal formativ_e”

evaluation procedures were implemented until the difficult
£

shooting phase had been completed.
< :
However, it must be understood that in this phase of
the development of a product, a great deal .of informal

formative evaluation is continuously taking piace in the

form of discussions with colleagues. Accordingly, during



25

production, changes and revisions were shown to interested
- . !

parties on an informal basis with further revisions

resultind from consideration of feedback obtained in this

' %
.way. After production was completed, formative evaluation

4

took place in two successive stages:

‘.

! v valuation 1

Subjects

The samBle was composed of 14 test subjects including
ﬁilm—make}s, ﬁsers.of the film andfgembers ofathé general

public.

[ . .
Design, Instrumentation and Procedure - b

-

A preliminary rough assembly, based on thg stated
objectives,‘and composed of the most réleQant 3cen?s from
all the material obtained, was screened to this "expertﬁ
audiente: Their reactions to this material were assessed by
means of a -questionnaire designedo to elicif feedback on
questions related to interest level and felevance of
different scenes, omissions, material to be deleteq, (see
_Appendix III). Bésed upon this fe%dback and upon input from
thg‘ producer and distribution personnel at the NFB, a
further cut subsequently was undertaken, as considered

? hecessary.

' !

> Data Analysis : -
Feedback from the first formative screening, being

qualitative in nature, could not be analyzed by quantitative

B

v

P A S N
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methods. Ans¥ers to the open-ended questionnaire and verbal

reactions to the film were given due consideration by the

. produc¢er/evaluator and general conclusions extracted from

the variety of responses. As has begné#suggested, with this
type of film, it is ddfficult to establish a consensus as
diffefent viewers ré%ct to differgnt scenes in different

ways. ., As in all affective. situations, such reattions are

. . .
highly subjective and stem from deeply rooted, ! often)

.
unconscious attitudes, in themselves not easily susceptible

to change.

Ultimately, it is the producer/director, influenced by

. whatever degree, by these often conflicﬁing reactions, who

must decide on a fihal version of the fi%ﬁ. Inevitably,* thé
reactions of those asked to comment will play a role in this
decision-making process. But the criteria referred to must
also include the intuitians and intentions of the author of
the work and as such, aré subtle and complex. Unlike purely

didactic and goal-determined educational materials, the

N

desired outcomes of this document are, by definition, non-

specific and difficult to measure. ' The means'of evaluating

their realization are equally vague; whether or ‘not the film
is "working", as the term is wused’ by filmrﬁakers,‘ is

difficult either to measure or to describecin words.

The questionnaire used in the evaluation, designed to

measure chénges in attitude due to viewing the film(s) is

3

“ (
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-

howevér, more susceptible to quantitative analysis, as was

carried out in the second. formative evaluation. In, this

first formative evaluation, qualitative feedback, in the

form of answers to open-ended questions ‘(Appendix III) was’

Results

Results of the preliminary fo'rma‘tive evaluation
prc;vided a general basis for shortening and mc;difyin‘g the
two-hou’r rough assembly. Written answers to questions about
form, 1length, pacing and ' content indicated a,reés of
confusion and redundancy which were reworked in the light of

pertinent feedback. Results were as follows:

L J

1. Please describe in 25 words or less the predominant

impression you have received from seeing this material.

In answer to the first question, the most common

.

reference was to the obnoxiousness of the father in the

- v
family, Ken Bailey. Comments included sympathy and approval

foL‘ his wife, Mrs. Bailey, and compassioﬁ for their’

children. But the predominant sentiment was recognition of
the negative aspects of what one respondent referred to as

"the film's key character, Ken Bailey."

This common theme is reinforced in a contradictory

fashion by the answers to the second and third gquestions’

-

)
about content of greatest and least interest. Wherias all

e



i Yy oe
&r!‘ \.
o
N
~
Q
a
1
AN
1
-
|
AN 4

- N ‘ » * 5

‘ , . W 28
subjects' had strong (primarily negative) feelings about

K.B., for spme, the scene%’ featuring him were of greatest~

interest, whereas for othérs, these scenes were considered
tiresome and redundant. As those who expressed an interest
in’ seeing leés of Mr. Bailey and more of the children were
in the majority, the number and length of such scenes' were

reduced in carrying out modifications.

. v

2. " Please identify the part or parts which interested you

-

'(a) the most, (b) the Yeast. . -

\
~ ‘ /

Approximately half the sample found Ken Bailey to be of
least interest. However, in some éases a negitive attitude
wés accompénied by interest. It is of note that when people
are asked to ekpress Fheir opinions; these are not alwa§s
susceptible to categorization. In this situation, there was
a wide range of reactions, both positive and negetive to
different scenes and characters so that a majority opinion

|
or .consensus was hard to arrive at. Some respondents liked

the hospital scenes, for example, while others thought they.

should be omitted.

3. What is included in this assembly that you'definitely

think should not be in the finished film? Why?

~
’

Several specific references played a role in the

> v ~
decision to 'eliminate two scenes; one in which Mr. Bailey
& ¢

abusively criticises his daughter's sexual adventures and

[N
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v

the oth4er scene of "Mrs. Bailey and’ her daughter Heather
doing the food shoppiﬁg. In the %irst case, the scene was
considered as haviﬁg unfortﬁnate neqative effeéts for the
Baileys themselves. In \the _sécond, the scene had little
interest of any kind and seemed out of place in the context

of the rest of the film.

One frequently repeated comment was the suggestion to
avoid scenes in which Ken Bailey appeared very drunk as it

was considered that he was too easy "a target" and that it

4

was slown in such an unfavorable way.

' This vieWw touches upon a theme central to this type of
. r \ >

documentary; the issue of the film-maker's role in choosing

what to include in a film and the criteria used to make such

]

chqicés. There fs no pat answer to’ this dilemma. 1In this
case the gkinioﬂs expressed in this formative evaluation as
to what should be included or eliminated in the finished
film va%?ed widely. Although many people singled out the
same scenes as being of intergzt; those of Mrs. Bailey and
the children, and a‘sﬁrong majority expressed dislike fof
scenes of Ken Bailey complgining, th?re were several strong
dissenters who felt that Ken Qas the most interesting person
in the film. It is such differences of opinion which pose
a real challenge to the evaluation of such documents ;nd

-«
subsequent decisions about modifications. o .

woulq not be advisable ,to release a film in which the man .

'
o

""“:g
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4. Is there any omission or confusion you would like to

B

point out? » . *

c  JAVIR

'Very few apswers Were obtained to this question,.
presumably becguse most respondents‘had already exﬁressed
their views iﬁ answéring the three prleouslqueétiog;.

Overall, feedback, obtﬁined as a -‘result of ;his
formative screening indicated a. high level of in?erest in

the material "which provided information ‘about the

!

circumstances of the individual family membe;s, especially'

~those of the mother and. children. .As this outcome was

- N

- compatible ¥ith . results of the needs .analysis, this
ﬁ?eliminary.evaluation influenced the further direction the
film would take and provided strong indications about what

§ceneé held the gréatest interest in terms of this

objective.. i
Formative Evaluation 2 ’ - ‘

‘The next version of the film to he evaluated ‘was

2 2

approximately ninety hinutes long but still contained all
4

~ the material the director considered'important‘to achieve -

>

the defined objectives. At this stage, the question of the

finalﬁhengtp of the finished film, originally intended as a

half-hour, was raised. A formative evaluation screening was

held, this time with subjects drawn from the ‘primary target

v

audience for the film, (Junior College stude?}s).- T

“

-
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The sample of 37 Cegep s'tudent;s \)waél selected from the

Iargeé% population of users of the original film; college or
university students, (see Appendix I, Audfenée Breakdowﬁj.
"These' students héd 'prev—iouély viewed The Things I Cannot
Change as part of their éouré‘é curriculum and had expressed
an ‘interést in seeing the seq;Je'l.
. ‘, | ' ' 4 | ' \ I
. Instruments

L3

»

'f:he PEAC sponse Analysis System, '(Nickerson, 197,9)
» / *
,vas used in addition/to the attitude instrument referred to’

in”‘Chapte‘r .3. (see Appendix I). The variable selected for
. L)

meés_urement by this system was that of INTEREST, which is to

4

say that ‘subjects were- asked to indicate their lffvel of

a

interest at- any given moment while watching the film,
. v - : k] '

according to a four-point scale. Each of four bﬁttons,k(.A,
\

B, ¢, D) represents a diff‘exﬂ'ent level of interest ranging

from "Very Interesting", to "Quite Intéresting" to "Not Very

Intére“stiﬁg" and finally, "Boring". ' |
’ ' ) o
#- -

As indica’ted,_ (see ‘p. 18) “the twelve ‘item attitude
scale was developed to test baeliefs about the causes’and
effects c'?f poverty, on its ) victins. The film under
evaluation v}as desiéned to inform audienc':es about living iq
povérty; the ‘questionnaire was developed to evaluate to wﬁat

‘extent and in what ways the film modified ‘previousl; held-

: =

. opinions. The decision to use the sane attituc_ie'

[ 4

r 3
- - [

0
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“

gquestionnaire ‘that was used to measure reacticn  to. The
Things I Canﬁét ¢hange, (see bhabter 2 and Appendix II), was_.. -

based on the common.objectives of .the two films in addition

to the need for a common-standard with which to' measure the

differential effects of the two films on test audiences. g

[

Included with the Likert scales were open-ended
questions which, allowed subjects to ,e\xpress reactions to

ptoduction variables such as length, pacing, length of -

A

individual scenes, use of commentary etc.

Design , Cooe
A single:factor within-subjects pre/post design was<

ot
chosen as best suited to testing the effect of the film at

this formative stage. ' -

Procedure . ‘ , : -
. A

Stydents were instructed on how .to use the

quesfionnaire,and hand-units. As indicated, the variable

chosen was INTEREST and students were instructed as to the

significance of each button: A: "Very - interesting'", B:
"Quite Interesting”, C: "Not Very Interesting" and D:

-

"Boring". - :

Students were told how to operate the hand-units while

. ~
,//szching the film. _ Then the pre-tesg was administered to |

the students who “were told to fill it ‘in ‘immediately. The

_hand-units were then given out. The subjects were.




K

~developing a final qgrsioh.' %

, : A - © o33

—

instructed to write the number of their hand-unit on the top

page of their questionnaire to permit correlation of

questionnaire and hand-unit responses. ?

’

The film was then screeﬁed. " At the end of the
gcreening the post-test was handed out and égmpletéd. The
subjects were inétfucﬁéd to write the same number on the
post-test as they hall written on the pre-test, ie. the
number of their hand-unit. Hand-units and pre- and post-
tests were then collected. A discussion followed during

which the evaluator took note 5f reactions and comments,

N

»

o’

Data Analysis Ce

At the second stage of the analysis, pre/post test

shifts on each of the five-point Likert-type  scale items
were detarmined by means of matched-pairs t-tests. Results

. . 3
from the PEAC (Program Evaluation Analysis Computerf§yétem)

N .

were analyzed déscriptiveiy by means of a graph illustrating

mean audience responses on the four-point hand-unit scale at

.

each ten-second interval throughout the film. These re: ts.

were considered in deciding upon modifications to be made in

N

Production variables brought, into consideration, such

v

LN I
as length, pacing, use of commentary, relevance and intér%st~

'—value_of given scenes, were evaluated - in terms of feedback

. : ~
received from the questionnaires, the PEAC System, by word

of mouth and in discussions with viewers and/or colleagques,
.. . N ’ < v
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after seeing the film. By these various methods, the final

version arrived\at by the producer/director was decided upon
after due considefation, informed by appropriate feedback,
of all relevant variables. ‘ . N

Results

[ .

Table 1 shows the demographic breakdown for the sample
tested. Table 2 illustrites results of the t-test performed
on responses to‘ eachﬁ of the 12 Likert scales, . No
significant pre/post differences are observed. 'Regults of
evaluating this'second versign included answers to the five-

point Likert scale, applied to the following 12 attitude

statements. ,
1, The poor will always be with us. R
2. The unemployed should receive government assistance.
3. People 1live in povert& because they are ‘too lazy to
work. | ‘
4. It is the responsibility of the government, to ensure

u;thai everyone has a job.

5. People on low -incomes should have small families.
6. The sins of the fathers are visited on the children.
7. The children of low income families have as much

~ Chance qs anyone ta succeed.
8. : Peoﬁle w%thout gpeciél skills a;é destined to live’@q
poverty. ’ .
‘9., . It is ;hameful to accept charify.

IO.' The poor are victims of an unjust social system.
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Table 1 . . e
emoq; i ata
. Sample
Cegep 1 Cegep 2
° N =19 N = 18
Sex M 58% 44%
g F - 42 56
Adge’ 18 58% - . 44%
- 19 32 33
+ 20 11 r22
(and over) .
' Marital .
Status .
; T S 95% - . 100%
' M .. 05 0
Religion .
- ‘Prot. t21%~ 44%
Cath. 58 - 44
Other 21 11 -
" Occupation : . '
. Student 100% ' 89%
) Other 00 11
Previous '
"Education . '
.. ‘High School 89% o 67%
Sp. Train ' 11 5 17
\\ Pt. funiv. 00 .14
; .
Political . -
-Affil.
i Lib. 37% 33%
. Cons. 21 17
MDP 05 17°
Other 00 06
Didn't Vote 32 S 22
No Respqghse 05 06
/HES' ﬂ"'l “':( ’ ‘e
er Wk. ) )
_ <5 - 42% .. 44%
< 10 32 , 39
<20 16 . 06
< 30 11 11
~ ) -~

S—— N

All
N = .37

51%
49

'51%

52

“16

" 95%

05

78%

.14

06"

35%
19
11

03

27

05

43%.
85

11

1l

et

-
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Table 2\\ ! ﬁ
ues: P Post Scores )
MEAN. ’ STANDARD DEVIATION .

1. . 1.8378 1.8919 b .898 .843
2.« ' 1.7568 1.9730 ..548 . .726 ’
3. - 1.1081 3.7297 .774 '1.097
4. 3.0270  3.0270 157 .1i84 ’
5. 2.1622  2.2703 - Bffmee©1.122
6. " 2.5676 | 2.4865 1.068 - 1.096
7. 35405  3.5946 1.325 1.189
8. 3.0000  2.9730 1.054 1.166
9. - 3.8649 3.6757 1.084 1.270 )
10. . 2.4054  2.4324 175 171 '
11..  3.7838 3.6486 1,058 - 1.111
12. . 1.9730 .131 \.178

»

[y 7/
,The change in the mean

"1.8649

\

score,

pre to post on all but
/

] ’ Yo, -7
one of the scales was never more than .22. On item no. 3 !

(People, live in poverty because they are too lazy to work)

there was a shift in the mean score from 1:1081 to 3.729,
_ N 4 -
that is; away from strong agreement towards an attitude of

less agrggment and greater uncertainty (don't know) .

y “

N

PR
S LY .
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.,  Qualitative Feedback - o ;
In addition to the attitudinal data, answers to the

following open-ended questions allowed subjects to express

- *

opinions and indicate scenes of greatest and least interest:

P

1. Please describe in 25 words or less the predominant
impregsion you have received from seeing this material.
2. Please identify the part or parts which interested you

7

-(1) the most, (2) the least. -

C 3. What is ‘included in this assembly that you .think

definitely should not be in the finished film? Why?

4. Is there any omission or confusion you would like to

point out?

The data obtained in answe}r to these questiéns

confirmed the general pattern-of reaction established in the

first formative scﬁegzi:g.
, <

In agswer to “the quéstion about scenes of least
interest, ‘the most frequent reference was to scenes
involving Mr. Bailey and his wife or scenes involving f;;ily
arguments and Christmas scenes. Scenes of greatest interest
i;tluded'those referriné to the economic conditions of the

Bailey children. This is not surprising in light of the

average age of the subjects, (see Tablell).

Group discussion also provided feedback which * was

considered in making further modifications. Reaction tfﬁgpe'

) ,

\

-

-
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film on the whole vas positivg/gut all concerned agreed that
it was too long and that certain scenes invoiving the mother
and father and at the Christmas party were repetitive.
Scenes which showed the Bgileys in an unfavorable 1light,
such as when they were arguing and complai}ing were
appreciated iess than those\éhowing their positi;e efforts
and kindness to each other. Many singled ouf the scenes in

the hospital as the most interesting.

3

PEAC System

Reaction to the film by test subjects using the PEAC

System are represented by the graph in Figure 2.

—
»
i

N.B: During summative evaluation a comparison was made

using analysis of co-variance between the scores of the

group tested using the PEAC Syétem and those of the group

not tested with the PEAC System. Results of this tesat

revealed no significant differences between the two groups,

(seedAppendix V). This result suggests an absence of any

threat to validity posed by the use of the PEAC System atf
‘

the formative or summative stages of the evaluation.

b ' /

jons

,

&
These results pointed to the need for further

modifications to the film to make it more interesting and

effective. : —

5 3
]

Results of the analysis- of variance on data from the

v
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attitude Likert scales indicate that, for this sample, in
all cases but one the film provoked little or no change iq
previously held béliéfs. Various interpretations méy' be
placed on these results. In most cases ihe attitude held
beforevviewing 'the film seems to be consistent with the
point of view tacitly (but not intentionally) expressed by
the film.; Where a shift in attitude occurred, it wés
consistent with conclusions generally reinforced by, the

film;“eg. On item no. 7 (the children of low income familiés

have as much chance as anyone to be successful) the mean

score shifted very slightly form "don't know:" towards

disagreement. N

In the context of this formative evaluation, the

primary objective was to improve the overall dynamic of the

film, in itself designed more to provoke interest and,

reflection than to promote specific attitudes. Results from

the questionnaire served primarily as an indication of how

the audience was interpreting the material. These seemed on

the whole to reflect an understanding of the issues raised
and a general comprehension of‘the material. More detailed

information was provided. by féedback\from the PEAC System

and from the qualitative data.

The decline in positive reactions as the film

-

progressed, - illustrated by the PEAC System graph, confirmed

the desirability for further editing of the material. The

/
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use of the graph in conjunction with verbal and written
feedback helped to point to problem areas- in this version

where audience interest flagged. o

For example, one of the 1lowest points on the graph
pcdurs at 24 minutes from-the beginning, during a scene in
which Ken Bailey is carrying on a monologue about his

misfortunes and achievements. 1In the next écene, the family

visits Debbie, one of the daughters who is an accident

- victim, in the hospital. During this scene the graph

. -
continues to climb. 1In the written comments given in answer
to open-ended questions, scenes with Ken Bailey were
identified as having less interest than those featuring

other family members, especially the scenes in the hospital

., and those where the two sons, Kenneth Jr. and Tom Bailey

-recount thejr experiences in foster homes. These scenes -

were characterized by high interest levels as represented on

the graph.

These results echoed the type of response seen in the
earlier formative evaluation. In the sdbsequent revisiaqns
thgrefore, the scenes involving Ken éailey (especially when
taliing about himself) wéré drastically reduced and tﬁfse
featuring other family members were emphasised.

Based on feedback from this evaluation, it was decided

to further shorten the film by about thirty minutes,

bringing the final length down to under 60 minutes. As the

3
\
[\
i,
1
\

. n
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PEAC graph had indicq&e@ a gradual falling off of interest
after the first hour of the film, the scenes fram this
section which had elicited waning interest were either’
shortened, removed altogether or placed elsewhere in the,
film. This was done with certain scenes which had reflected
low levels of intefest on the graph but whlch/nonetheless”

were importaht ‘content in terms of the overall\objectives of

the film. .
¢
Scenes from throughout the film which had. shown higﬁ

. ( .
points on the graph were those in which written feedback had

L2

confirmed a higher leveal of interest. Such scenes were

therefore retained within the body of the shorténed final
version. As several comments had focussed on the repetitive

and irritating aspects of the Christmas scene at the end of

- o

the film, especially where Ken Bailey is obviously drunk,
this last section was radically shortened and much of the

offensive material deleted. . ,

In accordance with the results of formative evaluation,

the modified version of the fllm‘r prov1ded a generalised
portrait of the family as a whole, w—):th emphasis on the wife
ax‘1d children. a’The content of this version conforms with the
desired content profile established in the needs assessment.

. e
i
Ld

This film illustrated Some of the neg;t_ive long-term

. 2 r = .
effects of poverty' but tconfirmed the. view "that -\)despite

Ve
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handicaps, the next'qeneratién of ,Baileys”' is trying to
[ . \,- ’ * !
escape thé ‘"circle of poverty". Results of formative

4 <

evaluation suggested that scenes illustrating the negative

aspects of the father 's character- did not meet with audience

approval. This ‘raises the question of‘how“ much _a given

product, if not designegt for mpurposes, should

cater to an audience's preference for cheerful matﬁ.al,-

especially when such material does not accurately reflect

the sit}uatic‘an being examined.. The question. of how to
integrate unpalataﬁle material. into the overall Apicturg so'
that itlreflects the reZlity without causing the.audience to
';turn, o.f»f" deserves seriéus con\sideration.- In* thig case, an

attempt was made to ﬁclude scenes represestative of all the

material obtained in such a way as to provide an ‘accurate

i

reflection of the Baileys without alienating the audience or

falling into "victimization" of the s{xbjects.

final version was approved by the Director General of the
~ ' .
NFB and the film proceeded into post-production. . It was

this final version which was subsequently - subjected , to

summative evaluation.

Finally, further modifications were completed. This
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_Chapter 5 o

ummativ Evaluation of Courage to Ch§: e

Intr®duction
In this phase ofy the evaluation, sé’ewhat\different
3

issues were consider han at the formative stage.

/

During formagive evaluation the goals are first to

4
determine, then to deliver (produce) the elementgs required
to realize the objectives. This i#/ largely the job of the

writer,,director and/or . producer, w?erTas in thi% instance

ufhe evaluation has been performed as well by ' the

r

,.producér/director.B This is an unconventional situation but

\one with advantages and disadvantages. Such considerations

notwithstanding, in its formative phase, a media product is

evaluated primarily in terms of-its efficiency in satisfying

~ the given objectives, in terms of the reso%rces available to

o ‘ . @

the produceres “

©f course, this process should of necessity include

- ‘

some testing with samplés from the target audlence(s) In

reallty, until formal formative eJaluatlon g*sie§ﬂ¥5§‘;;come

’

an accepted part of established production procedures, such

-testipg as in this case, is the exception, not the °rule.

During production_  and formative 'evaluation -the specific

’, ks

concerné of pr@ddcgrs on matteqs of content and production

variables, (content, pacing, use of sound, 1length etc.) tend

to ove;shado& questions of overall effectiveness. The

_product is approached mainly in terms of ig?rovéhents wpibh

14 B ' ]

t

@«

-

-

:
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¢
-

can or should be mabe to ensure greater clarity or elégance

(efficiency).. R

\
[ . \

" Summative evaluation subseguently may be said to be
concerned with the effectiveness of the product(s) in the
context of its/their imﬁlémentation(s)... Once summ&tive
product no longer exists. The emphasis of the evaluation is

. placed on the long term overall success or failure of the

. 5 / *
T product(s) in meeting users' needs. - . //
s 5 Q / ‘

0 !
|

answered nby* this summative evaluation may be considered

s§tisfy users'- needs; in other words, to fulfill the
objéctive identified in the needs assessment. The film(s)'

\

effectiveness in stimulating thought and provoking curiosity
.
gbout’ the causes and effects of social powerty is, of
Lourse, central to the proposed evaluqtion. There is also

the question of the interest value of thé two films,

‘ ¢ considered as components of a single system, and that of

whether or not the viewing of both films is more effective
» ‘ ‘ ~
’ in ternms of changing attitudes than seeing only one.

e

13

-

1 , ’ In terns of the present study, the evalnation focussed

‘'on two major aspects:

(1) Summativé aluation of QQQLQQQ_LQ;SQQPQQ, as a

. sequel to The Things I Cannot Change.
. ol

e

RS
2
4

i
3

ak

evéluation has begun, the opportﬁnity ;o make changes in the

Based on the above considerations, the questions to be

primarily .in terms of -the capability of the product to.

N
-
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(2) A compaxrison of the differential effects in te:gs
* "?f attitude change of viewing either of ‘the two films,

independently, or both, consecutively.

For this study, a sample of appro*imately -forty

. :subjects was drawn from the primary _target audience of
Juﬁghr‘College Studeﬁpsf in ‘this case Cegep students from
Vanier College, enrolléd in a social science prograﬁ, As is
’ usually the case, these students had been shown The Things I
Cannot Change as part of the normal curriculum. Subjects

were tested in two groups, one of which was tested with the
. & N -

.. PEAC System, ‘one' without. -
struments : ] .

The test instrument used in this evaluation is the saﬁe
atti;gde guestionnaire referred to above in the context of
the neéds assessment and formative phases of the evaluation.
The decision to base‘the evaluation on results of testing
with ‘this épeStionnaire, was derived from the need for a

' common measure on which to base a comparison between the
. d

the consideration that the second film about the Bailey

\\\‘\\ family purports to satisfy the same or highly similar
objectives as does the original: The Things I ' Cannot-

¥

film at a formative and at a summative stage as well as from |

it
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Whereas during formative evaluation the emphasis was on
collecting data which could help to evaluate the
effec\gve?ess of the ~film in terms of possible
modifi?ations; at this stage the attitude instrume&t may be
seen more in terms of a tool for formative resea:;h into the
role of the film i; shaping attitude, whether this occurs in
the form of a change of attitudé or as a réinforcement of an

" attitude already held.

4

In addition to the twelve attitude measures a quggtion

was included concerning the overall effectiveness of the,

film. Ther%\also were Open—ended questions which allowed
‘the respondent to express ideas- on any aspects of the film

»
s/he chooses (see Appendix II).

Design
% -
The overall study provides for a comparison ° of

~attitudes via a pre/post design in which the two groups
’wereE a) the sample tested during formative evaluation, and

b) the summative sample.

Pr oce;re

As during formative eveduation, subjects were given the

‘_vpre-testi, then shown the film, then given the post-—tezit.

..The sample tested with the PEAC system followed the same

procedure as during formative testing (see p. 32).

A

~
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: alysis- - ‘ . ‘
b ;

. The post-test scores from testing the two versions of
the film, (unmodiffed, formative phase; and 'modified,
summativee¢. phase) were comﬁéred using analysis of co-
variance. Independent tests were performed on each of the |,
twelve Likert scales; in each case the pre-test scofe'was
used as co-variate. Tﬁreats to thé assunption of
homogené%ty of regression of the two samples tested were

checked via the slope test. for heterogeneity of regression

(Baggaley & Brauer, 1989). The overall method of aﬁ%lysis

was selected as appropriate~€or the investigation of post-

test differences in the non-experimental situation according

b

to the recommendations of Tabachnik & Fidell, 1983. N

Results . 5. )

Table 3 illustrates a demographic breakdown in
“percéhtages of the sample tested. Comparison with Table 1

confirms the demographic homogeneity of the two groups

[

tested at the formatiQe and summative stages of the

3

evaluation. -

Table 4 reports the slope test results and the analyses
of co-variance conducted on each Likert scale. All slope -

~ tests were non-significant, indicating the robustness of the
: v . C

main treatment effects owing to the homogeneity of

regression. N.B. The adjusted post-test scores are used in

the standard BMDP mainframe procedure .whether or not the

.

B 6]
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\

regression test is significant. This procédﬁra is also
recommended as a standard approach to formative evaluation
dafﬁ' in” the pre/post mulgiple/grouﬁ' design, (Baggaley &
iBrager, 1989). : ‘

!

Table '5 provides means and: standard deviations of pre-

and adjusted post-test scores for the formative and

-

summative samples tested.

'
t ;ﬁ,

-

form of a graph charting the mean response aof the gghple at
e - LY

ten second intervals as recorded with the hand-units.

I

The overall results indicate’ a marked pos&Jtest'

[

difference in response/between the unmodified and modified

.

versions of the film.

=, -

. Figure 3 illustrates the reaction to the film in the

‘,7:;‘1
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Table 3 . v .
(
_MSAmnlg . ‘
N =22
Sex
M 41%
F 59
Age , : p
17 . 09%
18, ' 36 ‘
'19 45 .
¢ 20. 09
Macital ‘ ~ B
. - 8ingle i < 100% n
. g ' Married 00
Rejiaic . Jewish 23%
© : Ccatholic 45
- Other ' . 32
> < ,. ’ -
Occupation )
Student X 100%
Previous -
s .. * High School 86§ﬂ§ _ .
. - — Sp. Train =, 5 ‘
(AL, Pt. Univ. 9
Political |
Affiliation ‘
| | Liberal 50%
; conserv. 05 . !
B © ' NDP S 05 '
Other - 05 .
o Didn't - .
iy N ' Vote - 36
Hre, TV - ‘
Per WK.
, < 5 ' 55%
< 10 ' 41 -
v < 20 e 05
o < 30 00 .
E Yoy
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Table 4 )
Slope sts and alyse -V .o
Summative Scores . . y i
F Ratio i T,Value/) .
Q L] . ' /\
-Pre Vvs. Group l vs., 3 2 vs, '3
(Slope test) » (cntrst 1) (cntrast 2)
i 1. 0.78 X -1.75 3.57 ** ‘
2. 2.31 S -1.a9 . 1.80
: . ' -3 oo
3.  1.45 : 1.03 o = 2.25 %
4. 2.26 ' - '~ 0.15 - 0.23
/
a5, © 0.17 - 0.49 ' 2.09 *
. 6. 0.43 0.97 -0.29
] 7. 2.42 < "~ 0.70, - 1.39 ' A
. “ , ' .
8. +1.77) - 1.43 1.14° )
.« 9. 1.54 1.48 - 2.63 * '
10. 0.12 - 0,09 - 1.96
11. 1.21 : ‘ 1.56 , = 2.30 * _
12. 0.71 “1.19 2.19 * "4*?
‘ " P < .05 **
v : R ' P < .01 * .
% ' Contrast 1 refers to the comparison between the scores .

of the two groups tested during summative evaluation, one

) with the PEAC System, one without.

~ <,

Contrast 2 refers to the comparison of scores between ~

r

the summative group using the PEAC Systeﬁ and the formative —

:, . group, (also using the PEAC System).
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v Tablé,S ' ¢ .
-Desceriptive Statistics following Analyses of Co-variance for
iv ores B :
Source Pre-test (Co-varjate) Post-test (Variate) )
Form. Sum Form. sSum.
1. Mean 1.84 4,39 1.89 ' 4.30 ‘
S.D. "0.90 .. 0.50 ° 0.84 0.63
Adjogf-m- * 8 2-55 > 3.75 ’
2. Mean 1.75 4.13 1.97 4.00 .
S.D. 0.55 0.70 0.73 0.60 k‘—’
Adj.gr.m. . 2.73 3.34
3, Mean 4.11 2.17 3.73 1.91
S.D. e 0.78 0394 1.09 0.79
, Adj.gr.m. 3.07 2.29
4, Mean 3.03 3.03 ) 3.03 3.17 -
° S:Do 0-96 ) 0097 1'12 . 0-94' ’
Adj 'grumn ,"’ . 3.16 . 3.'08 . ’
5. Mean 2.16 4.13 .2.27 4.08 - |
§.D. 0.87 1.06 - 1.12 - 0.80
Adj.gr.m. . 2.86 3.49
6. IMean 2.57 2.83 2.49 2.52 \
S.D. 0.98 1.11 , 1.10 0.95 $
Adj.gr.m. - ! ‘ 2.57 2.49
—_N X
‘7. Mean 3.54 2.40 3.59 2.65 :
SODO 1.32 1!16 13 1019 10ll
Adj.gr.m. 3.32 2.93
B 8. Mean 3.00 2.70 - 2.97 3.13 ;
S.D. 1.17 1,17 1.1, 1.10
- ‘ 3.88 3.19
RN - A\ N ‘
. 9. Mean 3.86 2.17 '3.68 - 1.87
S.D. 1.08 1.07 1.27 .81
Adjogr‘mn 2 3.04 2-34
- G .
10. Mean 2.40 3.30 2.43 3.39
S.D. . 1.07 © 1.06 1.04 0.94
Adj.gr.m. y - 2.74 3.21
11. Mean 3.70 2.26  3.64 2.17 :
s.D. 1.06 0.81 1.11-° - 0.77 . i
Adjogr.m- 3.18 2.55 - »‘3:“
. ) \ ‘! . " 4
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_Table 5 (Continued)

, 3 L3
scriptive S

[
)

istics -

Formative and Summative Scores

Source

12. Mean
S.D.
Adj.gr.m.

V4
.
t -
1
/
4/ !
-—
o
o
g
«
v
-
.
.
1
;1
-
.

Pre-test (Co- g:ig;g)

Form.

1.97
0.72.

l

P_Qs&_tsﬂ_iﬂmum
Form.

1.86

1.08
2.58

\
-
N
Y
©
-4
., -
-
P
LY

S

sum

3.74
0.75
3.22

b
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Chapter o

Discussion

Overall results of the summative evaluation suggest

that the modifications to the fdlm which were carried out

‘based on results of formative evaluation produced the

desiredl result of provoking questioaing of attitudes and
attitude change in the target audience. Any change in
attitude recorded in the test audience as a result of
viewing the film suggests that the film is fulfilling its
primary goal of stimulating thought on the matters raised by

the film in relation to the questionnaire. - ‘-b

<

Significant differences in }he analysis of co-variance
performed on post-test scores of the samples tested before
modifications (formative evaluation; compared with those of
the sample tested after modifications (summative evaluation)
indicate that the sampie which vieweq\tne final version held
attitudes after viewing the modified fiim which were
different from those held by the sample which Qiewea the

unmodified version of the film.

The realization that this change in attitude was not

. always in the’'same direction for the two groups as well as

the consideration that the two samples showed great
divergence on the pre-test on several of the twelve items of
the scale suggests that in matters of attitude change, it is

difficult to control or predict response or change.

+
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Furthérmore, the complexity of the documeqtary fiim
under consid;ration, and its characteristéé éf. being a
"slice of life" whose objectives are o} a .generalised )
affective nature seem to preclude any systematic analysis ‘of L
its effect on audiences. For this reason, quantitative

methods cannot be relied on exclusively as indicators of

audience reaction.

' N oo -
In this case, interpretation of results of §tatistica1 ;\\
‘aﬁalysié of test scores obtained during formative and

summative evaluation relied on other forms of feedback;

- qualitative data in the form of answers to questions and

outcomes of q;scussions as well as the data contalned in the
PEAC graph at both stages qf the evaluation. All of these
varlous forms of feedback were taken into consideration in

trying to 1nterpret the results of evaluation. -

~

During formative evaluation, the abseﬁce of significané .
differences on any of the twelve items of the Likert.scale
in addition to answers to“open-eﬁded questions suggested the
need for modifications to the film (see Modifications). The =
PEAC graph also pointed to areas in the film where intérest
flagged. The combination of thgse formg of input to the

process of making alternations influenced subsequent changes /*

ma@e to the film.

Summative evaluation was carried out after final

~

modifications had been completed and the film was completely

r
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finished and finalised. Consequently, results from this
evaluation could not be fapplied toy making Turther

modifications. Analysis ofic?-vafiance produced significant

0
differences on six of the twelve items. These results, when
considered together with the PEAC ‘graph charting audience
response Auriné summative. tesﬁing sugge;t that the final
film was more effective in stimulating thougﬁt and change
than was the case with the version .evaluated at the

formative stage. '

Results of the analysis pf co-variance performed on the

post-test’ scores of the formative and summative groups.. do

‘point to certain conclusions concerning the two versions of

-~

the film; on statements 1, 3, 5, e/ on four out of the

<

six items of the scale where s icant differences were

found) the effect of the film appears ,to have been to
' }

provoke a modifjcation' in attitude or a questioning of the

°

previously held attitude. Ig' other words an attitude

, e
previously ‘held seems to have been braught into questiah as

a result'of seeiﬁg‘the film. Although ﬁggtformeé attitudes
towards these fo&?kstapemeqts.differed previous to viewing
the film, ,both“‘groﬁps' ;téitudes shi%ted sﬁﬁseguentlyf
towards greater uncertainty. ‘Given g%e original objeétive
of\the film; to provoke thought;and arouse interest in the
subject or social and econom%p poverty, this result suggests
that the film is fulfillf%b its objective. In terms of the

two items on the scale which promoted change in attitude by

4
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-

¢ both groups in the same diJ;:ection (it s—nb.dll and 12) i“t

Y

seems fair to conclude that the f£Alm in fact promotes
agreement with these opinions whereas)on the last. item the
& summative group .finall'y exhibited greater uncertainty about

this statemenk than did the form‘etive. : T
L // .
’ —_ M ’

- T It is  important at this point, to distinguish between

{

4

the e?fects of the film on audience attitude as reflected by

results of the analysis of scores from testing with the

. Likert -scales and the \valt;e attributed to these results.
Insofar as the film did not have as its objecf.ive to promote
specific attitudes, there is no establifhed criterion for

f'success or failure in ‘terms of {ttitudes held by audiences

» N < %.af‘ter vieying the film._. The results oﬁta;lne,él are certainly

')
. £2

‘of.interest"in terms of research into the effects of.the

) $
film on these samples. ~ The difference in aftitude held by

¢

~ 1.:he:F group ’viewing the modified version as 'compe;ed with

}," o ! ’ those of the group v1ew1ng the unmodlfled ver51on, irj’

add:.tlon to the greater level of :mterest in the modlfled
version illUStrated by the PEAC graph suggest that the flnal

version was more successful in promotlng certain v1ewpomts

SRS | than was the finmodified version,’ ) ~ b
- \
~ . " - - : ~
' The differences in post-test scores“. for the samples
T viewing the unmodified and modified veriions of ‘the film
Wt ) ot ‘
\- . . N . N N 8 )
: were $ignificant on\the following 1tems: T
- : . .
’ v < - ‘g‘ .
' v ' .
. e " A v
Y ] -
N \1\ ot [} e " . « f A
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1. The poor will always be with us.

3 N

?h difference of means on the preteét suggests just
ﬁow méz; peoples' opinions differ on such sbstract,
ultimately unverifiable E\ssumptiong or cc;xwic‘t‘i'on:.~ If a
film docqment‘d;es manage to alter such views,j%ven to a

€ minor extent, it may be a sign that, due to the filnm,

audience members are questioning some of their basic

v

assumptions. - 2
In terms of attitude after viewing the film, the

,anélysis $uggests that on tﬁié issue, the film provoked a

final att}tude of greater disagreement with this statement

aﬁﬁng those viewing the film at the summative,stagé'éhan it
did a;qﬁg the formative group. IdBofaT as this indicateg an
overall reaction.of @pfimism abodt.escaping from pévegty,
this result suggests that the  modified f{lm promotes this
conclusion. Ultimateiy, this may be considered % mére
< N 'constractive attitude than the fatalism of agreeing strongly
. ‘that “"the poor will always be with us". The film seems to

4

leave the impression that there is hope for families like

e | ‘ the Baileys, that they can: eséape' rom "the circle of

é&couragi g, whereas it most

poverty".* This eonclusion is

—

\\ - be recognised thé; some ‘viewérs; after seeing the film,
4 ‘ o .
. “ : still'disagreed with it or even disagreed with it more than

«

-

» previously. N -
‘n ' ’ ’ \
- . i

o~
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3. S%ople live in poverty because they are too lazy to

- + A A

The comparison of post-test means indicates greater

, .- ¢ ) ' N
agreement for the summative group with the notion ;hgt
laziness is a cause of boverty. derﬁainly, considering the

dﬁample of the Baileys, this conclusion is not surprising.

t

5. People on low incomes should have small families.

The ultimate position of the summative group was one of

uncertainty compared to the (adjusted mean) of the formative

group' which reflects agreement modified from strdng'

agreement on the pre-test. . -

Certainly thé f\lm provides strong aréuments in favour .

¢

of agf%ement and disagreement with this view.. This

statement calls }ntogquestion deeply rooted attitudes about

e

which people are inclined to seek confirmation of what they

already think. - The fact that the film- seems _ to have

™ 4

provoked some questioning or modification of previously held

X
) \Q§9ttitudes testifies -to its sSuccess in _reflecting the

complexity of applying value judgments to real life as lived
\ ,
9, It is shameful to accept ﬁparity. '
- . ‘ —

-~
(as reflected in this documentary).

-
Y

at thﬁ;outset. The adjusted group post-test mean jé% the

summative grogp reflects agreement &ith this statement

: 8
3

\ - ° [}
v .

-

Oon this question the two groups differed_éonsiderably'
LY

ta e v »
Ra® A ena. . ¥y -
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whereas the formative .group' mean reveals uncertair’\ty. ance
éggin, on this item the two gro?ps differ‘ed considerably in
their positions previo®® to viewing the film which, seems to’
have provoked a general queétioning of whatever position was
held previous’ly. Again, on azestion like this where there

is no ultimate "right" or "wrong" opinion,-results indicate

(r .

that the film served to promote the view that it is shamefhi\i '
to accept charity (which for the Baileys it seems tor have’

/
A

" been) . - : ,
. B % 5.'
11. People get what they déservé,and deserve what they get.\

b4 -

The post-test scores indicate agreement for the.
summative group and uncertainty for the formative group
suggésting that the finisfled film supports agreement with
t:his~ statement. ‘,

-
1

12. It's a "dog eat dog" world. .
In terms of th:a post-testlscores, the summative group ..
."céién't know" if it agreed with the sta‘temeqnt whereas the
formative group tended towards agreement. Here aga_in an
attitude of unce;:tainty to this perceptioﬂn is certainly more
optimistic than one of agreement which again suggests a more
up-beat .quality to the film in its modified form. This may

well be considered a des'irable result as ‘it introduces an

element of hecpe into an otherwise depressing situation. .

A comparison of evaluation results obtained with the .

—
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PEAC system (see }igs. 1 and 3) boinfs to some ihtereéting
conclusions. Scenes which reflected 1lower 1levels of
interest at the formative stagé were retai?edi in the
modified version ‘'because their content was considered
important to ‘satisfying the overall~objec£ives of the film.
In two ‘specific cases such scenes still re%lected less

interest than other material even when shortened and placed

elsevhere in the body of the film. A scene featuring Mrs.

\ .
. Bailey and her daughter discussing the latter's eﬂﬁ*oymeﬁt

o prospects was o;iginally placed towards the end of the
unmodified version. In the finished film this scene has
been moved to an earlier moment but still provokes a dip in
the graph. Equally an interv;ew done with Susan Bailey on
the subject of her illegitimate child, giggﬂ\fp for adoption

reflects lower. levels of interest on the graph at both

formative and summative stages of the evaluation.

4

This result confirms the accuracy of the PEAC graph in

refllecting levels of audience interest.' It also points to
~

the ﬁged for testing of the material with different types of

audience in order to establish whether interest .levels of
\‘ . .
given scenes are the same for different audiences. Equally

it may be noticed that thbdse|\ scenes which reflected high

levels of interest on the ‘g¥aph

’

ontinued: to so so vwhen
included in the shorter modified version tested during
summative evaluation. However, .in several cases, the

shortening and/or repositioning of a given scene did alter

\
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Py

its effect on the test audience as reflected by the PEAC

graph. It may be concluded that depending on the naturé of
A L .
the material, the context in which it 1is placed may

influence its effect on viewers.

\ ' (_
Conclusion :

\
%

In terms of providing a systematic methééology with

which to evaluate, modify .and further evaluate media
products, formative and summative evaluatfon teéhniques such
as were applied Fo"fhe des@gn and production of Courage to
Change may be said to prowvide a valuable tool for the} { '

amprovement of such productsf As a media producer, I have

been greatly impressed with the importance of doing
‘systematic evaluation at formative and summative stages in

o

the development of a product. ' %\

f
Indeed, where possible I would suggest that the

~ opportunity to ‘test and to apply the results ofntesting to
making modifications more than once:during the crit}cal.
férmative phase of a production would » increase the
opportunity to make iméortant modificatiens which wodld
improve 'thg effectiveness of the final product. In this
particular case, due to the constraints of scheduling and
budget, only two stages of fdrmative evaluatién were carried
out. It is 1largely due Fo 'this testing and to the

application of test results to making changes in the product.

at each stage of its development that the product.could be
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A

way as to promote maximum effectivness in mainfaining

audience interest, encouraging viewers to questign their

attitudes and in stimulating attitude change.

»

Finally, I would emphasise the importapfce of formative
and summative evaluation and research in t¢rms of providing
a framework for analyzing the dynamics of the interaction
between a media ‘presentation and it audience. The
peréep} n of this interaction as a cybernetic system in
which:feedback plays a key role allowé for the integration

of evaluation results into a progdction system which can

. . . . .
only bring about- an improvement in the quality of the

product.

g
haay
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> US AN ANSWER FOR EACH ONE.
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' A Appendix II , , -
< \\q ~ * PRE-TEST

" Thank you for yoﬁr help ‘in thie study. Your answers to
_thest questions will greatly help us in our test of the film
‘'we will be showing you. All the information you give will
be anonymous and .confidential.
‘3’ o \\.ﬁ . £ 5*

PLEASE LOOK AT. EACH OF THE SENTENCES 1-12 AND TELL US IF YOU
AGREE WITH "THEM OR* NOT. IF YOU ARE NOT SURE, GIVE THE
ANSWER WHICH IS CLOSEST TO WHAT YOU THINK. BUT PLEASE GIVE

—

Tell us how, much you agree. or Qilsagree with each sentence..
CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ONLY. . "

' ~ S
SecTIoR A r - ‘

1.' The poor will always be with. us.

. " . X , \

© strongly _ agree do é; disagree. strongly -
agree ‘ kn ‘ ) disagree
& S . ] 3

2. The unenployed shqul)d feceive governmerit assistance.
. ' - r

_ strongly agree = e«don't' ™ disagree strongly
“-yagree @ . . know . disagree >
‘ o v - t

© 3. , People’ live in poverty because they are too lazy to

woxk -~ N _ g

strongly ~ agree B don't disagree strongly !
agree - *  know . disagree

" : ¢ ' .- » R <

4, It is the respon51b111ty.of the government to ensure
that everyone has a job. -

strengly agree > don't. - disagree strongly

_agree ' - * know T disagree |
L C @
4 Y 4 ~
5. ‘People on low incomes should have small families.
stroﬁgly agree - don't dlsagree strongly~
ree ‘ know disagree
- ~ y N
- fay ©
- r \




) -~
-

~ :
i - 6. The sins of the.fathers are visited on the children.

1

, strongly- . agrée don't disagree strondly
. agree ‘e . know - ~ disa 3

’
. . \

.

7. The children of low income families have as much chance

as -anyone to be successful. ¢
** strongly agree don't disagree strongly .
agree - know disagree .
. - . - /.
8. People without special skills are destlned to live in
poverty. .
strongly ' agree don't disagree strongly
ST agree . know . _disagree
. - J ‘ N » a
. 9, It is shameful to*accept'charity. .
. . ftrongly - agree don't disagPee strongly - )
\ ree z\ know disagree . . .
Voo . IR
_ 1o, ghg poor are victims of an unjust social system. ) *
sérongly agree don't ,. disagree’ strongiy
T e * °  agree © knowe digagree
. . \
. . 2
) 11. People Qgt what they, deserve and deserve what they get.

- , + s .
strongly agree don't disagree , strongly .
agree . know . disagree , ‘

. \ * > . [l <

U 12. It's a "dog eat dog" world. . ‘ -

e . . 3 . [t
, * strongly . agree .don't ﬂdisagree strongly
agree "~ know disagree
— £, ) . i '
. d ' -
. ’ Y L] . .
* . ﬁ .
" r] ¢ \
‘ . ' 1
. -~ - “ ' =
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SECTION B - GENERAL INFORMATION CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ONLY
13. SEX - Male 1 -  Female 2 o 3
) \\. AGE _. years
\ . ) N N
15.” MARITAL STATUS - ¥ Single ‘ 1 Divorced 3
/ ‘ " Married . 2 ' Separated 4
' 16. RELIGION . K ‘ ‘
LY
Anglican ] 1 AT -
Baptist b ee— 2 - &
> .
Jehovah's Witness' .3
Jewish ) - .4 : ‘ '
Pentecostal’ ‘5 L
’ H
Roman~Catholic .6, )
Salvation Army 7 - BRI ‘ e
Seventh Day Adventist 8 !
) ‘Unifed church A 9 S
L ' : ’
Presbyterian . - 10
Other ‘ . 11
; ) ) ’ ' . - » 4
No Religion e 12 . , Lo
(\'—No Response <13 . i
\ . - A . ¢
17. Your OCCUPATION " S .
~ Unemployed 1 . / Trade - "
Housewife . 2 ) Profes./Manag. 6. . -
Student 3. . other S
. . 1
Clerical 4 " | | | o
- ’ , - .
- — \: ] 3 . ' ‘. )
¢ " N N
. ‘ o , N
. » .

S Taa

. i u:j
Low el Fcten

»

3
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PREVIOUS EDUCATION
a) Completed part glemegtary échool;

b) Completed elementary school -~

c) Completed part High School \

d) Graduated High School

e) Completed part of a special training program
f) Gradgated from a special training program,
)g) Completed part of a University degree

h) Graduated from University

i) Obtained post-graduate qugliﬁications

"

*

19. POE&?ICAL AFFILIATION

In the last election, I voted:b

a) Liberal .1 y\
b) Conservative 2 ﬂ
c) NDP . ' 3 , N
\
d) Other -3 4
- e) Didn't vote - ?;;

20. AMOUNT OF TELEVISION WATCHED PER WEEK-

,
/

a) More than five hours 1
b) More Ehan ten hours 2
c) - More than‘twentx hours 3
d) More than thir hours 4
; - \

1

2

3 B

77

CIRCLE ONE OR MORE RESPONSES

—~

- e
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POST-TEST

> [N

. The same twelve point Likert scale was used in the

pq;t:test”as in the pre-test, with tHe order of the scales
reversed. The questions pertaining to demographic data were

ommittéd from the post-test guestionnaire.
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Follm\«‘ing“ are the qpen-ended questioné used to elicit f

quqlifative feedback during'formatibe evaluation.

v
)

1. Please describe in 25 words or less the predomin@gt_

impression you have recelved from seeing thlS materlal

\
- . 1 ’
2. Please identify khe part or parts which interested you
! ‘ G

Ka) the most i

3

(b) the least.

4

4 . *
. q IN

A Y

3. What is included in thi;\\ersion that you definiéely

think should not Be in the finished’ film? Why? v

4. Is there aga"omission or confusion you would like to

point out?

.
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Table 6

F Ratio ' T Value

“Pre 'vs. Groups , ' Group 1
(Summative/No PEAC)

. vs. Group 3

Py (Summative/PEAC)

1., 0.70 | ’ - 1.75 )

2. 2.31 — - 1i19 <7

3. _1.45 4 o 1.03 . -
4. 2.26 ; - 0.15 =
5. 0.17 7 - 0.49

6. 0.43 ‘ . 0.97 N\ |
7. 2.42 - 0.70

8. 1.72 - 1.43

9. 1.5 1.48

10. 0.12 , " 0.09

11. 1.21 1.56

12.  0.71 1.19 -

Table 6 1llustrates results of th¢;analysis of co-variance
performed on post- test scores of the two groups tested
during summative evalyation, one with ‘and one without the
use of the PEAC sSystem. The absence of significant
differences in this study suggests that there is no threat.
to internal, validity paspd by .the use of the PEAC System by
test subjects.
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.. Appendix VI

NFB Production Budget
» Courage to Change

»

(see following two pages)
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